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Project Aim 

• With the aim of enriching student learning and 

improving regional student participation, a cross 

sectoral team investigated a sample of 

collaborations that exist between TAFE/VET and 

HE with the potential to improve staff working 

relationships, enhance the environment for 

student learning. 

1. Identify collaborations and the model being 

used  

2. identify enablers and challenges for the 

collaboration 

 

 



The Context 

• The existence of boundary and territorial issues 

between sectors can impede collaboration 

opportunities. The difficulties faced in forging 

collaborative relationships are numerous with 

metropolitan tertiary institutions representing 

one dynamic context and regional Australia 

representing another quite different dynamic. 

• Aimed at regional where students have little 

choice about a provider and thin markets. 



Limitations 

• Perceived limitations were noted as:  

– Existing sector regulatory and administrative 

frameworks EB’s and TEQSA;  

– Partners operating within different 

government jurisdictions;  

– The existence of entrenched cultures and 

attitudes.  

 



What did we do ? 

• Selected case studies of engagement that were known 

or identified by the research team 

• A number where identified and then rejected as 

preliminary analysis showed little was likely to emerge 

from data collection. 

• Data collection was not limited to regional case studies 

 



Case Studies 

For each case study (n=7) we recorded interviews 

with 

• Staff in HE and TAFE (individual) 

• Students in HE and TAFE (focus groups) 

• Community stakeholders in each case 

study 

• Mother campus representatives 

• Transcribed interviews and NVivo analysis 

• Final Reports are in progress  

 



Preliminary outcomes 

• Of the seven case studies, five could be 

classified as model 1 with 4 regional and one 

metropolitan case. 

• Two case studies were classified as Model 2  

with one exemplar 



Model 1 

Characterised by… 

– Informal MOU based 

– Primarily driven by universities in relation to 

economies of scale 

– The collaborations were not based around 

specific pathways but more general in nature 

– There were cases of good collaborations in 

specific disciplines and these were often 

personality based. 



Model 1 cont’ 

• When shared space was scare with multiple 

uses competitive issues emerged 

• Rooms and the canteen (used at different 

times) were shared but often libraries were not. 

Thus students were essentially still segregated. 

• Comments included 

– “it’s not working anywhere near its potential” 

– “a formalised governance model has been 

lacking in the sense that the two institutions 

still do their own thing” 



Model 1 cont’ 

• Students did not necessarily think the 

blurring of boundaries was a good thing.  

• No sharing of human resources. 

• TAFE staff felt undervalued 

• Resources for staff (rather then students) 

were considered superior in higher 

education 

• Qualifications of TAFE staff were an issue 

but not the reverse. 



Model 2 

• Represented by a collaboration between 

industry and either a TAFE or a university. 

• The university hosted model allocated specialist 

staff to VET and university courses producing an 

exemplar model through a collaboration entity 

while the VET hosted collaboration did not. 

• The VET hosted model used VET lecturers with 

industry experience to teach  a degree level 

program.  



Model 2 – university host 

• One campus 

• Industry specific 

• Shared resources 

• Consistent management for all students and 

staff 

• Has a strong practical element with clear exit 

points to industry with also a separate strong 

theoretical element 

• Nationally and internationally recognised brand 



Model 2 VET host 

• Vet staff were used to teach diploma to 

degree level qualifications 

• This produced concerns about teaching 

standards and qualifications of staff. 

• There was no collaborative entity with its 

own brand. 



Challenges identified to collaboration 

• Absence of senior directives or 

communication and a reliance on long 

standing local relationships 

• Universities appear more strategic and 

well resourced with better communication 

lines 

• Non alignment of reporting systems and 

assessment criteria 



Challenges identified to collaboration 

• VET funding cuts across many states 

• The status of diplomas in employment and 

the blurring of the need for higher 

education to secure well paid employment, 

ie the resources sector 

• Foundations studies bridges and how this 

relates to TAFE studies, ie the 

participation agenda.  

 



Challenges identified to collaboration 

• The disparity of qualifications between 

VET and higher education staff. 

• TAFE culture was more guarded with 

more level of permissions needed to 

secure engagement with the project 

• Shared facilities are not enough to secure 

collaborations. 

• Leadership and commitment are needed 

to cross the boundaries.  



Future issues 

• Reducing the sector divide as policy? 

• Competition (ABS stats shown yesterday re high 

TAFE engagement when there is no university) 

• Brand image 

• Structural barriers 

• Entrenched cultures 

• Metro-centric viewpoints that miss the 

differences 

• Including TAFE staff in research teams  



In summary 

• The Emperor has no clothes!! 

– Lots of talk 

– Good intentions 

– Desires often made public and supported by 

agreements 

– Outcomes limited –except for the niche 

exemplar. 

 

 



Reflections 

• Satellite campuses are about community engagement 

and work best when they meet community needs and 

within the broad parameters of mother or parent entities. 

• Comparable educational experiences do not mean the 

same experiences (TEQSA) 

• Cultures can be state entrenched based on leadership 

personalities and/or systemic issues 

• Economies of scale and competition are very 

challenging. 

• Building trust takes time and the wrong person in a job 

can take years to repair. 


