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Introduction



The reconstruction of higher education in Australia through the creation of the Unified National System at the end of the 1980s is commonly seen as a watershed, bringing new ways of funding, directing and organising universities, expanding their size, reorienting their activities and setting in train a far-reaching transformation of the academic enterprise.


The design and effects of the Unified National System have attracted a very substantial literature that analyses the changes and contests their merits. For the most part, such studies have been conducted at the system level, concentrating on particular aspects such as teaching, research and institutional management.


Here we examine the changes holistically at the institutional level, in four studies prepared and conducted to a common framework. They cover two old universities (Melbourne and Sydney), one newer, pre-1987 university (Griffith) and one formed as a result of the reconstruction (the University of South Australia). They also cover four states, allowing us to consider how the amalgamation process set in train by John Dawkins as the Commonwealth Minister for Employment, Education and Training was undertaken in different jurisdictions. Each study examines the changes that were made, their initiation, contestation, implementation and effects from the publication of the Green Paper at the end of 1987 to the change of government at the end of 1996.


The changes introduced by Dawkins have been usefully summarised by Grant Harman:


•   abolition of the binary system, with its clear differentiation between universities and colleges of advanced education, and replacement by a Unified National System of higher education


•   consolidation of institutions through amalgamation to reduce their number and to secure larger and stronger institutions


•   substantial increases in enrolments and attention to student progress rates to secure an increased output of graduates


•   greater concentration on particular fields of study, such as computer science, business studies and engineering, which were seen to be crucial to economic growth


•   a more selective approach to research funding, with a greater emphasis on national priorities, and substantial increases in the total amount of research funds


•   changes in institutional governance to make institutions more flexible and efficient, and to give greater power to chief executives


•   changes in staffing to increase flexibility and improve performance


•   greater autonomy to institutions within negotiated funding agreements, and efforts to increase institutional effectiveness and efficiency (including further reduction of unit costs per student, improved credit transfer, and rationalisation of the provision of courses by distance education)


•   shifting some of the financial burden for higher education to users and encouraging higher education institutions to generate income to supplement public funding.1


 


This summary has the advantage that it was made at the time, and is therefore not subject to the subsequent tendency to attribute changes in higher education to Dawkins that were not part of his reconstruction. In many accounts there is a danger of succumbing to the post hoc, propter hoc fallacy, seeing him as responsible for all that followed. Some of the changes were already under way before he created the Unified National System while others are apparent in countries that did not follow the Australian path.


One purpose of these four studies is to trace the consequences of what he set in motion, another to consider institutional responses. We are interested in the proposals set out in the Green and White Papers that were not implemented, as well as those that were. The universities were not passive instruments of government policy: they resisted some components of the Unified National System and grasped others, and in each of them there was substantial contestation of how it should respond.


Nor, despite its homogenous characteristics, was the creation of the Unified National System ever likely to result in a uniform national system. Each of the universities was distinctive in location, orientation and aspiration. In adapting its organisation and practices to the reconstructed system of higher education, each sought to use some of these inherited characteristics to its best advantage. Accordingly, each study concludes by turning back to the nine components identified by Harman and indicating the outcomes that were reached by 1996.


Notes


1   Adapted from Grant Harman, ‘Institutional amalgamations and abolition of the binary system in Australia under John Dawkins’, Higher Education Quarterly, vol. 45, no. 2, 1991, pp. 182–3.





CHAPTER 1


The Dawkins Reforms in Context


Behind the reforms


Throughout the 1980s the theory and practice of public sector management in Australia and elsewhere were subject to intense scrutiny. Structural and operational reforms were introduced into publicly funded agencies in part to reflect contemporary private sector business norms but essentially to make the public sector more efficient and accountable for the expenditure of public funds and for outcomes. This was a time of fluctuating national and international economic conditions that prompted critical reassessments of the roles and responsibilities of governments and their agencies in providing services such as health and education and how these were funded. As such debates tend to do in Australia, they also provoked arguments about the constitutional powers and responsibilities of state and federal governments.


The 1987 Green Paper, Higher Education: A Policy Discussion Paper, envisaged a consolidated and revitalised sector that would be better able to meet Australia’s economic, social and cultural priorities in the national interest. The Paper followed more than twenty years of investigations, reports and public discussion about the structure and purpose of Australian post-secondary education. It raised questions such as whether a university education was, or should be, provided as a ‘free’ service to the students who benefited from it. The Paper also signalled a different policy approach, prompting discussion about what the ‘national interest’ meant and how education, and universities in particular, could contribute to it.


