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ACTS AMENDMENT (STUDENT GUILDS AND ASSOCIATIONS) BILL 2002 
Discharge from Notice Paper and Referral to Legislation Committee 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [9.27 pm]:  I move without notice 
- 

That the order of the day for resumption of the second reading of the Acts Amendment (Student Guilds 
and Associations) Bill 2002 be discharged and the Bill be referred to the Standing Committee on 
Legislation;  

that the committee report finally not later than Thursday, 6 March 2003; and 

that the committee have power to consider the policy of the Bill.  

I will indicate to the House why this Bill is of such importance that it needs to go to a committee for 
consideration.  At present there are some 79 000 students at our tertiary education institutions.  That represents 
79 000 reasons for sending this Bill to a committee.  I suspect that a very tiny proportion of those students have 
had any say at all about this Bill, and that very few of them know that they will be slugged a tax next year.  Very 
few of them would support the legislation if they knew that.  On top of the 79 000 students, there are probably 
150 000 parents - working on the average of two parents per child - who will also be affected by this legislation, 
and who have not been consulted and given a chance to put forward their point of view.  They have not had the 
opportunity to let the community know what they think about this Bill.  

The Bill involves a number of serious principles.  One is the principle of voluntary membership of associations - 
the notion of freedom of association - and another is the notion that 79 000 tertiary students will be taxed.  They 
will get taxed an amount of money, but we do not know how much it will be.  Although the Bill provides for a 
process to determine what the tax will be, we are being asked to pass this Bill without knowing how much it will 
be.  In other words, the Government is asking this Parliament to agree to a Bill that will tax the tertiary students 
of Western Australia but does not tell us how much they will be taxed.  Part of the committee process ought to be 
to find out how much people will be taxed.  I envisage that the Legislation Committee would require the vice-
chancellors of the universities to advise the committee of the sorts of figures they have in mind for the guilds in 
Western Australia.  We should know those figures before we are asked to agree to this legislation.  The reason I 
raise that is simply that at the moment we are being told it is about $100.  That is certainly at the bottom end of 
the range for universities around Australia.  If it is to be $100 on average - I expect part-time and external 
students would pay less than full-time students - the Government would be asking us to agree to giving roughly 
$8 million to four groups of students to play politics with.  What an extraordinary state of affairs.  Eight million 
dollars is a lot of money.  It is a lot of money out of the pockets of parents of students in Western Australia.  It is 
a lot of money out of the pockets of students, and it is a lot of money for small groups of students to play with.  It 
is more than play money; it is serious dollars.  That revenue is based on a $100 fee, which is at the bottom end of 
the range.  I am told that the average fee in Australia is about $250.  Now, $250 times 80 000 students is about 
$20 million.  If the universities charge the average fee in Australia, our four student guilds will have $20 million 
to play with.  That is serious money.  It could go to the other extreme.  The highest fee charged by any guild in 
Australia is $500.  If that were multiplied by 80 000 students, they would have $40 million.  That is forty million 
smackeroos that we might let the guilds of Western Australia extract from the pockets of students in Western 
Australia.  I mention those three figures because we are entitled to know what sort of impost this Bill will place 
on the students of Western Australia in those terms.  Will the guilds get $5 million?  Will they get $8 million?  
Will they get $20 million or $40 million?  How much will each student have to pay?  Will it be $100, $250 or 
$500?  They are the two extremes and the average.  We should not pass this legislation until we know that 
information.   
It is not good enough to say, as the Government does, that the Bill provides for the councils or senates of 
universities to be involved in making the decisions about the number of dollars that will be extracted from the 
pockets of students.  The senates and vice-chancellors of the universities have a vested interest in this legislation.  
It seems to be a day for vested interests.  I recall when I was Minister for Education being regularly lobbied by 
the vice-chancellors on the basis that they needed more money and the best way to get it was to charge the 
students an amenities and services fee.  They said we should not worry about the voluntary membership or 
freedom of association issue; we should simply not make it compulsory for students to be a member of the guild 
but make them pay the money.  I said that they should not be so stupid; we cannot have one without the other.  
All they want is money.  The vice-chancellors want more and more money.  The more money that the guilds 
extract from the students of Western Australia, the less money the universities need for the sorts of things that 
the guilds are ostensibly providing on the campuses.  That will mean more money for the universities for the 
sorts of things they want to do: to have more time for research by their staff so they do not have to waste time 
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teaching students!  I think it is about time the universities of Australia had a darn good hard look at some of the 
work practices in those institutions and the way in which they spend their money.  I told the vice-chancellors that 
every time I met with them.  The workloads of lecturers is appalling in many cases.  The amount of teaching 
time is pathetic.  Would it not be wonderful to have a university that felt that its main role was to teach rather 
than be a research institution in which people sat around and did as they please?  That is the nature of Australian 
universities at present.  It is an absolute furphy to say that giving the senates of those universities a decision-
making role about the amount of money will somehow or other moderate the demands of students.  Like the 
guilds, they will be in for as much as they can get.  There is no way they can be stopped.  My understanding of 
this Bill is that once the figure is determined, that is the figure that will be charged.  Because I am a cynical 
politician I suspect that the fee will be about $100 in the first year, about $140 to $150 in the second year - 
because that is just before the next election, and, in the event that the Labor Party wins the next election, the 
figure will take off like the proverbial rocket.  That will get them to the average cost in a very short period.  The 
avarice of the guilds and their need for money for various pet projects will determine how quickly the fee will 
rise to the highest level. 
University students, their parents, and concerned citizens like me, are entitled to let the Parliament know what 
they think about this.  Through one of the Parliament’s committees, they are entitled to let members of 
Parliament know what they think about this tax.  This is nothing more or less than a tax.  After this legislation is 
passed, if a person wants to attend a university in Western Australia he will pay a tax.  The tax will go to a guild 
or be used for purposes determined by a guild in association with a senate.  That is on top of the higher education 
contribution scheme fees that students already pay, courtesy of John Dawkins, former federal Labor Minister for 
Education.  Is it not extraordinary that, just the other day, there was a celebration in Labor ranks of Gough 
Whitlam’s thirtieth anniversary of achieving power.  It was a celebration by the Labor Party faithful of a 
wonderful icon of the Labor Party, who did his best to destroy Australia in the shortest time possible.  In the 
minds of Labor Party politicians he is an icon.  They celebrated the thirtieth anniversary of his becoming Prime 
Minister.  What did he say in his speech?  He said he despaired of the way that the Labor Party was treating 
higher education in Australia.  He despaired of the fact that John Dawkins, the former Labor Minister for 
Education, introduced the higher education contribution scheme, which charges students for higher education.  
He told them that.  I wonder whether he knew that there is a Bill before this Parliament that is about to slug 
students even more!  Who brought it in?  A Labor Government!  I wonder what Gough thinks about all that?  
Maybe we should ask him whether he will appear before the committee and tell it what he thinks about paying 
for higher education.  That would be a wonderful sight.  It might even attract some attention to the committees of 
this House. 

