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UNIVERSITIES LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2000 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 13 September. 

MR CARPENTER (Willagee) [3.43 pm]:  The Labor Party supports this legislation without amendment.  
However, I will make a descriptive comment on the legislation and then make some general remarks about the 
state of tertiary education in Australia at the moment.  It is a subject that we rarely get to debate in the State 
Parliament, as tertiary education funding is predominantly the responsibility of the Commonwealth Government; 
therefore, such issues are normally addressed in the Commonwealth Parliament.  This provides an opportunity 
for those on both sides of this House to make some comments about tertiary education in general.  The 
Universities Legislation Amendment Bill is being handled by the Labor Party spokesperson on higher education, 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich.  I rely to some extent on some briefing notes about the functioning of this legislation that 
she has provided.  Having also read the second reading speech, I recognise that her briefing notes are perfectly 
accurate, so I will refer to them with the confidence I have in such a skilled member of Parliament as Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich. 

The purpose of the Bill is essentially fourfold:  First, to amend the University of Western Australia Act 1911 in 
relation to the size and membership of the senate of the university and the definition of “university”; secondly, to 
amend the Murdoch University Act 1973 and the University of Western Australia Act 1911 with regard to the 
role of the Governor as a visitor; thirdly, to repeal the University Endowment Act 1904 and the University 
Endowment Act Amendment Act 1927; and, fourthly, to incorporate the related investment provisions within the 
University of Western Australia Act 1911. 

The University of WA has completed a review of the university’s governing body, the senate.  The agreed 
changes were passed by the senate last year following a period of consultation and debate.  Reviewing the size, 
structure and role of the senate is a matter that the university has undertaken of its own volition.  In relation to 
the structure of the university senate, four points need to be understood:  First, the senate is to be reduced from 
the current 25 members to 21, and this reduction is to be accompanied by an increase in the number of ex officio 
appointments from two to five.  Secondly, the warden of convocation, chairman of the academic board and 
President of the Postgraduate Students’ Association are to be made full members of the senate ex officio.  The 
position nominated by the minister charged with the administration of the School Education Act 1999 is 
removed.  Thirdly, changes will be made to the tenure of senate members, including the chancellor and pro-
chancellor.  All members will serve a four-year term, unless filling a casual vacancy, and will be eligible for re-
election for two consecutive four-year terms.  Currently, they are elected or appointed for a six-year period and 
are eligible for re-election or reappointment.  Fourthly, changes will be made to enable the senate to elect to the 
position of chancellor any person who is deemed to have the appropriate qualifications for the position, 
regardless of whether he or she is serving as a member of the senate.  Present members of the senate can remain 
members until their time expires.   

As I mentioned at the outset, the definition of “university” is also addressed in this legislation.  The clause 
dealing with the definition of “university” in the University of Western Australia Act will be amended by this 
legislation as it currently excludes staff.  The proposed change provides that the university shall consist of a 
senate, convocation, staff and graduate and undergraduate students.  In relation to the clause dealing with the 
role of the Governor as a visitor, the matter of the role of the visitor has been under discussion for several years 
with consultation between the Western Australian Higher Education Council, the Governor’s office, the Solicitor 
General of Western Australia and the Ombudsman.  They all favour the amendment that will proceed through 
Parliament today.  In the University of Western Australia Act and the Murdoch University Act, the Governor 
appears to have no option but to exercise jurisdiction to investigate a complaint, whereas in the Edith Cowan 
University Act 1984 and the Curtin University of Technology Act 1966, the Governor appears to have such 
discretion.  The proposed change will reduce duplication between the role of the university visitor and the 
Ombudsman or any other investigative body, and bring the provisions of the University of Western Australia and 
Murdoch University Acts into line with the current provisions of the Edith Cowan and Curtin University of 
Technology Acts. 

The repeal of the University Endowment Act and the University Endowment Act Amendment Act is also a 
significant part of the legislation.  As members will know, universities are under considerable pressure to make 
more effective use of their assets to fund university operations.   

This Bill repeals the University Endowment Act 1904 and the subsequent amended Act.  The operation of the 
first Act was spent and the second Act’s areas of operations are dealt with by including the agreed section within 
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the University of Western Australia Act 1911.  This approach has the added advantage of incorporating matters 
within one piece of legislation.  Both the University of Western Australia and Murdoch University fully support 
the changes that are being brought about today.  The University Endowment Act has required amendment for 
some time.  Under the existing endowment Act, the University of Western Australia is restricted to investing its 
endowment funds in land.  The proposed amendment will enable the university to invest those funds as though 
they were trust funds, in accordance with the provisions of the Trustees Act 1962. 

The Labor Party has consulted the University of Western Australia, Curtin University of Technology, Edith 
Cowan University, the University of Western Australia Academic Staff Association and other interested parties 
on this legislation.  All of those support the amendment Bill; therefore, so does the Opposition.  That essentially 
deals with the technical nature of the legislation and for that I am indebted to Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich for her 
work. 