The sector was centrally regulated through the Commonwealth Tertiary Education Commission (CTEC), and the Australian Vice-Chancellors’ Committee (AVCC) decided who it would admit to membership through accreditation protocols. The expansive reforms of the Whitlam Government in the early 1970s were followed by a far more cautious approach under Malcolm Fraser, whose government imposed a freeze on public financial support for the sector. The advent of the Hawke Government in 1983 provided little relief from the Commonwealth’s pursuit of financial stringency, and paring back the cost of universities continued. Funding per student declined before and during the period under review: the AVCC estimated that funding per Equivalent Full-Time Student Unit (EFTSU) fell by 16 per cent between 1983 and 1993.1 After an unsuccessful attempt to persuade Cabinet to restore fees, the Hawke Government in 1986 introduced a Higher Education Administration Charge (HEAC) to bring an element of user-pays into the system.


On taking up his appointment as Minister for Employment, Education and Training in 1987, Dawkins assembled and was advised by a small group with wide experience of higher education to develop a set of reform proposals.2 After the obligatory Green Paper consultation period, the White Paper that followed seven months later confirmed the direction of the reforms. They were driven by a belief that Australia lagged behind comparable OECD nations in educational attainment and therefore productivity. To bridge the gap Australia would need to expand its graduate numbers from the current 88 000 per year to 125 000 within ten years. Dawkins also sought to increase funding. In gross numbers of students, Dawkins’ ambitions would be realised; there were more than 11 0000 more students in universities in 1991 than there had been in 1983 when the Hawke Government was elected, an increase of 43 per cent. Forty thousand new student places were created in the 1989–91 triennium alone.3 The quantum of Commonwealth money flowing to universities improved; the critical ratio of dollars per student did not.


Beyond growth in numbers, Dawkins also sought to improve access to higher education for students from lower socio-economic and other disadvantaged backgrounds. He envisaged a Unified National System of higher education that removed the binary distinction between universities oriented towards professional education and research on the one hand, and the vocationally oriented Colleges of Advanced Education (CAEs) on the other. The nineteen universities existing at this time varied considerably. The six older universities were established in each state capital city from the mid-nineteenth to the early twentieth centuries. The post-World War II universities were sometimes referred to as ‘Redbrick’ (after their British contemporaries), and the later ones, with their uniquely Australian characteristics, became known as ‘gumtree’ universities. Given its location in a native forest, Griffith epitomised the latter. Dawkins’ reforms would raise the CAEs to university status provided they satisfied conditions of entry into the Unified National System, which would also require many of them to aggregate into larger institutions. Voluntary amalgamations between geographically contiguous institutions would be encouraged; there would better coordination of the sector to promote specialisation, credit transfer and service delivery. The Technical and Further Education (TAFE) sector would be revamped and would constitute the second tier in a different version of the binary system.4


Scale and efficiency were key reform principles. Institutions in the non-university tertiary education sector, which included colleges and institutes of technology, ranged widely in size. Some were small and specialised whereas others had a broadly based academic profile. They might be attractive to their students and to their staff, but in Dawkins’ eyes they were a mistake born out of the mid-1960s Martin Report and maintaining them as separate institutions could no longer be justified.5 His jaundiced view of the outcomes of the Martin Report was shared by the Chair of the Tertiary Education Commission, Hugh Hudson, whose address to a Deans of Science Conference at the ANU in November 1987 expressed strong reservations about classifying Australian tertiary education as a binary system, given the blurring of institutional roles that had occurred over time and the importance of the TAFE sector. Hudson criticised those universities harbouring areas of substandard research, contrasting these with the high standards achieved in some CAEs.6 Many CAE leaders themselves had ambitions for elevation to university status—and they had the ear of some state education ministers.


The Dawkins plan would see the effectiveness of higher education institutions defined by measures of efficiency such as size of the student body, breadth of educational profile and serving national priority areas in teaching and research. The student load of institutions would, in part, determine their teaching and research profile and therefore the quantum of public funding.


