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ACTS AMENDMENT (STUDENT GUILDS AND ASSOCIATIONS) BILL 2002 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 10 December. 

HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [8.44 pm]:  I take this opportunity to briefly summarise some of the 
points I raised yesterday.  First, I made it clear that the Opposition does not support this legislation.  I mentioned 
the concept of freedom of association, which this Government and apparently the Greens (WA) do not support.  I 
also mentioned a situation in which the values or beliefs of students could prevent them from being involved in a 
guild.  However, they will still have to pay a fee.  I also raised the point that there will be a lack of incentive for 
the guilds to meet the needs of the majority of their members, because they will get the money no matter what 
they do.  I briefly mentioned that times have changed and that the picture the minister is trying to paint of 
university campus life is outdated and not in line with current student lifestyle choices.  I gave examples of the 
percentage of fees the guilds would receive depending on how many students did not opt out of guild 
membership.  I stated the importance of new university statutes, and that the consequences of this Bill cannot be 
seen without looking at the statutes.  I also said that the regulations of the guilds would be of assistance.  I 
discussed the cost to students, who I believe are a vulnerable financial group within our community, and 
highlighted the real costs of two students studying at the University of Western Australia.  The information I 
gave was that it costs $8 500 per annum for a student living in the northern suburbs and $16 000 per annum for a 
student living in the country, without the imposition of the student guild fee.   

When the debate was adjourned last night, I was about to read some extracts from pamphlets from the UWA 
Guild of Undergraduates and the Curtin Student Guild.  I will first read some extracts from the 2002 guild 
membership package from the UWA Guild of Undergraduates.  First, above the heading “Guild Cover” are the 
words “struggling with study”, “sexual harassment”, “money trouble”, “student life” and “costs too much”.   

The guild of undergraduates will certainly have to reprint that part for next year, because costs will certainly 
increase and money troubles will also increase.  The pamphlet also states -  

The UWA Student Guild is the official student organisation at the University of WA and is formally 
recognised by the University.  Sounds boring?  Well, you’re wrong . . . Apart from making sure you 
don’t get rorted -  

Students will certainly be rorted in the near future, because they will have to pay the fee whether or not they 
want to be members of the guild of undergraduates. 

Hon Bill Stretch:  It doesn’t sound very literary language. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  No.  It continues -  

Guild representatives sit on over 25 University Committees and Boards, from Uni Senate to Parking 
Appeals.  The Guild is there making sure your rights are protected. 

The right of association does not come under that heading.  The pamphlet also states -  

We receive no operating income from the University or the Government, so we don’t have to do what 
they want.  

Thanks to the Labor Government and the Greens, the guild of undergraduates will get a considerable amount of 
money, so those lines will have to change.  Finally, with regard to the 2002 membership prices, it is interesting 
that the fee for a full-time student last year was $85.  If the new fee will be about $100, it will be a 20 per cent 
increase on last year’s fee.   

The Curtin Student Guild pamphlet states that the fee for 2002 was $90.  Of course, we know that the fee for 
Curtin University of Technology will now be around $100.  Once again, that is perhaps a 15 per cent increase.  
Why are both these guilds increasing their fees by so much when all students, rather than the current 30 per cent 
of students, will be paying the fee?  That does not make sense to me.  If the Government increased any fees by 
15 to 20 per cent, I am sure that the newspapers would slam it; however, it seems that students are irrelevant.  
Currently, the guilds offer a number of services and discounts to attract members.  The current membership of 
the guilds ranges from six to 35 per cent of students at the universities, so they are obviously not meeting the 
needs of the general student body.  Hon Norman Moore’s second reading speech of 1994 states -  

As well as allowing students to exercise their internationally recognised democratic rights, this Bill will 
provide an opportunity for student organisations to enhance their performance by operating and 
competing in an open and free marketplace.  Currently, student guilds serve a captive market.  While 
guilds rely upon receiving a steady flow of funds on an annual basis there is little, if any, pressure on 
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those administrations and the groups or individuals who control them to perform in a responsible, 
responsive and accountable fashion.  They have a guaranteed income, and unfortunately, because of 
this, they do not always adequately represent or serve all of their members. 

I suggest that one of the reasons that the majority of students do not enrol in the guilds is precisely that; that is, 
they do not meet the needs of the students they are supposed to represent. 