As I indicated, the passage of this legislation provides an opportunity to look at the state of tertiary education 
funding and tertiary education performance in Australia.  At the turn of this new century we have arrived at an 
interesting situation.  Considerable change has occurred in the past few years under the direction of federal 
education Minister David Kemp.  David Kemp has cut university grants in Australia by more than $1b and 
higher education research has been slashed.  Many universities are suffering a crisis engendered by finances.  
There is a failure of confidence within these institutions about what work methods, educational principles and 
funding are appropriate for Australia’s needs today.   

I refer to a visit some months ago by Professor Richard Bates, who is President of the Australian Council of the 
Deans of Education.  I listened to Professor Bates with some interest, not to say some alarm, about the state of 
education faculties in Australian universities under the current funding arrangements and under the general 
trends in tertiary education.  Our conversation centred on the capacity of universities, as teacher training provider 
institutions, to meet future demand, given the age profile of our current teaching community.  Professor Bates 
was concerned about the capacity of our universities to meet the future demand to provide trained teachers.  That 
concern was linked directly to the funding of university institutions.  He made the point that the direction of 
funding into more lucrative degree areas had adversely impacted on education faculties, not only in their raw 
resourcing but also on the profile of their staff and the capacity to attract top quality staff to university education 
faculties.  He painted a picture that was not unlike the profile of the teaching community; that is, ageing.  It is 
near retirement age.  There is no positive sign on the horizon that the current ageing demographic will be 
replaced in sufficient number or quality by newcomers coming into the education faculties in our universities.  
This matter is exercising the minds of State Governments throughout Australia.  State Governments are 
concerned about the ability to provide a sufficient number of adequately trained university graduates for teaching 
positions.  No matter what State Governments do to try to attract people into teaching, the universities need 
adequate funding for their own staffing arrangements to enable them to provide quality instruction and be able to 
deal with sufficient numbers.  That is not directly a matter for State Governments.  It is a more a matter for the 
Commonwealth Government.  However, it does have a direct impact on State Governments and the provision of 
the very basic service function of State Governments, which is to educate our children. 

David Kemp has effectively vandalised universities in Australia.  David Kemp, in his now notorious leaked 
submission to federal Cabinet last year, admitted that our universities are currently in a difficult financial 
position.  Higher student-staff ratios, less frequent lecture and tutorial contact, the persistence of outdated 
technology, and gaps in key areas of professional preparation, including practical skills development, are fuelling 
a perception of declining quality.  That was stated by David Kemp in his submission to federal Cabinet last year 
on proposed changes to university funding.  His description is not dissimilar to that of Professor Bates.  The 
main variation is that Professor Bates saw a clear need for increased federal funding to universities whereas 
David Kemp is in the process of reducing funding to universities.  That is in the face of the situation that he 
described in his memo.  As I pointed out, he has reduced grants to universities by more than $1b.  It is little 
wonder, in the face of that reduction, that the situation that he described in his memo has arisen.  He obviously 
does not see that increasing funding, rather than slashing funding, is the answer to the situation he described.  
His answer to the situation is somewhat tragic for universities.  It relies on free market principles.  I will come to 
that in a moment.   

I would like to look briefly at research and development funding under the current Federal Government.  Given 
what is happening to university funding, the picture, as it pertains to research and development in Australia, 
should come as no surprise.  Under David Kemp, commonwealth spending on research and development, as a 
percentage of national output, has fallen for the past three years in a row.  Since 1996, $1b in government 
funding has been taken out of universities.  Dr Kemp’s research White Paper shows that he will slash the number 
of PhD places even further next year.  That will further reduce the capacity for universities to carry out research.  
The Federal Government’s science and technology budget statement says that commonwealth investment in 
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research and development has fallen by more than one-sixth - that is, from 0.77 per cent of gross domestic 
product in 1995-96 to 0.64 per cent in 1999-2000.  Business investment in research and development has fallen 
for the past three years as a result of cuts to research and development tax concessions.  It had never fallen in 
Australia before.  At the point Australia is now at in the development of its economy, and with the trends in the 
world economy, to for the first time reduce funds and resources spent on research and development flies in the 
face of good social, economic and political policy.  It is simply the wrong way to go.  If we do not develop and 
propagate Australian ideas, we will have to purchase elsewhere the capacity that such ideas generate.  We will 
have to buy expertise from other countries at an increasingly accelerating rate.  The nation will pay a price for 
that.  Refusing to fund our own good ideas and seeing our intellectual quality and capacity move offshore will 
damage our economy considerably and create huge trade problems.  I will refer in a moment to the division in 
the world between old and new economies.  The economies that are now flourishing and that will be the 
economies of the future are described as the new economies.  The economies that struggle to keep up are being 
described as old economies.  If Australia continues along the lines of Dr Kemp’s policies in respect of university 
research and development funding, we will become an old economy nation.  The federal Labor Party has always 
supported the highest levels of funding for tertiary research and development - and for good reason.  Hon Kim 
Beazley has recently committed a future federal Labor Government to doubling the number of early career 
fellowships so that Australia’s best minds will stay in Australia and provide preparation for the next generation 
of leading academics.  Professor Bates pointed out to me that unless we have that sort of commitment from 
Federal Governments, Australia will not have the highest quality academics possible with flow-on effects to 
graduates and the economy at large. 