The Paper promised reduced government micro-management and more diversity within the sector. Critics questioned whether the common funding system might instead see universities converge, to look and behave more like each other, even while they might devise marketing strategies to persuade the government, the public, students (and perhaps themselves) of their individual uniqueness in the competition for research funding, students and staff. Meanwhile, enterprising and generally younger universities such as Griffith were introducing new programs in areas such as environmental science, nursing and microelectronics, and although these might not have fitted within the narrow contemporary definition of ‘professional’ programs, they increasingly resembled them and came to be accepted as such.7 This was consistent with Dawkins’ ambitions for recognition of a wider suite of professional programs across the sector.


The changes were meant to provoke competition between institutions as a function of intrinsic merit, capacity, market attractiveness and innovation. Institutions were encouraged to seek alternative funding sources, and those that chose to opt out of the unified system would see their public funding shrink. All institutions would need to revise their management structures, practices and decision-making processes in order to respond better to national priorities and to sharpen their strategic planning and performance evaluation. Their governing bodies were expected to perform as company boards and vice-chancellors as chief executives.


There would be a common academic year as well as options for moving beyond the standard two-semester system; greater capacity for staff management, valuing and rewarding excellence in teaching and research; and flexible pay structures. Tenured appointment would continue, but there would also be more fixed-term contract appointments. The national research establishment, funding mechanisms and advisory structures would also be overhauled. Finally, the government wished to expand the financial support bases of the sector. Dawkins set up a committee chaired by Neville Wran, former Premier of New South Wales, to investigate how to fund the system with a view to growth and long-term sustainability. The principle of user-pays was central in this context.


Enactments by state and territory governments created universities (with the exception of Commonwealth legislation establishing the Australian National University and the Australian Maritime College) and regulated school-leaver entry to higher education through their administration of secondary school examinations and results. In Queensland this was the responsibility of the Queensland Tertiary Admissions Centre (QTAC).


By declaring that universities should serve the national interest, Dawkins opened the way not only for the states to declare their historic interests in the foundation and governance of universities and the social and economic contributions they made at the local level but also to diversionary, and often ideologically partisan, arguments about which level of government should determine the structure of the sector. With overlapping legislative and financial allegiances to two levels of government, and as public sector entities largely dependent on stagnant levels of Commonwealth funding, universities were inevitably drawn into the wider debates about lines of reporting, pricing, operational costs, service expectations and efficiency. Dawkins seemed to promise a clarification of competing Commonwealth and state responsibilities and proposed to set up joint planning committees in each state to this end, but given the inevitable political appeals to states’ rights in some jurisdictions, fulfilling this promise would prove difficult. At least one prescient academic commentator critical of the Green Paper foresaw the potential for ‘enthusiasts’ in state parliaments to engage in ‘foolish amendments’ to the legislation that established universities.8


Higher education in Queensland


A snapshot of Queensland’s tertiary education institutions when the Green Paper appeared reveals significant variation in academic profiles and scale across a very large state with many regional differences in demography, economic base, climate and general social outlook. Of the universities, Griffith had 4167 students; James Cook University of North Queensland 3537; and the longer established University of Queensland 14 550. The Queensland Institute of Technology, shortly to become a full university as Queensland University of Technology (QUT), had 7230.9 The privately funded Bond University had only just been established and was struggling financially. Some of the CAEs enrolled more students than universities, but there were also some very small ones. The multi-campus Brisbane College of Advanced Education enrolled 7454 students; the Capricornia Institute of Advanced Education 2677; the Darling Downs Institute of Advanced Education 4531; and the Queensland Agricultural College at Gatton 1440. Among the smaller institutions the new (1986) Gold Coast College of Advanced Education had 350 students and the Queensland Conservatorium of Music 317. Nationally, there were 19 universities and 46 colleges with an average of 5212 students10 in a national total of about 395 000 students,11 plus many others in a variety of vocational and technical education, and training establishments.


Queensland did not have a strong record of higher education participation, lagging well behind most other jurisdictions. This was a reflection of the state’s historically narrow economic base, confined mainly to agriculture, mining and tourism, and a politico-cultural tradition that placed no great value on education. Conservative and parochial by instinct and by training, Queensland politicians and education bureaucrats were generally suspicious of any attempt by Canberra to induce reform.12 The Dawkins reforms followed broad social, economic and demographic changes in the state that challenged these old attitudes, and from the 1960s onwards, with growing numbers of students completing secondary school, a high level of unmet demand emerged for higher education places.