It is traditional that guilds support some crank or radical organisations as well as mainstream interests.  It has 
always been the same, even when I was at university in the 1960s.  I wonder whether the reason that the majority 
of students choose not to belong to the guild is a vote of no confidence in how the money is spent.  Will the 
support of crank or radical groups increase or decrease in the future?  While nobody knows for certain, I suggest 
that even more money will be spent on activities that have no direct connection to student welfare.  This worries 
me and should worry every student who will be forced by the Gallop Government to pay this tax directly to the 
student guild or union. 
In the minister’s press release of 5 November, he demonstrated either that he did not understand the Bill or that 
he is prepared to mislead the community of Western Australia.  I will read from his press release.  In fact, there 
were two press releases, because he had to change the first one.  The first press release on 5 November 2002 - it 
does not give a time, but I imagine it was fairly early in the morning -  
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 
Hon ALAN CADBY:  He did not issue it; his staff did, and I know his staff are very good at getting up early in 
the morning.  The first press release states -  

The minister said the guilds would only receive the funds from the students who chose to become 
members. 

I find that line interesting, because in the briefing that I had in August, I think, that line was also given to me.  I 
pointed out to the people giving the briefing that that in fact was incorrect.  After some think time, it was agreed 
that that statement was misleading; but there it was in the minister’s press release on 5 November, some three or 
four months after my briefing.  Suddenly, after debate started in the other House, another press release was 
issued.  It is exactly the same except for two lines.  They are -  

Mr Carpenter said the legislation guaranteed guilds 51 per cent of the funds raised by the services and 
amenities fees, to ensure their viability. 

Therefore, the press release has gone from stating that “the guilds would only receive the funds from the students 
who chose to become members” to stating that, no matter what, the guilds would receive 51 per cent of the 
funds.  That press release was obviously issued on the same day.  It is a pity I cannot see the time.  However, I 
suggest that if members look at the time at which the debate started in the other place, they will find that 
probably 10 minutes later that other press release was issued. 
The current enrolment at the four universities is approximately as follows: University of Western Australia, 
15 000; Murdoch University, about 13 000; Curtin University of Technology, about 31 000; and Edith Cowan 
University, about 20 000.  It is interesting that although ECU has decided on a fee of about $100, its commercial 
services section recommended a fee of $150, so we know what to expect in the future.  Although it is difficult to 
predict exactly the income of the guilds because we do not have the breakdown of part-time, external and full-
time students, I will give the House some indicative amounts based on student numbers and the percentage of 
students who choose to belong to the guild.  I have used a guild fee of $100 for ECU, UWA and Curtin 
University, and $140 for Murdoch University.  I have used that for all students, irrespective of their enrolment 
status.  The minimum amount of money the UWA Guild of Undergraduates will receive is $750 000, and the 
maximum is $1.5 million - if 100 per cent of students decide to stay in the guild.  For Murdoch Guild of 
Students, the minimum will be $910 000 and the maximum will be $1.82 million.  Curtin University of 
Technology has more than 31 000 students.  Its guild will receive a minimum of $1.5 million and a maximum of 
$3 million.  The ECU Student Guild, which of course is the basket case of university guilds, will receive a 
minimum of $1 million and a maximum of $2 million.  As we can see, the amounts of money are considerable.  
They will place substantial responsibility on the student guilds.   

The only problem is that not all this money will go directly to the university guilds.  They must pay affiliation 
fees to the National Union of Students.  I recently contacted the National Union of Students to inquire how much 
money they will get from our four universities.  To put it bluntly, I was told to get lost; it was nothing to do with 
me.  Therefore, my figures are based on a fee of around $5 a member.  That is a best-guess figure that was given 
to me by Ryan Batchelor.  His e-mail states - 