The provision of education is the prime responsibility of State Governments.  Apart from national security, it is 
also the prime responsibility of Federal Governments.  A nation that does not have a decent, fair, equitable and 
accessible education system is a nation that is creating huge problems for itself.  Especially since the reforms of 
the 1970s, Australians have come to expect the highest possible quality of education, not an education system 
that is in decline and slipping behind comparable nations.  Australians expect their taxes to be invested in 
education because history has taught them that investment in education is an investment in the nation itself.  The 
Australian people have a better understanding of that than does the current federal Minister for Employment, 
Education, Training and Youth Affairs, who seems to have little or no understanding.  Previously I have said in 
Parliament that under the Howard Government, Australia is the only member country of the Organisation for 
Economic Cooperation and Development for which spending on education, training and research is in decline.  
Australia is the only country in the OECD that is going backwards in providing resources for education, training 
and research.  Regardless of political persuasion, I do not see the necessity for that trend.  It should not matter 
which party is in government.  It should be recognised universally that investment in education benefits the 
entire community, no matter people’s political views. 

In the past I have provided statistics to the Parliament about the levels of secondary education attainment in 
countries such as France, Germany, Korea and Japan.  In Germany, Korea and Japan more than 90 per cent of 
people in the 25 to 34 year age group have qualifications at year 12 or higher - Australia is in the lower 70 
percentile.  Non-metropolitan members would know, particularly those from the south west, that in entire 
regions of Western Australia less than 40 to 50 per cent of young people complete year 12, let alone go on to 
tertiary education.  Public schools in Australia are under-funded.  John Howard’s enrolment benchmark 
adjustment, the EBA, takes more money from public schools and redirects it to non-government schools.  When 
one considers funding policies in secondary education, it is not surprising to see a brain drain of Australia’s best 
and brightest tertiary educated people going overseas.  That is very bad for Australia’s future.  A brain drain is 
occurring even when Australia has a shortage of at least 30 000 trained information technology workers.  An 
economy with vast employment opportunities is developing in Australia but our best and brightest are going 
overseas.  Australia cannot meet its needs in the information technology employment market.  In comparison 
with Australia, where spending on education and training is in decline, Singapore in its last budget increased its 
spending on education by 17 per cent.  Singapore now calls itself a global education hub.  That is the term 
Australia should be striving to describe its own economy, rather than watching our partners and neighbours take 
the high ground.  Singapore is a global education hub while Australia, under the current Federal Government of 
John Howard and David Kemp, is in danger of becoming an educational backwater. 

I mentioned earlier that David Kemp’s solution to the funding crisis in universities is the free market.  The free 
market will never produce the results that Australia needs.  Kemp wants universities to be able to increase fees 
so that “the criterion of choice” is reached.  We are seeing an increasing number of full-fee-paying students in 
our universities and this is not just overseas students but Australian students.  I refer to an article in The 
Australian of 24 August by Mike Steketee, who writes - 

According to Education Minister David Kemp, allowing students with lower marks to go to university, 
provided they pay full fees, is a matter of fairness. 
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Most Australian students will beg to disagree.  They can’t see the fairness in a student being admitted to 
a course to which they were denied entry because they did not have, for example, the $10,500 a year 
required for a degree in landscape architecture at Melbourne University or the $24,500 a year needed to 
become a vet.  Not many students, even those with rich parents, have a spare $100,000 lying around for 
a veterinary science degree.  It sounds awfully like discrimination - based on ability to pay. 

This is what is happening in our nation’s universities through their drive to increase their funding in the absence 
of sufficient funding from the Federal Government.  The article outlines how full fee paying students can access 
places at universities with lower entrance scores than those who cannot pay the full fees.  The article continues - 

The 93.9 required for a HECS student in arts and sciences falls to 80 for the full fee payer.  In 
engineering, the score drops from 90.85 to 82, for architecture from 94.4 to 88, and for law from 99.4 to 
95.  In short, turning up on enrolment day with a wheelbarrow full of cash sure helps. 