Hon Peter Foss:  I am amazed that we have not heard that it has been Labor Party policy for 100 years! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yes.  The absolute hypocrisy of the Labor Party on issues such as this is mind-
boggling.  

One must ask why the Labor Party is hell-bent on going down this path.  Why is it doing this?  What is to be 
gained from it?  As I said a little while ago, there are two issues at stake.  One issue is the compulsory 
membership of organisations.  This Bill does not provide for compulsory membership of guilds; that has been 
done to take away half my speech.  The speeches I made in the past were about that very principle.  I was 
opposed to people being compelled to become members of an organisation.  I believe in freedom of association.  
If they want to join, they join; if they do not want to join, they do not join.   

Hon John Fischer:  In this way the Government just rips off the money anyway. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The current Government, through its minister, is saying, “Okay, you don’t have to be 
a member of a guild, just pay the money.”  The last time that happened was when Hon Peter Jones was the 
Minister for Education in the Court Government.  He brought into Parliament a Bill that provided for voluntary 
membership of guilds but compulsory fees. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Is that like the sports club fee in this place? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Members are not compelled to pay the sports club fee if they do not want to.  Good 
grief!  If Hon Dee Margetts is paying the fee and she does not want to be a member, I must say with all due 
respect that she has more money than sense.  Members are not compelled to join the Commonwealth 
Parliamentary Association either; they are not compelled to join anything if they do not want to. 

Hon Peter Jones introduced a Bill under which people were not compelled to become members of a guild, they 
were just compelled to pay the fee.  However, when they paid the fee they had to tick a box to indicate whether 
they wanted to be a member.  If someone is paying a fee, why would that person not be a member?  Everybody, 
therefore, ticked the box.  The Government at the time said that although student unionism in Western Australia 
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was voluntary, everybody had joined.  I said that was not voluntary membership; it was compulsory membership 
via the backdoor.  Hon Bob Pearce came into the Parliament and changed it all so that it became compulsory 
again, except for an opting-out clause for conscientious objectors.  I presume that provision remains in the Act, 
but I will have to check it.  I then came along and brought to this Parliament a Bill under which people were not 
compelled to become members of a guild and were not compelled to pay a fee.  As a result most students did not 
join, because they did not want to.  I brought that Bill to Parliament in the hope that if guilds wanted people to 
become members of their association, they would acknowledge that they had to attract them by giving them 
reasons for joining and paying a fee.  Would you believe, Mr Deputy President (Hon Simon O’Brien), that I 
thought most students would join?  If members read my speeches of those days, they will see that.  I was very 
surprised and disappointed that the guilds at some universities virtually collapsed because nobody wanted to join 
them.  That was not a reflection on the students; it was a reflection on the guilds because the guilds did not 
provide the services the students wanted. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  They use the services that guilds provide. 

Hon Jim Scott:  All the Liberal Party students can suck from the ones who pay. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Most of the services of guilds are provided on a pay-as-you-go basis.  If a guild runs 
a tavern, a refectory or a coffee lounge there is no reason that the students collectively should subsidise them.  
There is no reason that a guild cannot run those services at a profit like every other business.  My concern was 
that the guilds made virtually no effort to attract members, except for the University of Western Australia which 
did make a serious effort.  Other universities did not try too hard but, rather, sat back and waited for a Labor 
Government to give them $8 million, $20 million or $40 million without having to do anything.  The UWA 
guild, in fact, made an effort to attract students to join.  My daughter was a student there and she joined the guild 
because she thought it provided services that she wanted.   

It is important that we, as a Parliament, understand why students did not join when membership was voluntary.  
We should give them a chance to tell us through a committee hearing.  We could ask them why they did not join, 
what the guilds were not doing to attract them to become members and whether they were disadvantaged or 
advantaged by not being members.  We would then ask those who did join whether they got their moneys worth; 
was it worth it, and did the guild do a good job?  It would be interesting to know what they thought.  This issue 
is very important for a lot of people and they are entitled to tell us what they think.  It is a grave injustice that this 
Bill was introduced in the other House when all the students at our tertiary institutions were busily doing 
examinations, and they are now busily earning money to pay for next year’s higher education contribution 
scheme and guild fees.  Most students work during the year at the university doing their studies and then get a 
job during the Christmas break to pay for the things they need, and then back they go again next year.  Most do 
not have time to worry about the petty machinations of student politicians who want to take money out of their 
pockets.  They have been too busy in recent times to protest at what this is all about.  I do not blame them for 
that. 

It was a sad day when the Minister for Education in the other House made some disparaging remark about only 
18 students turning up in one group or something, which he said was a reflection of the fact that the students 
support the Government.  What absolute tripe!  That arrogant Minister for Education did this deliberately at this 
time of the year to make absolutely certain that nobody protested about the fee, because students have far more 
important things to worry about with their studies. 

Hon Louise Pratt:  They protested in 1994. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Did they? 

Hon Louise Pratt:  Yes; there were huge protests. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Quite right - the guilds and their hangers-on; the people who knew that the gravy 
train was about to come to a dead stop, and it did.  Does the member know who those people were?  They were 
probably her friends. 

Hon Louise Pratt:  I was one of them. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The people who spend their lives sitting down in the hallowed halls of the University 
of Western Australia contemplating ways of spending everybody else’s money. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Let us talk about that, and the magnificent investment policies of guilds like the Edith 
Cowan University Guild, which lost $300 000, I think it was, with Western Women Financial Services Pty Ltd, 
and virtually sent it broke.  However, I suppose the vice-chancellors would say to us, “They have to learn some 
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way.  How else will they learn about money if they do not go broke some time or other with somebody else’s 
money?”  In the minds of some people this is a minuscule issue; it is not a big deal.  However, it is for those 
people who are the future leaders of this country, the people who are studying at our tertiary institutions, who are 
finding it hard enough as it is.  It is important for those people.  It is also very important for those of us in the 
community who believe people should have a choice about what they do with their money in respect of 
membership of organisations.   