This year the UWA Guild paid a discount rate of $1.65 per EFT member.  I believe the standard rate to 
be $5, but cannot confirm this without asking NUS itself.   
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On the basis of a $5 fee, the UWA Guild of Undergraduates will forward to the NUS between $38 000 and 
$75 000; Murdoch Guild of Students, between $33 000 and $65 000; Curtin Student Guild, between $77 000 and 
$155 000; and ECU Student Guild, between $50 000 and $100 000.  That is a considerable amount of money 
from the students of our universities that will be spent over east.  They will have no control whatsoever over how 
that money will be spent.  I have spoken to two guild presidents in the past few weeks to gain a better 
understanding of contemporary guilds and the difficulties they are facing.  Both these guild presidents were 
articulate and good advocates for their respective guilds.  Paul Benson from the ECU guild outlined some of the 
problems facing his guild.  They include the fiasco of Western Women, the liquidators being called in during 
1999 and the difficulty of offering services at a number of campuses.  I understand from Paul Benson that the 
university has taken some control of the guild’s finances - that is probably a good thing - by paying for an 
appeals and welfare officer, paying $20 000 for accident insurance and giving the guild a grant of $50 000 to 
cover all its activities.  It receives $50 000 to cover all its activities; in the future its income will be between 
$1 million and $2 million.  That is a considerable jump in its income.  The view of the 2002 guild is that some of 
the money will need to be invested to provide income for the future, and spent on work on the tavern and 
recreation centres and an academic skills adviser.  Ryan Batchelor, the 2002 UWA guild president, also came to 
my office and spoke about the current expenditure patterns.  He said that the guild provides welfare services, 
such as advice and academic appeals; provides student activities, such as concerts, orientation and theme works; 
grants money to fund clubs and societies three times a year; and funds student representation for political activity 
and parliamentary groups.  The guild has a current income of about $1 million, which will increase to 
$1.4 million.  He identified that the new money will be spent on refurbishment of the refectory and tavern - the 
same as at ECU - minor interest groups and increasing the number of grants paid to minority clubs and societies.  
I found it interesting that the minutes of the guild council meetings are not publicly distributed throughout the 
university, even though the meetings are open to all.  

Ryan Batchelor also sent me a fax.  He was very helpful in providing all the information I asked for.  He sent me 
information about the audited financial statement for 2001.  It showed that income from the guild membership 
was $280 751, which I estimate would equate to 3 500 students.  The income from other guilds’ operating 
activities, including catering and taverns, was about $221 667.  Income from investments was $109 568.  I found 
it interesting that that is a net operating loss of $462 518.  One could ask whether the guilds are being financially 
responsible, because their output is far more than their input.  What will happen when their income increases to 
between $1 million and $2 million?  How financially responsible will they be when they have more money to 
play with and they know that that money will continue to be provided for the next two and a half years?   

Although I did not speak with the guild presidents of Murdoch or Curtin Universities, I have met with the two 
vice-chancellors and received written information from them.  The letter from the Vice-Chancellor of Curtin 
University states -  

Dear Alan 

Thank you for taking the time to meet with me recently to discuss a range of issues.   

The following information is provided in response to the questions you raised regarding the Student 
Amenities fee:   

I will read just a few of the points that he raised.  He says - 

2. Fees will be payable upon enrolment and re-enrolment each year.  A time payment scheme of 
$10 per week for 10 weeks will be available to those students experiencing financial hardship.   

I suggest that a lot of people experience financial hardship.  Indeed, some people will not have that opportunity 
because they will not be able to enrol.  The letter further states -  

3. The fee for part-time students . . . will be approximately half the fee payable by full time 
students . . .   

5. The University will collect the fee on enrolment with other fees payable.  The Amenities fees 
will be transferred electronically without delay to the Student Guild.  

All the money the university collects will go straight to the student guild.  The letter continues -   
7. The Student Guild will control how the Amenities fee revenue is spent.  The University 

Council will approve or disapprove the level of the fee, and will continue to require the Guild 
to submit annual audited accounts as per the University Statute.   

It is clear from the point of view of Curtin University -  
Hon Graham Giffard:  Is that UWA or Curtin?  I thought you were talking about UWA.  
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Hon ALAN CADBY:  I am referring to Curtin University.  The guild will set the fee.  I do not think that the 
university senate will have a part to play in that decision except to rubber-stamp it.  In a later telephone call, the 
vice-chancellor talked about other campuses such as Esperance and Geraldton.  Part-time and external students 
will pay $40 and full-time students will pay $65.  That is interesting.  When I was studying at Curtin University, 
I lived in Bunbury and then in Victoria and had to pay a $90 amenities fee.  Living in Bunbury and Victoria, I 
could not use any of the facilities that were on offer.   
I now refer to a letter I received from the Vice-Chancellor of Murdoch University, which states -  

Dear Alan,  
. . .  
I appreciated having the opportunity of speaking with you this morning on the Student Amenities Fee 
and other Higher Education Issues.  The following information is provided in response to the questions 
you raised.   

The letter refers to full-time students and states -  

Full time student (Murdoch Campus)  $140   
Full time student (Rockingham Campus)  $75   
Part time student (Murdoch Campus)  $70   
Part time student (Rockingham Campus)  $35  

The part that I find interesting is that -  

. . . Discounts will be given to students who have previously been Guild members i.e. a “loyalty” 
discount.   