This is a very unhealthy development for education in Australia and for the Australian economy in general.  
What does it do for the future of access to Australian universities?  To my mind, what is happening to Australia’s 
universities under the tutelage of David Kemp is almost unthinkable.  It casts us back down into the history from 
which we as a society - both sides of the political spectrum - decided to emerge some time ago.  When a 
university education is a preserve mainly of the rich and the lucky, who might get some form of scholarship, we 
have gone backwards, and we should not entertain heading in that direction, not only for matters of pure equity 
but also for what it does to the capacity of our economy, if we need to reduce everything to economic principles.  
Allowing full fee paying students to enter university places with lower entrance scores than those who cannot 
pay full fees is an unwise development. 

If one listens to David Kemp, it is possible that things will not be that bad.  Kemp argues that the number of full 
fee paying students will be limited to 25 per cent of the total enrolments.  In other words, he argues - I think I 
understand his argument correctly - that the full fee paying student will not displace others who cannot pay the 
full fees but who have the requisite entrance scores.  It is an interesting proposition, which does not bear up on 
examination.  Can full fee paying students subsequently displace students paying under the higher education 
contribution scheme and therefore gain access where others cannot?  The answer to that question is yes, they 
can. 

I refer for the third and final time to Steketee’s article from, as I said, The Australian of 24 August.  Incidentally, 
Mike Steketee is the national affairs editor with The Australian.  He says - 

But Melbourne University’s website says explicitly that fee-paying students can transfer to a HECS 
enrolment.  The university does not have figures for how many do so, but thinks the number is small.  
Sydney University said last week that 18 per cent of the 174 fee-paying domestic students enrolled last 
year had transferred to HECS places this year.  In other words, not only can students with ready cash 
enter university with lower entry scores, but they can take places from other students. 

That is not only the potential but also the reality of David Kemp’s policies.  It is wrong and goes against what we 
have learnt to accept as the principles underlying a fair and equitable education system in Australia at tertiary 
level. 

I referred earlier to another effect of lowering entrance scores for those able to pay fees.  To highlight that effect 
a little better, I will refer to an article in The West Australian of Thursday, 21 September this year, in the context 
of the same debate.  The article was written by Susan Hewitt, and quotes Professor Geoffrey Bolton, who has 
held chairs at the University of Western Australia, Murdoch University, Edith Cowan University and, according 
to the writer - I have no reason to doubt it - is now an adjunct professor at Curtin University of Technology.  The 
article says - 

Overseas students, undergraduate fees and Federal bureaucracy are undermining the quality of WA 
university education according to Emeritus Professor Geoffrey Bolton. 

He said anecdotal evidence was that overseas students were marked on different criteria and course 
controllers were encouraged to pass weak students. 

Delivering the 25th anniversary Walter Murdoch lecture at Murdoch University last night, Professor 
Bolton said that when this was combined with a value-for-money attitude among fee-paying 
undergraduates it would lead to a generation of credentialled oafs. 

The picture being painted by Steketee, Bolton and others is that the university system is under-funded by the 
Federal Government.  To attract more funds, the university system actively recruits full fee paying students, who 
are now able to enter university with lower entrance scores than those who cannot pay the full fees.  They are 
subsequently able to displace non-fee paying students in years subsequent to their first year.  The pressure is then 
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on the university, of course, to keep those students who are capable of paying extremely high fees engaged in a 
university course.  According to Professor Bolton, they are marked differently from those who are not paying 
full fees - in other words, they are given an easier ride through university because of their financial value to the 
institution.  Therefore, the problems that emanate from this under-funding of the tertiary system at federal level 
are manifold. 

In this nation, the current federal policy approach to tertiary education restricts the ability of ordinary young 
people to enter tertiary education.  It is entirely the wrong direction to take, and David Kemp is entirely the 
wrong person to hold the position of federal Minister for Education, Training and Youth Affairs.  He is a 
troglodyte as far as education goes - in particular, public education - and he should be replaced immediately.  He 
is doing immense short and long-term damage to this country.  The Minister for Education, who is back in the 
Chamber now, will know that at the moment in Western Australia, and in fact in Australia, as a result of the 
Federal Government’s approach to funding schools, there has been a rise in tensions between the non-
government and government education sectors, which we have not seen for a very long time in Australia.  It 
carries with it all sorts of unfortunate overtones that, as a community, we could easily avoid.  It is directly the 
fault of David Kemp, and the line of responsibility goes back to the Prime Minister and the Government he 
leads.  That is the matter of equity and social harmony.  I have already addressed the economic wisdom of the 
approach.  It is complete stupidity economically to be going in this direction. 

A report done by the Centre of Policy Studies at Monash University shows that there will be no job growth in 
Australia over the next 10 years for those without post-school qualifications.  Currently, 60 per cent of the adult 
Australian population is in this category.  Rather than restrict the capacity of our young people and our citizens 
in general to access post-school education, we should broaden the capacity.  Kemp is a disaster. 

I refer one more time to the Susan Hewitt article, based on the comments of Professor Geoffrey Bolton.  It says - 

He said the problems applied at all universities in Australia, and academic morale was at its lowest 
point in 10 years. 