We are entitled to have this matter investigated by the Legislation Committee, and most students would support 
it being referred to that committee.  I have noted down a report date of 6 March 2003.  If the legislation were 
passed, the net effect would be that the Bill would not come into effect until 2004.  That would save all students 
an average of $100, $250 or $500 - whatever the figure will be - for one year.  It is ironic that it would be 
politically advantageous for the Opposition to let this Bill go through without any argument and without seeking 
to have it referred to a committee, because in a straight out, blatant, political scenario the quicker students start 
paying the fee the quicker they will start dreaming about getting rid of it and getting rid of the Government that 
gave it to them.  In a funny sort of a way the motion to refer this matter to a committee is against my own 
political interests, but it is in the interests of the students of Western Australia.  I will argue very strongly that 
before we go into a long debate about this Bill - it will be a long debate because a lot of members have very 
strong views on this issue, particularly me, having been involved in it for a very long time and having been the 
only minister in Australian history who has achieved voluntary guild membership -  

Hon Jim Scott:  You mean managed to destroy most of the guilds.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No, not at all.  I managed to draw to the attention of students in Western Australia 
that in most cases guilds are totally and absolutely unnecessary and provide nothing that students want.  I cannot 
believe the compulsionist attitude of members of the Greens (WA), who keep talking about freedom and things 
of that nature.  They cannot wait to get their hands in somebody else’s pocket.  The reason the Greens and the 
Labor Party support this legislation and want it passed in a hurry is that they know that many of their supporters 
in the universities are students who spend their time mucking around in student politics, so why not give them a 
heap of money to do it. 

Hon Jim Scott:  That is really what you are worried about. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am not worried about it.  If my daughter, with my assistance, has to pay $500 to the 
University of Western Australia Student Guild so that the guild can spend the $500 on looking after Saddam 
Hussein’s interests, I will not pay it and nor will she; nor should either of us have to. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Is she an adult? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No, she is not.  It depends on whether an adult is 18 or 21 years of age.  She is over 
18 years of age. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  I bet she thinks she is an adult and I bet she would like to make up her own mind.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is exactly right.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  The Leader of the Opposition is addressing the motion that the Bill be 
referred to a committee.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If she decides to exercise her own discretion in this matter, she cannot.  If she decides 
that she does not want to fund the pro-Iraqi student union, the green alliance for the preservation of the red 
doctrine of Karl Marx or something like that, she has no choice, and nor does anyone else.  I do not care if 
students who want to join those organisations pay; that is their choice.  

Hon Dee Margetts:  You said that you wouldn’t let her.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I did not say that; I said that I would not let her use my money.  If she wants to use 
her own money, that is her business.  However, she is entitled to a choice, as is every other student in the 
university.  This is all about the Labor Party wanting to provide money from the students of Western Australia 
by way of this nasty, insidious tax to enable its young apparatchiks in the universities to have money to spend on 
their particular programs and causes.  That is what it was in the past and that is what it will be in the future.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order! 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Somebody suggested that I did this when I was a student activist.  I was elected to the 
student council of the Claremont Teachers Training College on the football club ticket, because we wanted more 
guild money for the football club.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  How did you go?  Did you get it? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  We did.  I won, I became the president and I became engaged in such erstwhile 
activities as whether the football club should be assisted.  It was not the era for huge political upheaval and 
motivation, although that changed fairly soon after I left the college.  I remember very well the money that was 
being used by the guild of the University of Western Australia through the National Union of Australian 
University Students to fund every lefty organisation in Western Australia for very large sums of money.   

The people who will have to pay this money under this Bill should be allowed to tell us through a committee 
whether they want their money to be spent on those sorts of things.  This Bill does not say what the money must 
be spent on it; it says that broad guidelines set by the council and the guilds will be determined and that is how 
the money will be spent.  I would like the students who will have to pay these fees to tell us what they think the 
money should be spent on.  After all, it is their money.  Perhaps they will tell us that they do not believe the guild 
should spend the money on political campaigns; it can spend the money on subsidising sporting clubs, cultural 
activities or the refectory, but not on political activities. 

Hon Louise Pratt interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If the member wants to interject would she do it loud enough so that I can hear.   

Hon Graham Giffard interjected.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am interested to know what this young member, who clearly has a view on this 
matter, has to say.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  Will she be making a speech? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I hope she will, because it is important that we know her views.  Hon Louise Pratt is 
the sort of person who would probably like to be a beneficiary of this sort of largesse.  She would like to spend 
the money that will be extracted out of the pockets of students in Western Australia on the sorts of causes that 
she thinks are important; and we know what those causes are, because she has told us about them.  If that is what 
the money will be used for, then I would not support that, and nor should any other student who does not want to 
support those sorts of causes.  The tragedy about this Bill is that it is about politics in its worst possible sense.  It 
is about taking money from students - taxing students - to pay for the political activities of groups of people in 
the universities of Western Australia.  In the past 10 years we have had a very interesting time in our 
universities.  The students in our universities at the moment are pretty conservative; because they have had to 
pay higher education contribution scheme fees and because of the demands of the employment market, they have 
been relatively inactive in political activities.  One of the reasons that the Labor Party does not like that is that it 
wants to think of the universities as places of unrest and dissent in which young people express serious 
dissatisfaction with the conservative world in which we live.  The Labor Party likes to have that sort of training 
ground for the left of politics.   

Hon Jim Scott:  And you hate it! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Yes, I do.  I do not like it, just as I do not think we should shove my philosophy 
down anybody’s throat.  It could well be that the Liberal Party or a conservative group could take over the guild 
of the University of Western Australia and spend the money on running Liberal causes.  I would be just as 
opposed to that as I would be if it were supporting some gay and lesbian campaign for Hon Louise Pratt.  The 
guilds are not there for that purpose.  They are not there to use students’ money - taxpayers’ money - for that 
purpose.  The legislation does not say what the money should be spent on but leaves it wide open.  Therefore, we 
should ask the students what they think the money should be spent on, because they are the ones who will have 
to pay. 

Hon Louise Pratt:  If they are to spend the money, they should decide what it should be spent on. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Is that right?  If somebody said to me that I could play football by joining a footfall 
club and paying it money, then if I did not want to play football I would not have to give it any money.  
Members opposite are saying that everyone will have to pay money to the guild, and the guild will decide how to 
spend it, as though that is some sort of democracy.  That is absolute rubbish! 

Hon Jim Scott:  Don’t some of the people who pay taxes object to what the money is being spent on? 