Attempts were made during the 1970s both to promote and to meet demand for higher education. Between 1977 and 1983 the number of funded higher education places in Queensland increased by 5795. In the first three years of the Hawke Government, a further 6201 places were added to take the total number to more than 43 000 in 1986. The additional funded places were allocated across the state’s institutions, including the new Gold Coast CAE established in 1986. In October that year the state and Commonwealth governments agreed that university or CAE courses could be undertaken in regional TAFE colleges.13


Despite the additional places, the State Government routinely criticised the Commonwealth for failing to recognise how badly Queensland was treated.14 In 1986 the higher education student load (i.e. the Equivalent Full-Time Student Unit—EFTSU) per thousand head of population in Queensland stood at 16.62 against a national figure of 19.13, and Commonwealth funding per Queensland EFTSU was $509 below the national average.15 Queensland’s population was 16.6 per cent of the nation, but the state received only 14.5 per cent of university funding. These differences were due to several factors, including the concentration of funding for student places and research in universities located mostly in southern capitals, which served to sharpen the local sense of grievance. In 1988 it was estimated that more than 6000 of Queensland’s 1987 qualified Year 12 leaving student cohort were unable to secure a university place. Although the Queensland high school retention rate had increased substantially to 58 per cent by the late 1980s, only 10.3 per cent of the population held a tertiary qualification (as against 23.9 per cent in the ACT). The State Government responded by promising to fund additional places from its own budget in 1988.16


Griffith University


Planning for a new university campus in Brisbane to supplement the University of Queensland, which was already beginning to experience over-crowding on its St Lucia campus, began in the 1960s.17 Initially envisaged as second campus of that university, the idea of a separate university gradually took shape. Griffith University was created by state legislation in 1971, and welcomed its first undergraduate students in 1975 with 450 enrolments in four academic schools: Australian Environmental Studies, Humanities, Modern Asian Studies and Science.


The first Vice-Chancellor, John Willett, was a behavioural scientist who had already shown a preparedness to challenge Oxbridge traditions when he established the first School of Business Administration at Cambridge, to the consternation of his more conservative peers. Before he was recruited to Griffith, he was Professor and Dean of the Faculty of Economics and Commerce at the University of Melbourne, where he established the Masters in Business Administration program. The founding Chancellor, Sir Theodore (Ted) Bray, remained a strong supporter of Willett during their time at Griffith.18 Willett again demonstrated that he was not averse to breaking with British and Australian university traditions when Griffith promoted itself as a different kind of university; among other symbols of difference, it adopted American terminology of ‘faculty’ to describe academic staff, ‘course’ instead of ‘subject’ and ‘program’ instead of ‘course’. Its academic units were named a ‘division’ rather than the usual ‘faculty’.


While the 1970s provided a rich and fertile soil for the establishment of the University, the following decade proved to be more challenging and the idealism of its founders was tempered by political and economic reality. The financial restrictions imposed by the Fraser Government’s ‘razor gang’ and static enrolments in 1979 caused the University Council to think carefully about expanding the academic base, although an additional element, the School of Social and Industrial Administration, was established. Griffith benefited from the 1982 Commonwealth Games through the gift of former athlete accommodation and facilities from the government, and financial conditions introduced an incentive to search for additional revenue streams.


By 1987 Griffith was still a new and relatively small institution with its own single campus located in a pocket of native forest surrounded by a mix of suburbia and light industry about ten kilometres south of the Brisbane CBD. Enrolment numbers in 1987 approached 5000 students and 4000 EFTSU in an academic structure offering undergraduate programs in schools (schools at this time each equated with the divisions) of Australian Environmental Studies; Asian and International Studies; Health and Behavioural Sciences; Humanities; Commerce and Administration; and Science and Technology.