She quotes him directly as saying - 

“Academics have been subjected to a lot of change without being told why,” . . .  

“They are being asked to take larger classes and work more hours in facilities that are run down and it is 
increasingly difficult to keep up. 

“At this stage the quality is holding up surprisingly well, but people don’t have the energy or the skills 
to maintain the standard for much longer and that will affect the overall quality of university courses.” 

To get into university, unless people are incredibly rich and are able to pay those amounts of money that David 
Kemp requires them to pay to access university, in general most people must graduate through secondary school.  
What is happening at the secondary level - I will not dwell on the State’s responsibility but, rather, on 
responsibility at the federal level - is now having an impact and has the potential to have a great impact on the 
tertiary level in the future. 

For the past three years, the enrolment benchmark adjustment has taken more than $60m from government 
schools around Australia, while those same schools have enrolled more than 26 000 extra students.  Most people 
are aware of the funding transfer that takes place out of the government schools under the enterprise bargaining 
agreement.  It is inequitable, it is unjust and, as I said, tragically it has aroused unnecessary tension between the 
state and private school systems.  

The private sector recognises it as well.  Many private schools lament the introduction of the EBA because of 
what it potentially could mean for future government funding policies.  They do not want tension and division 
between the non-government sector and the government sector.  The latest destructive intrusion into education 
by David Kemp at the secondary level is the socioeconomic status model for funding for non-government 
schools; the Catholic schools are excluded from this arrangement.  From media reports, both newspapers and 
television, members are now aware that some of Australia's richest schools will benefit by millions of dollars 
while under-funded public schools are running raffles for basic essentials.  Unfortunately that is not an 
exaggeration.  In all electorates, members are witnessing the increasing pressure which parent groups face in 
raising funds to pay for basic essentials at schools, including playground equipment, canteens, airconditioning 
and so on.  They are running raffles and fundraising.  Land is being sold around our schools to fund 
improvements and developments at those schools.  

Mr Barnett:  Parents also fundraise for playgrounds in private schools.  Do not give the impression that 
fundraising activities are conducted only by the public sector, because that is not true.   
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Mr Tubby interjected.  

Mr CARPENTER:  They are able to send their children to the government school if they choose.  Does the 
Minister for Education support the socioeconomic status funding model?  

Mr Barnett:  It has some drawbacks.  

Mr CARPENTER:  Yes, it does.  The model does away with the system based on the school’s income from 
sources other than government and replaces it with a system which purports to reflect the income of parents to 
determine the wealth of a school community.  Members have seen the outrageous examples of exclusive schools 
in Sydney and Melbourne that are now eligible for millions of extra dollars in taxpayers' funds.  Incidentally, the 
one proviso of the SES model is that no school will be worse off.  The fairness applies only in the upward sense.  
No schools will get less funding, but many will get much more.  According to The West Australian of September 
30, the editorial of which supported the changes as being fair, it was stated that Penrhos College would receive 
increased funding of $1 185 per student, or $1.3m extra a year by 2004.  

Mr Barnett:  I will not take a point of order, and I do not mind a debate about this, but this Bill is specifically 
about universities, not secondary education.  

Mr CARPENTER:  The debate on this legislation provides us with an opportunity to reflect upon the changes 
that are taking place which will impact on tertiary education.  The changes will influence the capacity of people 
to access tertiary education.  Under the same funding arrangements, Penrhos College will receive an extra $1.3m 
and Hale School will receive an extra $904 per student by 2004.  I have mentioned Hale School a couple of 
times during debates as a model non-government school which has excellent standards.  John Inverarity is 
probably one of the nation’s leading educators.  I am vaguely familiar with the resources and the grounds of Hale 
School; they are incomparable.  An extra million dollars a year or so to Hale School transferred to a school in 
South Fremantle, Mt Lawley or Gosnells would make an enormous difference in the capacity of those schools to 
provide a good educational environment for their schools.  Members would have seen media stories where 
students at some of the exclusive schools say that they should not get the money, and they are right.  It is 
ridiculous to be handing over these amounts of money to schools which have excellent, indeed unsurpassed 
facilities when, as the minister knows, government schools in Western Australia and throughout Australia are 
crying out for extra money.   

Last weekend at Gloucester Park the minister and I attended the Western Australian Council of State School 
Organisations annual general meeting.  It was instructive to listen to the questions put to the minister about extra 
funds for some of the schools.  From memory, it was the Gosnells Senior High School representatives, both on 
the Saturday when the minister was in attendance, and on the Sunday when the new Director General, Peter 
Browne, was in attendance, who said that their school was falling down.  Its maintenance bill was $200 000 a 
year.  It is not equitable for any level of government in Australia at the moment to devise a formula which 
transfers an extra million dollars or more a year to our best-resourced schools when our most needy schools 
struggle for money.   