Hon Ray Halligan:  Are you agreeing that this is yet another tax?   
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It has actually been an argument of those who support compulsory student unionism 
that it is a tax; and because it is a tax, everyone should pay it, and the elected representatives of the people at the 
university should spend it.  However, it is not in that sense a tax.  It is a membership fee.  I am saying that 
students should not have to pay a membership fee if they do not want to be part of the organisation that will 
spend the money. 

Hon John Fischer interjected.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Quite right.  There are many reasons that a committee should look at this.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien):  Order!  If members want to conduct conversations, will they 
will please go outside the Chamber so that Hansard is not distracted from listening to the speaker with the call. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is important, appropriate and proper that the Legislation Committee consider this 
Bill and tell the voting public, particularly the students at universities and their parents, what is contained in the 
Bill, and ask them for their point of view.  We should also ask the vice-chancellors and the senates the amount of 
fees that they have in mind to charge so that we know how much students will be taxed, charged, or whatever 
people want to call it.  We should also ask students who have been members of guilds, or who are not members 
of guilds under the voluntary regime, why they chose to be members or not be members so that we can 
understand the motivation of students around the State.  I make the point very clearly that it is very unfair to the 
students who are about to be slugged by this Government to have this legislation brought on during the 
examination period and during the summer break.  It is the type of dirty devious strategy that even the Labor 
Party does not usually employ.   

Let us send this Bill to a committee and come back in March next year, after having heard the views of the vast 
majority of students.  They will tell us in no uncertain terms what they think.  Let us then vote on it, hopefully 
knowing how much it will cost and hopefully knowing the views of the students who must pay.  That would give 
us a chance to produce better legislation.  My humble view is that the legislation in place now is good 
legislation.  Those guilds that have made an effort to attract students have done very well.  Those guilds that 
have made no effort but have waited for the Labor Party to introduce this Bill have done nothing to attract 
anybody to join their ranks. 

This Bill must go to a committee.  The quicker it does that, the better.  The quicker the committee reports back to 
the House, the quicker we can throw the Bill out because it is a totally unnecessary and unjust piece of 
legislation. 

HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [10.03 pm]:  I support the motion moved by Hon Norman Moore to 
send this Bill to the Legislation Committee.  I do not intend to go into the detail of the Bill but I will talk about 
why it should go to the Legislation Committee. 

The timing of the Bill is interesting.  It was introduced and debated in the other place at a time when most 
students were involved in examinations.  The Bill has now come before this House at a time when most students 
are working in seasonal jobs to raise sufficient funds to cover their living expenses for next year.  Since I first 
read the Bill I have spoken to many students about the compulsory guild fee, including students on campus and a 
number of students at my office, including six students from Curtin University who came to make a video to 
support the voluntary fees Bill and not the compulsory fees Bill.   

I was surprised to find that students knew very little about the nature of this compulsory fee.  It makes one 
wonder how much consultation and information has passed between the guilds and the students whom they are 
supposed to represent.  It also makes one wonder what information universities have given students in recent 
times.  My perception is that the guilds and the universities have conspired to ensure that information on this fee 
has been somewhat lacking in clarity.  Only Curtin University and Murdoch University have made an effort to 
keep me well informed.  Edith Cowan University and the University of Western Australia have both been very 
coy about sharing information on this Bill.  Despite my numerous phone calls and written communications to 
find out further information on this Bill, the University of Western Australia has made no contact whatsoever 
with me.  I wonder what it has to hide.  Does it want students to be kept in the dark for as long as possible?  That 
is why students need to have greater involvement, and that can only come about by the referral of this Bill to a 
committee.  

As we know, the Minister for Education has used the view of the president of the UWA university guild, Mr 
Ryan Batchelor, as a sort of sample of student views.  Using his sample, he has extrapolated Mr Batchelor’s 
views as those of the general student population.  However, we know that is not the case.  In fact, the minister 
informed the other place that Mr Ryan Batchelor now works for him.  I wonder what conclusions we can draw 
from that.  I wonder who Mr Batchelor has been representing of late.  Is it the guilds, who he is paid to represent, 
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or is it the Labor Government?  The only way the students can be fully informed of the consequences of this Bill 
is if it is examined by a committee, and public involvement is encouraged.  

Another reason the Bill should be examined by a committee is that the devil is in the detail.  In other words, we 
cannot get a clear grasp of the consequences of this Bill unless we study the individual university statutes.  Last 
week, thanks to the parliamentary secretary’s involvement, I got a copy of the statutes of Curtin University of 
Technology, Murdoch University and UWA.  As yet, Edith Cowan university statutes are not available to me.  
Surely all students at all our four public universities need to be aware of the consequences of this Bill and know 
that they have been fully debated in this House.   

As Hon Norman Moore said, the Bill does not set the amount of the fee.  Nor does it impose restrictions on how 
the fee can be spent.  Guilds have the capacity to charge a fee.  Most of the details of the structure of the fee are 
either in the universities’ statutes or the guilds’ regulations.  For this reason, the individual university statutes are 
an aspect of the debate on this Bill.  As I said earlier, we have only three out of the four statutes.  Even these 
statutes are not sufficient because the level of the fee and the likely increases in the fee are contained in 
regulations or in the minds of the university guilds and the university senates.  We are being kept in the dark.  
We have a duty to our electorate to examine the level of the fees to ensure that they do not match those in the 
eastern States, which are anywhere from $200 to $500.  

A number of issues were not considered in the other place, which are not clear in the Bill or in the university 
statutes.  I refer to a few of them.  A number of school students study at university.  This practice is likely to 
increase because it opens up a magnificent opportunity for students to be around their intellectual peers.  Will 
they have to pay the guild fee even if they cannot share many of the university facilities because they are under 
18?  Will the TAFE students involved in the university have to pay the fee?  If yes to these questions, how will 
they be classified in the statutes?  What level of fee would they pay?  Also, staff use many of the guild facilities 
but will not be required to pay the guild fee.  Why should the financially struggling students subsidise the 
reasonably paid university staff?  I was going to say that they are well paid, but I must be honest and say that 
they are reasonably paid.  What about the 20 per cent of first-year undergraduates who drop out of their studies?  
Will they get a rebate?  What will be the level of the rebate?  If they will not get a rebate, will they still be able to 
use guild facilities?  After all, they will have paid to use them.  However, because they will no longer be students 
according to the statutes, they will not be entitled to use the facilities that they have paid for.  I have given only a 
few examples of where the Bill and the statutes do not provide the answers.  As I said earlier, some of the 
universities do not want to give out the information, even if they do have the answers.  Within a committee 
structure these questions could be asked and, more importantly, answered to the satisfaction of the people most 
affected by this Bill; that is, the students.  That is why I support this Bill going to the committee  