From the outset, interdisciplinary study and generally being different from the mainstream were promoted heavily as signature advantages of studying or working at Griffith. It promised students an academic experience different from what was available elsewhere, although other ‘third wave’ universities such as Macquarie, Flinders and La Trobe also promised to be different. Griffith’s claim to difference was aimed in particular at the traditionalist University of Queensland (UQ), which Griffith regarded as its chief rival. Difference was expressed in a range of organisational, physical, pedagogical, social and philosophical ways. Griffith sought to develop a reputation for innovation, both internally and externally, and to offer an alternative to the Scottish and Oxbridge traditions on which UQ and the other older universities generally modelled themselves, although Griffith readily embraced UQ and QUT and many others in research collaboration.19 In 1988 Griffith was a partner with UQ and James Cook University in a pavilion at the 1988 Brisbane World Expo to showcase their areas of research strength. Griffith was also the instigator of ‘Techquad’, which brought together Griffith, Bond, QUT and UQ in a research partnership.20


Pedagogically, Griffith’s orientation was towards contemporary issues, environmental and Asian studies and an interdisciplinary approach in teaching and learning, while equity was promoted as a core principle. Innovative combinations such as Science and Japanese Language were aimed at producing graduates with better employment prospects, although at this early stage Griffith offered none of the traditional professional courses such as law, engineering and medicine. It was the first Australian university to appoint artists in residence, following the success of its community-focused Creative Arts Workshop program, which later evolved into the Queensland Film and Drama Centre.


Serving the community and striving for equity of access were two of the strongest founding principles. The commitment to being an active member of the community led to collaboration with the public and private sectors in engagement with contemporary issues. Chancellor Bray was determined that the Council would represent the wider community, with a slight predominance of ‘town’ over ‘gown’.21 Griffith also sought to lead engagement with nations in the Asia-Pacific region, especially Japan, China and Indonesia.


In the years preceding the Dawkins reforms, despite the Commonwealth’s freeze on new funding, Griffith enrolments increased steadily to meet the University’s commitment to improve access to education (see below, table 1.1). Growth at Griffith slowed somewhat in 1987, but numbers continued to grow proportionally more than the sector overall owing to a CTEC policy that favoured the newer institutions. Although it had begun as conscious of its small size and lacking in general recognition,22 by 1987 Griffith was on its way to becoming a credible player in the Queensland and national tertiary education, successfully attracting students to its programs. However, a proportion of students saw enrolment at Griffith as a stepping-stone to other institutions. Student retention rates were a persistent issue for the University and gave rise to sensitivity about being regarded as inferior: it faced condescending remarks about being a ‘Mickey Mouse’ institution in view of its small size and academic profile.23


Table 1.1: Griffith students by gender, 1983–88


[image: Image]


Source: Griffith University, Annual Report, 1988.


Table 1.2: Percentage growth in EFTSU Griffith University student load, 1983–88


[image: Image]


Source: Griffith University, Annual Report, 1988, Appendix A.


 


Consistent with its equity objectives, Griffith attracted non-traditional cohorts such as mature age, women, Indigenous, first in family and students with disabilities.24 This spirit of inclusiveness was not exclusive to Griffith as other institutions such as QUT embraced the same principles.25 Encouraging mature-age students to enrol at Griffith was also a way of dealing with the relatively low numbers of school-leavers entering universities at this time. There was resentment at CTEC restrictions on the range of courses Griffith could offer. This was balanced by a general desire to protect equity targets and the boutique nature of the University.


Like other universities, Griffith sought to meet demand and adopted the practice of over-enrolling students beyond the limits imposed by Canberra, then calling on the Commonwealth Government to increase funding to pay for the extra places and the attendant costs. Universities were motivated to over-enrol to avoid penalties for failing to meet set enrolment targets in a perverse game of incentives and bluff routinely played by both sides. The strategy also risked putting further pressure on the ratio of funding per student.


Griffith was unique in its approach to the environment and to internal governance. Architecturally, the Nathan Campus was attuned to the landscape and Griffith was committed to preserving and enhancing the heavily forested natural environment in which it was located. Sympathetic interaction with the environment as a ‘space’ was virtually unheard of in the early 1970s, particularly in Queensland, and Griffith’s early commitment to the principles of sustainability stood out. The commitment was extended to all its campuses following amalgamations with other institutions during and after the establishment of the Unified National System. The commitment was further expressed through the built form and use of contemporary architecture: no structure should exceed the height of the tree canopy, and the University Library won the first national award for library design. The ideal bush location came with two risks; the first was that the campus was hidden away from public view, which had both positive and negative effects: reinforcing not only a belief in being unique but also a sense of relative isolation. The second risk was more immediate and prosaic: a bushfire burned out part of the Nathan campus in November 1992 and destroyed thirty-five vehicles in a carpark.