I concede that education is an enormous expense at the state level and it is hard to keep up with demands of an 
enormous system which has 700 or 800 schools.  All Governments have struggled and will continue to struggle 
with it.  It would be galling for the Minister for Education, who is confronted with a huge demand for extra 
resources for improvements, innovations and restructures to schools, to see the Federal Government allow the 
transfer of large amounts of money to schools which have two or three ovals with turf wickets, Olympic 
swimming pools, and fully equipped gymnasiums.  It is ridiculous.  It does not reflect a sense of equity and it is 
very short-sighted.  The representatives from Gosnells Senior High School told the minister that the condition of 
the school was having an impact on their capacity to deliver education.  It was having an impact on the quality of 
education that the students experienced.  Why should students of Gosnells Senior High School have less of an 
expectation of their educational future and surrounds than students from other schools which are already well 
resourced?   

Mr Tubby:  The member makes a good point, but if his argument is taken to its logical conclusion, all children 
would attend public schools throughout Australia.  Would that not be more degrading to the level of amenity that 
could be provided in public schools across the board if the Government had to spread the funds - 

Mr CARPENTER:  The answer to the member’s original assertion is no, that is not the logical extension of my 
argument.  The logical extension of my argument is to be equitable.  It was the Labor Party that recognised the 
need to fund non-government schools in Australia and made that commitment.  I might be wrong, but the Labor 
Party, more so than the non-Labor parties, has helped to develop funding to non-government schools.  The 
member for Rockingham has a better historical knowledge of the Labor Party than I, and he might be able to 
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correct me.  All sides of politics in Australia today recognise that non-government schools should be funded.  A 
degree of choice and equity is involved.  It is not realistic to transfer millions of dollars to the richest schools in 
Australia.  The minister was right in his interjection; we are drifting from the topic.   

This is another development which will inhibit the likelihood or capacity of many young people to access 
university education.  An under-funded and run down government school system is less likely to produce high 
numbers of people graduating out of that system and moving on to university; it is an incontrovertible fact.  The 
argument is about the degree of funding.  Few people in Western Australia would argue that the Federal 
Government should contribute more to state education in Western Australia.  Getting the children of ordinary 
families through the primary and secondary education system is the first step.  It is one level at which the Federal 
Government is failing completely in its responsibilities.  The attitude of Dr David Kemp, the federal Minister for 
Education, Training and Youth Affairs, to funding the tertiary sector is compounding the problem.  It is making 
it more difficult for the children of ordinary Australian families to get to university.  Conversely the Government 
is opening the doors to the children of the privileged, who are able to pay their way in.  It is retrogressive and 
ridiculous.  It is the sort of government policy that, after the 1970s and 1980s, I did not think we would ever 
again see in Australia.  However, we are seeing it and it will have an impact.  It is already having an impact, 
because we are suffering through the lack of resourcing of universities and funding for research and 
development.  It is having an impact on the quality of the institutions and on Australia's capacity to compete in 
the international economy because we are not investing enough in research and development.  Not only do we 
not develop enough of our own expertise but also, as I said earlier in my remarks, our most innovative and 
brightest people are drawn overseas where the opportunities are far greater and better rewarded.  It is a direction 
that both sides of politics should recognise is wrong and commit to reversing immediately.   

It is in the nation's interest to educate all of its citizens to the highest possible level.  One of the Government’s 
responsibilities is to ensure that happens.  If the Government is putting inhibitions in the way of that objective, it 
should either change its policy or be removed from office, because it is working against the best interests of the 
nation.  It is casting Australia back to the 1950s, when universities were there for those who could afford it or 
were intellectually bright enough to obtain entry through a scholarship.   

David Kemp is the worst thing that has happened to public education in Australia for a long time.  More broadly 
than that, because of the impact that education has in modern society and the economy, he is one of the worst 
ministers we have had in this nation for a long time.  He is a destructive person.  His ideology blinds him to what 
is right for the nation.  It is tragic for Australia that that man holds down the position that he holds.  He may be a 
person of great expertise in another area.  I once said that of the now Minister for Planning when he was Minister 
for Labour Relations.  Mr Kierath had some qualities that made him a decisive minister.  Although he was in the 
wrong portfolio, he could have been moved somewhere else.  David Kemp may have some capacities and he 
may have an ability to push through unpopular decisions.  However, his capacities are not suited to his role of 
education minister.  All the universities in Western Australia are suffering and will continue to suffer because of 
his policies, and he should be removed from office as soon as possible.   

This legislation is good legislation.  It is what the universities want and the Labor Party fully endorses it.  