HON JIM SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [10.10 pm]:  I certainly do not support this Bill going to a committee.  
This is simply a move to try to delay this legislation until after the beginning of the new university year, so that 
the Opposition can complete the job of sending broke the university guilds.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  Hon Jim Scott has the floor.  One at a time.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Anyone who has taken the time to find out will know that the guilds and universities are 
experiencing incredible difficulties.  The universities are having to pick up the areas in which the guilds can no 
longer provide services.  This is impacting on teaching services.  It is a real problem.  This Bill should not be 
delayed.  In fact, the Government promised to bring in this legislation within 100 days of being elected.  It is 
about 200 days late at this point.  We need to speed this up rather than slow it down.  I believe this legislation 
should be passed through this Parliament as quickly as possible to prevent these problems from occurring.  
Contrary to what Hon Norman Moore has said, Professor Millicent Poole, the Vice-Chancellor of Edith Cowan 
University, wrote me a letter in which she stated -  

Since the enactment of the “Voluntary Student Unionism” legislation in 1994, the public Universities in 
this State have, to varying degrees, struggled to provide the amenities and services their students 
previously enjoyed and which are presently available to students, both local and international, in every 
other State.   

Several members interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  If the Leader of the Opposition and Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich want 
to have a private discussion, they should leave the Chamber so that I can hear Hon Jim Scott.  

Hon JIM SCOTT:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  The letter continues -  
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The impact on Edith Cowan University has been particularly severe, largely because of its relative 
youth as a University, and the consequential low resource base its Guild had been able to establish, and 
the funding implications of the multi-campus nature of the Guild’s activities.  In order to provide, as 
best it can, the services and amenities that are at the core of students’ university experience throughout 
Australia and many competitor overseas universities, Edith Cowan University has been forced to divert 
funds that would otherwise have been available to sustain and improve our teaching and research 
activities.  

It is nonsense for this situation to continue in this sort of state.  It is time this legislation was passed.  I do not 
support Hon Norman Moore; he is talking nonsense.  

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [10.13 pm]:  On behalf of the people of my electorate I must say 
that I have heard no call whatsoever for this particular legislation to go forward.  In fact, I cannot recall ever 
having had a student in my office who has said that compulsory student fees need to be implemented.  I wonder 
what sort of survey has been carried out by the current Government to bring this about.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order, members!  Hon Murray Criddle has only just started. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  And I am enjoying myself too. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Let him at least mount an argument. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  I heard Hon Jim Scott’s comments.  I wonder 
whether he would like to provide me with the outcome of the survey he has conducted that would justify the 
progression of this Bill.  Perhaps that would be an interesting concept in itself.  The whole idea of sending this 
Bill to a committee is to get some input that would justify the imposition of a fee. 

Another point that needs to be clarified for me is what the fee will be and what sort of arrangement will be put in 
place, once the fee is struck, to keep it within a reasonable range.  It has been pointed out quite clearly that if it 
were an open-ended arrangement, it could quickly escalate to a situation that was untenable for students or for 
those parents who may well have to pay.  We also need clarification of what the fee will be used for.  I hope the 
parliamentary secretary clarifies what that arrangement will be. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  You won’t get the answer by referring it to a committee. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I just might get the answer by referring it to a committee. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  You won’t get it from me. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  We will not worry about the parliamentary secretary in the committee; we will ask 
the community.  This Government has often said that it wants the community to have input into everything it 
does.  If the parliamentary secretary likes to talk to the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, she will tell him 
that she has these community consultations every day of the week. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  An excellent initiative. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  It is an excellent initiative, and I am glad to hear that the parliamentary secretary is 
agreeing that this Bill may well go to a committee to accommodate that sort of arrangement. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  I will let her know that you are in support of it. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The way she does it is interesting in itself, because the arrangement is actually set 
up before the community has input into some of her committees. 

I would also like to know why the guilds cannot pay their own way and what the problem is within the guild 
system at present if they are not meeting the universities’ requirements and are not being funded to a level that 
will accommodate them.  Obviously, the clear message is that they are not serving the students, otherwise the 
membership of those guilds would be high.  That would be an excellent question to be raised in a committee.  
That leads on to the fact that people can make up their own minds about whether the guilds should continue to 
operate. 

I also point out that, from the point of view of my electorate, this is a difficult time for people to raise money.  I 
put to this Government and also to the federal Government that there is a need to make sure that people in the 
country are fully educated.  It requires an extra commitment by Governments to ensure that students from the 
country are given the opportunity to go through tertiary education.  I would not like to think that the imposition 
of fees would make it even more difficult for those people.  If they do not want to voluntarily become members 
of a student guild, they should not have to make that extra commitment.  I am well and truly aware of the 
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difficulty that students have if their parents do not have the wherewithal to put them through university.  I know 
the commitment that some students make in having to work their way through university.  Any impost on their 
livelihood makes it even more difficult for them to pay their way through that education phase of their life. 

A number of issues need to be clearly outlined and placed before a committee, so that we will know the impost 
that this will put on people, and also on the student community decision-making process that is possible under 
the present arrangements.  We also need to outline the value of any arrangement that is put in place for all the 
students - not just for those students who are active in the student guilds.  We need to make sure that there is 
value for all students if they are compulsorily required to pay these fees.  On that basis, and wanting those 
questions answered, I am in favour of this Bill being referred to a committee.  As the Leader of the Opposition 
has said, a conclusion would be reached by the committee by early March and there would be no delay in having 
it dealt with, provided the Government organised its business in such a way that it would be addressed early in 
the autumn session of Parliament.   

HON GRAHAM GIFFARD (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [10.20 pm]:  I do not propose to 
take up a lot of the time of the House dealing with this referral motion because, as Hon Jim Scott has said, this is 
a delaying tactic that is designed to prevent this House from dealing with this Bill.  For members opposite the 
sweetener would be that it would be very much to the detriment of student guilds in restoring the full range of 
services to university campuses next year.  That is the gratuitous element of the motion put up by the Opposition.  
We have heard a number of claims about the legislation that are simply not true.  Hon Norman Moore said it is 
about freedom of association, but he misunderstands the Bill if he thinks it is about that.  That is clearly not the 
case. 

Hon Norman Moore:  It is about freedom of association.   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  No, it is not.  The honourable member is wrong.   