An organisational chart current in 1985 explained the logic of Griffith’s internal structure thus:


 


The University is organised into five academic Divisions, two academic service elements, and three general Divisions. A major feature of the University’s organisation is the structure of its academic Divisions, which are known as Schools. Each School’s work is organised around a defined set of intellectual concerns or problems: there are no disciplinary-based departments. This structure underpins the nature of the University’s bachelor degree programmes, by providing a broad multidisciplinary context in which specialist studies are undertaken. A good deal of responsibility is devolved upon the School Standing Committee, which is chaired by the executive head of the School, the Dean. Another feature is the small group of specialist committees, whose members are drawn from the Council and the University, which advise the governing body (Council) directly.26


 


Through this rather flat structure, Griffith promoted participation at all levels. Students were involved in planning through the Student Affairs Committee, and community involvement was encouraged through appointment of local business representatives to Council. Members drawn from both Council and University staff sat on the Management Advisory Committee, Legislation Committee, Organisation Committee, Academic Committee (with specialist subcommittees), Staff Committee, Student Affairs Committee, and Finance and Property Committee. The Vice-Chancellor’s direct responsibilities and powers at the apex of the University administration were like those of any other at the time. The Chancellor, University Council and its committees with co-opted staff had important roles in institutional governance, working in close cooperation with the Vice-Chancellor.27 The University administration and Registrar were directly responsible to the Vice-Chancellor.


Inevitably, there were tensions in the relationship between various elements in this flat and dispersed decision-making structure, which purported to value both individuality and collegiality. The Griffith University Union of Students (GUUS) and the Council Committee competed for primacy over control of student services funding. Other tensions existed between Academic Committee and its subcommittees and the academic schools and deans over the claim of the Committee to exercise oversight of the schools. The interdisciplinary character of the schools created tensions in the planning and delivery of degree courses, and it was not unknown for lecturers from different areas and academic backgrounds to take opposing sides on issues in lectures and in public. The University’s Centre for Advancement of Learning and Teaching (CALT) comprised a small but powerful group of academics, including its foundation director, Bob Ross, who regarded themselves as the protectors of the Griffith ethos and acted accordingly to assert their influence in decision-making forums.28 Resolving these contretemps required considerable negotiation between the Vice-Chancellor and the heads of schools, but they were counted as healthy signs of the University’s academic vigour.


The University’s research profile reflected its teaching. It was establishing a reputation in the fields in which it was a pioneer, particularly environmental and Asian studies. Physics was also emerging as an area of strength. However, the University’s output was small compared to the much larger, more comprehensive and longer established University of Queensland, which—along with the other older metropolitan universities—sequestered the great bulk of the available national research funding. Griffith was keen to preserve and promote its interdisciplinary approach to pedagogical practice. This led some staff to give greater attention to their interdisciplinary teaching than their research, and research-funding bodies generally favoured discipline-specific research projects.


Griffith was among the first universities to describe non-academic staff as ‘general staff’ in an effort to create unity and camaraderie amongst all employees. Socially, a sense of unity and the fact that Griffith was a new university founded on principles of equity encouraged students to build a distinctive identity. Staff were encouraged to relate informally on a first-name basis with students and with each other. The students’ sense of ownership equalled that of the founding staff members, and together they developed a strong allegiance to the University. This influenced students to develop a holistic approach to study, to Griffith and to the local community.


The atmosphere at Griffith during these early years was a clear manifestation of the University’s founding philosophies. In 1984 the founding Vice-Chancellor, John Willett, reflected on the previous ten years as he prepared to pass the baton to his successor: ‘Griffith has, I believe, proved in ten years that it can do well in the things it initially set out to do. The real test lies further on in time, whether the University can learn and continue to adapt to a fast changing world. It will fail if all it has done is to create a new, minor orthodoxy.’29


Willett’s successor, Emeritus Professor L.R. (Roy) Webb, later described the University in terms that would have applied to most higher education institutions, but his words had particular resonance for Griffith:


 


We have tried to foster in our own University life those qualities which are perhaps the most important preconditions of a peaceful and prosperous global society, qualities which Karl Popper characterised collectively as the Open Society: openness to ideas, whether old or new; openness to other cultures; openness to new technologies in teaching and research; openness to our communities which still largely pay our way through government grants; openness to the interplay of sometimes competing and sometimes complementary developments in the established categories of knowledge (disciplines); and openness to each other as members of the academic community of staff, students and graduates.30
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