DR CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [4.34 pm]:  The Bill has three major aspects.  Two aspects are housekeeping 
matters.  The first is to do with the size of the senate of the University of Western Australia, which will be 
reduced from 25 to 21.  That is still a fairly large group for the running of any institution; however, that is the 
wish of the university.  The second aspect concerns amendments to the Murdoch University Act and the 
University of Western Australia Act to change the role of the Governor as visitor of those institutions.  Some 
years ago I was involved in a case with a young constituent of mine who took a complaint to the Ombudsman.  
That took some time to resolve and the Ombudsman was extremely thorough.  The outcome was not to my 
constituent’s liking, and he then wished to take it back to the Governor.  That would have been a duplication of 
the issue.  I discussed it with him and, in the end, he did not do that because it had already been well and truly 
investigated by the Ombudsman.  This amendment addresses that issue, and I am pleased to see it.   

The third aspect is of great interest to me.  It is the repeal of the University Endowment Act 1904 and the 
University Endowment Act Amendment Act 1927 to incorporate some changes to the investment provisions that 
are available to the University of Western Australia.  I understand that at the moment the University of Western 
Australia is restricted to investing its endowment funds in land.  These amendments will allow the university to 
diversify its investments.  The minister said in his second reading speech that this was to allow the university to 
better protect the endowment funds and ensure an adequate return on investment funds to promote the objects of 
the university while maintaining a high level of accountability.  I sincerely support all these changes.   
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Opening up the discussion about university investments raises an issue that is intimately related to university 
investment; that is, the investment in bio-technologies and other new technologies that have received a lot of 
press in recent weeks and months, and the need for the university to be intimately involved in that investment 
both in manpower and also in research funds.  I hope that in freeing up the universities’ capacity to invest in 
things other than land - for instance, in equities and so on - will generate funds for the university to further its 
goals in research and development, particularly in the new technologies.  In recent months we have seen a lot of 
reports and comments from peak bodies about the need for Australia to be more involved in bio-technology and 
other technological research and advances.  Australia has a proud record of research in these areas, although too 
often we have not been able to capitalise on the intellectual property and benefit by way of increased wealth and 
jobs for Australia.  I hope this opens the way for the universities to be more adventurous in those investments.  
Universities should be able to invest in research and development projects and ultimately have equity in 
companies or developments, so that generates even further wealth and creates more jobs in the universities, and 
outside the universities in related industries.  I hope this will give that possibility to universities.   

Our universities are ideally placed to be involved in wealth creation in this country.  For some time now the 
Federal Government in particular has been sidelining universities by creating problems for them in just attending 
to their core business of teaching and maintaining a fair standard in their teaching.  That has taken away a lot of 
the energy in universities from research activities.  It is time that we balanced that better. 

Mr Barnett:  To some extent universities in Australia are being run as though they were a school system.   

Dr CONSTABLE:  No, and they should not be; they should be run as going concerns, similar to the examples I 
have given.  I hope Western Australia’s universities become creators of technology and encourage a culture in 
which Western Australians see themselves as creators of technology, and not simply users and consumers of 
technology.  Historically, this State has been extremely fortunate in its enormous natural wealth - from under the 
ground and through agriculture - and it has quite properly been able to rely on that wealth for a long time.  
However, it has a fantastic opportunity to become participators in the creation of the new technologies and the 
new industries, which will provide benefits, not only to our universities but also across the entire community.  
We are told that the jobs of the future are in this area and that we should be part of it.  Holland and the 
Scandinavian countries have a similar gross national product and are way ahead of Australia in creating and 
participating in new industries.  We should be up there with those countries.  

The risk is that Australia will lose its scientists to other countries and that Western Australia will lose them to 
other States.  Queensland has implemented a $270m, 10-year project to invest in technology.  Victoria has 
followed Queensland’s lead by announcing a similar, $400m, 10-year plan, and I understand New South Wales 
is actively developing policies and funding to compete with Queensland and Victoria.  I do not see anything like 
that coming out of Western Australia.  I hope there is some activity in the near future.  With an election coming, 
I hope that the Government and the Opposition announce such policies.  Western Australia also needs to develop 
a culture in which people think this way and in which universities, industry and Governments enthusiastically 
form partnerships to invest in research and development.  In the past week, 10 peak bodies in Australia, led by 
the Business Council of Australia and the Australian Vice-Chancellors' Committee, have been vocal about the 
need for research and development in Australia.  Those bodies are lobbying the Federal Government and have 
been somewhat critical of its attitude and policies towards research and development.  Federal government tax 
incentives are needed, as well as the investment of hard dollars by State and Federal Governments into research 
and development in the science and biotechnology areas and in other technologies. 

Dr Peter French, an immunologist at St Vincent’s Hospital in Sydney, wrote a paper that was published by the 
Federation of Australian Scientific and Technological Societies in January last year.  I quote -  

Whilst biotechnology as a concept has been promising much for a long time, it is now apparent that the 
powerful molecular technologies of genomics and bioinformatics have moved biotechnology to a 
position where the field is poised to revolutionise science and technology, and global economies.  
Australia has a rich tradition of excellence in research and innovation in biology and biotechnology but 
a relatively poor record in capitalising on discoveries arising from its scientific investment in these 
areas.  