Hon Norman Moore interjected.   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I did not interrupt the honourable member during his speech.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  That is right, he did not.   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Hon Norman Moore also said it is a tax on 79 000 students.  It is not a tax; it is a 
fee that will be charged by the universities.  Taxes are levied by governments.  This is a services and amenities 
fee that will be charged by universities to enrolling students.  Some of the money inevitably will be referred to 
student guilds for them to most efficiently provide a range of services and amenities on campus.  Members 
repeatedly asked how the fee will be set.  The Government does not propose that this Bill will result in any 
radical departure from the way the guild fee has historically been set; that is, a recommendation from the student 
guild will go to the university council or senate.  The students themselves will set the fee.  

Hon Norman Moore:  The student guilds will.  

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The student guilds are made up of students.  They will set the fee, and recommend 
it to the university senate.  It will be up to the senate or council to ratify that recommendation.  Student guilds are 
democratic organisations.  In my experience, students demand value for money.  They do not accept hikes in 
their fees, nor do they accept low levels of service for the money they are providing.  The great mechanism that 
keeps that in check is the fact that guilds are open and democratic organisations.  It is not for this place to set the 
level of the fee; it is for students, who will be running their own organisations, to make recommendations to their 
university senate or council.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  How many students will be involved?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  This is not question-and-answer time.  I did not interrupt that much during other 
speeches, so the member should pipe down.  A rhetorical question was: how many people knew that the 
Government proposed this legislation?  The fact is that the Labor Party has opposed the VSU legislation since it 
was put in place by Hon Norman Moore in 1994.  We have always said that we will repeal the voluntary student 
unionism legislation.  There is no secret about that.  That has always been the case.  Hon Louise Pratt by 
interjection indicated that she took part in the student protests during those times.  She, like many other members 
of the Labor Party, has maintained her opposition to VSU.  Another rhetorical question was: why is the 
Government going down this path and why is it going down it now?  Quite simply, two of the student guilds 
have gone broke in the past couple of years as a consequence of this fairly draconian legislation.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Which ones are they?   
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  The motion before the House is a referral motion.  I 
think the honourable parliamentary secretary is straying into some of the debate that should not have occurred 
earlier.  Anyway, members know the rules, so I will sit here and read my papers.   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I am grateful to you, Mr Deputy President, but I wanted to make the point that 
despite the promises made by Hon Norman Moore that guilds would not go broke, two of them did.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Which ones?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  The guilds at Edith Cowan University and Murdoch University.   

Hon Norman Moore:  The ECU guild went broke long before my legislation.  Its student guild blew the dough.   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  They have had problems for the past couple of years.  Interestingly, the previous 
Government did nothing about that, notwithstanding the fact that Hon Norman Moore said when he introduced 
his legislation that he would do something about that situation.  The other two student guilds have not gone 
broke, but they are running deficit budgets.  They cannot continue in that situation indefinitely.  They are 
service-providing organisations and they are running deficit budgets.   

Hon Norman Moore:  I hope you -  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Leader of the Opposition, this is a referral motion that you moved.  I want to deal 
with the reasons the Bill should or should not be referred to a committee.  We are now starting to stray into 
debate on the general question of the second reading, which will be developed quite properly during the second 
reading debate.   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I make one final point in rejecting this referral motion.  Hon Alan Cadby referred to 
a young man, Mr Ryan Batchelor.  I think he is a very impressive young man.  Mr Batchelor was this year the 
guild president at UWA.   He was elected at the end of last year.  I understand that that election campaign was 
essentially based on the question of voluntary student unionism and his opposition to that.  I recall being invited 
to the University of Western Australia earlier in that year to address a lunchtime gathering of students who were 
interested to know what our view was.  Hon Barbara Scott attended on that day, and the students were also 
interested to hear what the Liberal Party’s view was.  At the end of that year, after a campaign that was 
essentially, I am advised, a debate about VSU, Mr Batchelor and his supporters were overwhelmingly elected to 
the guild.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Who voted?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  All of them.   

Hon Norman Moore:  It was guild members only.   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Not at UWA.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Are you sure about that?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I am pretty sure.  I will check.   

Hon Norman Moore:  How about getting figures about who voted before you start using it as a referendum?   

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  Every student had the opportunity to vote.  Mr Batchelor was clearly and decisively 
elected, as were his supporters.  As far as I am aware, that is probably the most significant recent poll on any 
university campus on the question of VSU.  The Liberal students came out a mile behind.  I thought members 
opposite might be interested to know that.  

HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [10.29 pm]:  I believe that a committee would undoubtedly be the best 
vehicle for this House to ascertain the truth of this matter.  Evidence has been produced from both sides of the 
House to support their cases.  It is obviously a question that is disputable.  That in itself would be a compulsive 
argument for this to go before a committee. 

A number of issues should be looked into.  It is reasonable to assume - although it may not be the case - that if 
most students want these sorts of facilities they will be happy to join a guild and pay for them.  One of my sons 
had to pay his own way through university.  He paid for and spent the first two years of his university education 
in a residential college.  It supplied some of the services that student guilds do.  I see absolutely no reason that 
students - particularly rural students - should have to pay twice.  He made a choice to study at a residential 
college and pay for those services.  I fail to see why it would be reasonable to compel a student like him pay 
again for these services for other students.  Why should he have to pay twice?  These are the sorts of things that a 
committee would look into.  This subject is most serious.  It must be looked at carefully and thoroughly.  That is 
what the committee system of this House is supposed to do.  In its calmness, a committee will look at things 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 10 December 2002] 

 p4222b-4235a 
Hon Norman Moore; Deputy President; Hon Alan Cadby; Hon Jim Scott; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Graham 

Giffard; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Barbara Scott; President 

 [11] 

objectively and get away from the party rhetoric that is evident on both sides of the House.  It is most insulting 
for Hon Jim Scott and Hon Graham Giffard to say - on a subject as serious as this - that the only reason members 
are disagreeing with the Government is to delay the legislation.  That is political point scoring at its worst.  I 
have not heard one good argument from the other side of the House that this matter should not be investigated 
thoroughly by a committee. 

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [10.32 pm]:  I support the motion to refer this Bill to a 
committee.  There are many matters that need to be examined in depth concerning student amenity fees.  The 
university population in Western Australia has changed enormously in the past 20 to 30 years.  Universities now 
have a huge mix of students.  My electorate office is located near three major universities.  Like other members, 
I have not had one person attend my office asking me to move in Parliament to increase the amount of money 
that students pay to attend university or to introduce a compulsory amenity or student union fee.  The mix of 
students at the universities quite justifiably needs to be looked into by a committee.  Many more women are 
returning to universities as mature age students.  Most of them are struggling to maintain a household, raise 
children, and hold down a part-time job.  A committee needs to examine the sorts of students who want to pay a 
compulsory fee, be it a mix of amenity and guild fees, and carry out an analysis of those students.  Most students 
I know have to work pretty hard at university and they have part-time jobs to help pay for their books and other 
things.  The Legislation Committee could examine whether the facilities at university campuses have increased 
or decreased during voluntary student unionism. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  They have declined substantially. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The University of Western Australia said that facilities had increased.  Prior to 
voluntary student unionism there were 27 different services on campus at UWA and there are now 47 under 
voluntary student unionism. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  What about other universities? 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I do not have on hand the details of other universities; however, that is the sort of 
matter the committee could examine.  It could examine the facilities that the fees would provide to students that 
could not be provided by a user-pays system.  A lot of women and a lot of young people who work part-time 
want to return to university.  They may choose to play a sport, go to the gym, attend a debating group or be 
involved in student politics; those aspects are part of the vibrant life of a university.  Why should there be a 
compulsory fee for everybody at universities?  We must consider the mix of students, what facilities are 
available on campus, who uses them and why there is no user-pays system. 

This move by the Labor Government is a no ticket, no start to university.  I believe that is philosophically 
opposed to a Labor socialist philosophy, which is that university should be available to everybody.  The Labor 
Government will now impose on some of the poorest and most disadvantaged students a compulsory amenities 
fee for amenities that they may not use.  I suggest that the Legislation Committee could examine in detail the 
amenities that are provided, the percentage of students who want to use them and whether this is a no ticket, no 
start for a university career or a proposal to ensure that student activism on campuses is well funded and students 
can be taken from State to State or campus to campus for activist purposes.  The fees that have been collected 
could be scrutinised to determine just how much has been spent on student activism. 

I understand a huge debt was run up by a couple of restaurants that were managed by students at the Curtin 
University of Technology.  I ask the Labor Government whether it is fair for all students to pay a compulsory fee 
to run an amenity that will run at a loss.  Why have a service if it cannot run at a profit or under a user-pays 
system?  Child-care centres at universities have struggled for the same reason.  An analysis must be made of who 
wants to pay for child care at a university and who wants other child care arrangements.  Why should one 
person’s compulsory amenities fee be used to pay for somebody else’s facility? 

Government members are shaking their heads.  I do not know whether they have ever been to a university, 
whether they have studied who accesses child care or who takes part in student activities at universities or what 
sort of activities universities have.  However, if the Government wants students to have study counselling, such 
as some universities have for students who are struggling to maintain their marks or who want to challenge a 
report or mark, why is it not fair for users to pay for setting up and utilising those counsellors?   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Is your argument that a person who can’t afford to get assistance should not get 
assistance?  If you cannot pay, you should not be able to get counselling.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  My argument is totally the reverse, and that is that the universities - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is the ideological difference between you and us. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The point I am making is - 
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Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich!  What I will do in a moment is 
give the member the next call so she can make her points without interjecting.  We are discussing a referral 
motion; we do not need to go to the second reading stage of the Bill. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  As I said, this is complex legislation and I believe a committee of the Parliament 
should analytically examine the sorts of services that are proposed to be provided by the guilds, how they will be 
run and whether everybody should be compelled to pay for things like rowing or cricket facilities if they choose 
not to stay on campus and access those amenities.  Students comprise a huge mix and diverse range of people 
and age groups, but the group most likely to be interested in a number of the vocations or recreational pursuits at 
university would be school leavers.  Many people look at universities as a means of providing their ultimate 
opportunity in life, they work in jobs to survive at university, they do not have the time to access additional 
facilities on the campuses and they certainly do not have the additional money up-front to enrol in universities.  
University education should be available to everybody, but this is a no ticket, no start policy for university 
education.  It is clear that the Labor Government does not want to put this issue under scrutiny, it does not want 
to look at the range of students who will access the services to be provided and it does not want to look at the 
diverse amenities that are needed and how they will be used.  We have those figures, but obviously the 
Government does not want them to be scrutinised by a committee.  I would like to see this matter go to a 
committee and I support the motion. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (12) 

Hon Alan Cadby Hon Paddy Embry Hon Barry House Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Ray Halligan Hon Norman Moore Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 

Noes (13) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Graham Giffard Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Jim Scott 
Hon Adele Farina Hon Dee Margetts Hon Giz Watson 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Frank Hough Hon Ken Travers 
 Hon John Fischer Hon Kate Doust 
 Hon Derrick Tomlinson Hon Tom Stephens 
 Hon Bill Stretch Hon Christine Sharp 

Question thus negatived. 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 13 November. 

HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [10.46 pm]:  I am sure it will come as no surprise to this House 
when I say that the Opposition will not support this legislation, which aims to hit students with a fee that, in 
reality, is a tax on intellect and on higher learning at a time when we have been told by everyone that our future 
depends on a good tertiary education for our young people.  This tax is aimed at people who are already under 
tremendous pressure.  They cannot afford this extra burden.  This tax burden has no bounds and can be increased 
to any level by the guilds themselves.  I do not intend to focus on the philosophy of a compulsory guild fee or the 
history of the Western Australian guilds, as my colleague Hon Norman Moore has already mentioned those facts 
and I am sure he will tell us more a little later on.  However, I wish to quote from the second reading speech he 
made on Wednesday, 28 September 1994 when he introduced the Voluntary Membership of Student Guilds and 
Associations Bill.  

Hon Nick Griffiths:  There is no need to read it; it has been incorporated into Hansard.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  I am more interested in Hansard getting the right date 
and the rest of the details so that it can be recorded correctly.  Members should not interject. 
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Hon ALAN CADBY:  As I made a mistake earlier, I want to make sure that I do not make a mistake this time.  
Hon Norman Moore said -  

The issue this Bill seeks to address is one of fundamental human rights and civil liberties.  I refer to 
freedom of association.  Current state legislation ensures compulsory membership of student 
associations at our universities.  If a student wishes to receive a university education, he or she must pay 
a guild fee in order to be eligible for enrolment.  This contradicts article 20 of the United Nations 
Universal Declaration on Human Rights, which states -  

(1) Everyone has the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and association.  

(2) No-one shall be compelled to belong to an association.   

He went on to say that the legislation would provide the right to choose, and that is what the Government is now 
trying to remove.   