It is those last few words that are so important.  We must capitalise on our own discoveries.  We do not want to 
have to sell our intellectual property cheap to overseas companies with plenty of money for innovation and 
venture capital.  Those words are important for us all.  Dr French also points out -  

There has been historically a severe lack of financial resources for technological development, 
particularly in the areas of venture and development capital.  

Declining government support for science and technology, particularly in infrastructural areas.  
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He points out that Governments have not encouraged science and technology in this country.  That relates to my 
comments about policies and the need to develop a culture of positive thinking in this area.  He also states that 
industry investment in research and development is declining, and relates that to declining tax incentives for 
investors to invest in research and development of new technologies. 

Universities are ideally placed to work on these matters in partnership with government and industry, and the 
sooner we get on with it, the better.  They are also ideally placed to play a major role in the creation of wealth 
and jobs in Australia through research efforts.  Government policies should ensure that happens.  Universities 
would also benefit from this wealth creation, because they would have equity in those developments.  We need 
Governments to get on with the job and assist with research and development through good policies, funding and 
tax concessions. 

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Minister for Education) [4.46 pm]:  I thank the two members for their support of 
the legislation.  The Bill is largely technical, addressing matters involving the Senate, visitors to universities and 
the like.  No-one had any disagreement with that; however, it has allowed members the opportunity to comment 
on higher education issues.  I do not intend to react to those speeches, although I will make some brief 
comments.  It is true that something has been lost from our universities since the Commonwealth effectively 
took on the role of funding.  They have lost a sense of identity with the State in which they are located, and have 
become caught up in a prescriptive, bureaucratically heavy administration system.  Universities have lost part of 
what they are about.  The funding model, based around student places, is flawed, and we should perhaps 
consider letting the universities make choices about allocating funds between research, teaching and the like.  
Universities are bound up in prescriptive rules that govern what they can and cannot do, which is not the spirit of 
enterprising, innovative and thoughtful universities.  However, I think the worm is starting to turn and that we 
are seeing the early signs of the States once again playing a stronger role in universities.  The States created, 
established and funded the universities through their early years of development.  Their stronger role is shown 
through the examples given by the member for Churchlands about what is happening in places such as 
Queensland.  I anticipate similar things will take place in Western Australia.  There are real concerns about the 
amount and relevance of the research being done in Australia.  Universities face a short-term problem in 
retaining and attracting high-quality academic staff, both in teaching and research roles.  A professor at an 
Australian university receives a basic salary of $A95 000, whereas a good professor at an American university 
earns about $US300 000 or $US400 000 a year.  Good, young, ambitious people will not stay in Australian 
universities under those conditions, and we are seeing the signs of an exodus taking place.  That must be 
recognised at the national level as a serious issue.   

The member for Willagee made a number of comments about secondary education.  That debate can be had 
another day. 

Mr Carpenter:  I was concentrating mainly on the Commonwealth. 

Mr BARNETT:  I recognise that.  Commonwealth funding to schools contains some anomalies.  However, about 
90 per cent of school funding comes from the State.  Some of the Commonwealth’s policies will be debated 
widely within the community, as they are already.   

Nevertheless, university education is an important area.  As Minister for Education, I do not have much to do 
with it, although my role has increased over time.  I was once a lowly university tutor, and then a lecturer.  When 
I first became Minister for Education, I invited the five vice-chancellors for a cup of tea.  I asked them what they 
expected of me as state Minister for Education.  In unison, without exaggeration, they said, “Nothing.”  In other 
words, five years ago they saw the State as having no role and they did not want any interference. 

Mr McGowan:  Maybe they were familiar with your ability. 

Mr BARNETT:  Perhaps they were. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr BARNETT:  That has certainly changed over those five years.  I now have quite close contact with 
universities and I hope the trend continues with whoever may be Minister for Education in the decades to come.  
I would like to see universities focusing their role within a State and supporting industry and social issues. 

I do not want to provoke a debate, because this is a subject that becomes easily politicised, but one should sit 
back and look at Australia compared with countries of similar populations or levels of prosperity.  Australia 
currently has 37 public universities.  That is simply not sustainable.  We cannot hope to have 37 universities of a 
calibre that will stand up nationally and internationally.  If one speaks about university mergers, paranoia breaks 
out everywhere.  It may not be necessary for universities to merge as such, but there needs to be a rationalisation, 
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for want of a better word.  It is important that universities not try to be all things to all people.  Perhaps it is 
important that some of the universities become undergraduate teaching universities and others concentrate on 
post-graduate areas.  We need to make some incisive decisions about the structure of our universities, otherwise I 
fear there will be a slow attrition of the calibre of our universities within this country.  I thank members for 
supporting this Bill, and I know that universities will be appreciative of that bipartisan support. 

Question put and passed.   

Bill read a second time, proceeded through remaining stages without debate, and transmitted to the Council. 

House adjourned at 4.54 pm 
__________ 

 