I will now consider some contemporary issues and the effects they have on our university student population.  
This has been mentioned earlier, but I will talk about a couple of cases.  In essence, this Bill will force students 
to pay a tax that goes by the name of a student amenities fee.  Students will be barred from enrolling at a 
university if they do not pay the fee.  Once students have paid the fee and upon enrolment they will 
automatically become members of the student union.  Students may decide not to be members of the guild - 
although that is not encouraged by the universities or the guilds in their communications and publications - but 
they will still have to pay the fee.  This is compulsory unionism at its worst.   

I turn now to what will happen to the money that is collected by the university.  If 100 per cent of the students 
decide to stay in the guild, the guild will receive 100 per cent of the total amount collected.  If 80 per cent of the 
students decide to stay in the guild, the guild will receive 80 per cent of the total amount collected.  If 40 per cent 
of the students decide to stay in the guild, the guild will receive 51 per cent of the total amount collected.  If six 
per cent of the students decide to stay in the guild - which is the current level at Edith Cowan University - the 
guild will receive 51 per cent of the total amount collected.  That means that even if students decide not to 
belong to the guild, their money will still go to the guild whether or not they like it.  There is no freedom of 
choice.  I had hoped that all members of this House would believe in the concept of freedom of association.  We 
have had heard from the Greens (WA) that they certainly do not.   

I was interested to read on the UWA guild web page a quote from the president of the guild that “Voluntary fees 
destroy campus culture and cut down the attractiveness.”  That is a quote from an article in the Post of 16 
November 2002 headed “Uni guilds set for new life”.  On the contrary, voluntary fees encourage the basic 
democratic principles of freedom of association and the right to choose.  Surely this is the key focus of an 
attractive campus culture.  Students value the right to associate with any party or group at university that fits 
within their values and ideals.  To force students to join a union with which they do not associate common goals 
or values destroys the campus culture that this guild president speaks about, and it may create resentment within 
the student body.   

The recent refugee referendum at the University Western Australia has raised serious doubts among students 
about the capabilities of the student guild.  The estimated cost of the referendum was between $10 000 and 
$15 000 depending on whom we listen to.  Many students at UWA feel that regardless of their personal feelings 
on the refugee issue, this was an exorbitant waste of their fees.  The referendum has also raised doubts about the 
interests of the guild councillors.  Was this referendum beneficial to the majority of UWA students?  It clearly 
was not.  That begs the question: will these kinds of political tactics continue or even be expanded by the 
introduction of compulsory guild fees, which will allow the guilds to operate and focus on whatever issues they 
think fit, regardless of the opinion of students?  In his recent press release dated 5 November 2002, and in his 
second reading speech, the Minister for Education said that compulsory fees would bring back life to the 
campuses.  What a load of twaddle!  The minister is in a time warp.  Does he not realise that university life has 
changed in the past 10 years and that his recollection of his student life has little relevance today?  Most students 
do not live in the immediate surroundings of the university.  Most students are totally focused on their studies 
and any free time they have is spent working in a variety of jobs to pay their way through university.  That is 
why campus life has changed, not for the reasons of voluntary guild fees but more for reasons of lifestyle choice, 
which is a free choice and certainly differs from the ideology of this compulsory student tax. 

My information is that there is no provision for the sharing of amenities between students from different 
universities; in other words, a University of Western Australia student living a northern suburb like Joondalup is 
not entitled to use the facilities at Edith Cowan University.  What will such students get for their money?  The 
answer is very little.  So much for bringing life back to the campuses.   
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I want to consider the typical cost of a student in meeting his or her goal of gaining a degree.  The costs I will 
quote are those for a real student at the University of Western Australia in the second year of a maths-physics 
degree who lives with her parents in the northern suburbs.  I say “real” because I will explain the fees that my 
daughter pays.  The first is for the higher education contribution scheme, which must be repaid and works out to 
$5 125 per year.  If the amount remains constant, she will have a total debt of $20 500 at the completion of a 
four-year degree course.   

Several members interjected. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  If members do not mind, I am trying to give an example.  I would be grateful if the two 
members in particular could be quiet for a while. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order!  I am sure that the member does not need any assistance.  I thank Hon Barbara Scott 
for her help. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Thank you, Mr President.  I was wondering when you would assist me.   

In addition to those expenses, my daughter has other annual expenses, including a car parking permit that costs 
$100; text books that cost $800, which includes second-hand text books; photocopying costs of $50; petrol costs 
of $900; food at the refractory at a cost of $500 - she is a vegetarian and vegetarian food costs a little more - plus 
pens, paper, a calculator, computer disks and the like that cost about $330; and a suitable computer for doing the 
degree which costs about $3 000 over four years.  I did a little bit of arithmetic for members.  It means a total 
annual cost of $8 555 of which $3 430 is to be paid each year.  It is a total cost for the degree of around $34 000.  
Of course, living expenses such as food, entertainment and clothes are additional to this figure; in fact, I bought 
her a car so that she does not have to worry about the running costs of a car.  This Government wants to tax this 
student $100 extra next year by way of compulsory guild fees, and maybe $200 to $500 within the time that she 
is at university.  It is a disgrace to tax this vulnerable group in our society for the benefit of some radical, 
unproductive, social groups that exist in our universities.   

If this student were from the country, she would need to pay for accommodation and travel from home to the 
university.  She would need to pay for considerably more living expenses.  Accommodation alone would be 
likely to add $3 700, if shared accommodation were found.  These figures have been given to me by a student in 
those circumstances.  Extra living expenses may amount to $3 200, which is probably the bare minimum.  For a 
student who lives in the country the degree is costing somewhere in the region of $16 000 a year of which 
$10 000 is needed each year merely to live and study.  This Gallop Government thinks that such students can 
afford to pay on top of that an extra $100 to $500 in the form of a student tax.  We know that country students 
are already having difficulty in affording a tertiary education.  I remember that when I taught at Newton Moore 
Senior High School in the late 1970s and early 1980s, a number of very talented students could not afford to go 
to university because of all the costs associated with tertiary study.  Those costs have increased and we will 
increase them even more; albeit, I should not say “we will increase them” because it is the present Government 
that will increase them.  This tax can only compound the difficulty and, for some, university education will be 
out of reach.  If this Bill is passed, it will mean a considerable windfall for the guilds.  Although the guilds may 
be pleased about that, I must ask: if they get this amount automatically, what will be the incentive to provide the 
amenities the students want?  After all, they get the money anyway. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