That means that some students will pay more than others.  Students who do not and will not belong to a guild for 
the three or four years of their university education will pay more money in the second, third and fourth years for 
the same services as are available to students who have been members of a guild.  I do not think it is fair to 
discriminate in that way.   
Let us look at student union fees throughout Australia.  It makes interesting reading.  The next state election is 
only a few years away, so the Gallop Government has made sure that fees are to be set at a fairly low level.  As I 
said earlier, students should not have to expect a 15 to 20 per cent increase on this year’s fee.  The student fee at 
the Australian National University is $195; at Bond University - which is a private university and, at which, 
other fees are paid - it is $55; at Griffith University it is $250; and at the University of Melbourne it is $352.  For 
every student dollar put into the Student Union at the University of Melbourne, 70c is spent on staff and 30c is 
spent on services for students.  That is known as the 70-30 rule.  Seventy per cent of fees is spent on staff.  The 
student fee for Monash University is $373; for the University of Queensland it is $280; and for the University of 
Sydney it is $460.  First-year students at the University of Sydney pay an additional $90; therefore, they pay 
$550.  Students at the University of Technology, Sydney pay $355 and students at the University of Wollongong 
pay $361.  Once again, first-year students pay an additional $74. 
As I said earlier, the timing of this Bill is interesting.  It was debated in the other House when students were 
focused on their exams.  It is being debated in this House when most students are trying to earn money for next 
year.  I quote from an article in The West Australian dated Thursday, 7 November 2002 titled “Timing of uni 
guild charge ‘sneaky’” - 

Students oppose fees the Government says will benefit them. 
The article is by Ben Harvey and Susan Hewitt.  It states - 

The State Government is trying to sneak through legislation for a compulsory university services fee 
while students are distracted by exams . . .  
Mr Carpenter claimed the legislation was debated as soon as possible after consultation between the 
Government, universities and guilds was concluded. 

I will come back to that.  The article also carried the opinions of four students, who were selected at random.  
Eoin McClintock said - 

You get a lot of discounts and social events.  I don’t think it is fair that the guild puts up good services 
which everyone then uses. 

Obviously, he is in favour of paying a guild fee.  Lincoln Banber said - 

I don’t drive a car and I survive on Youth Allowance.  I would not get any benefit and I would object to 
paying it.  I signed a petition which said that. 
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Freya V. Jones said - 

I get good discounts from being a guild member but I don’t think it should be compulsory.  It’s my 
choice to join or not. 

That is something members have said on many occasions: it should be the choice of students.  Dipesh Shah said - 

We are international students.  As it is we are paying three times as much.  Paying more wouldn’t be 
fair. 

I will return to the quote in The West Australian about the Minister for Education - 

Mr Carpenter claimed the legislation was debated as soon as possible after consultation between the 
Government, universities and guilds was concluded. 

Is the minister being honest?  I do not think he is.  By accident, on 17 October I received an e-mail.  It is titled 
“Greetings ALP caucus member”.  The sender was obviously confused between Alan Cadby and Alan 
Carpenter. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  What is the propriety in reading out that e-mail to the House? 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  It is fine.  It has been read out in the other House.  I am only going to read short extracts 
anyway.  I am sure that Malcolm Bradley would not mind. 
Hon Graham Giffard:  Mr Integrity! 
Hon ALAN CADBY:  Who, him or me? 
Hon Graham Giffard:  Certainly not you. 
Hon ALAN CADBY:  That is all right; as long as the member is not insulting Mr Bradley.  It is very important 
that the member does not do that.   
This e-mail, which was sent to members of the ALP Caucus, states that the proposed legislation definitely needs 
to be passed in both state Houses by the end of this year, otherwise half of the public university student guilds 
will be bankrupted - namely Edith Cowan University and Murdoch University - and damaged irreparably.  The 
student then asks whether ALP members want this to happen.  He said that they can stop it if they want to.  He 
said that from what he understands, the ALP state Caucus deprioritised the third reading of this legislation in the 
lower House when it was discussed there and was threatening to not proceed with this matter in a timely way 
unless the Greens agreed to gag Norman Moore in the upper House.  He asked who this hurts, the Murdoch and 
ECU guilds?  He then said that this legislation was to be part of the Government’s agenda within the first 100 
days of its getting elected but it is almost two years on and continued delay on this important legislation will kill 
off two student guilds.  He said that he understands that it was a cabinet-driven decision that deprioritised the 
legislation’s progress through the lower House and that he also understands that the Monday following the date 
on the e-mail - the date of the e-mail was 17 October 2002 - will provide a timely chance to revisit this issue in 
the Caucus.  He asked ALP members to take the chance to do the right thing by the student guilds, which have 
acted in good faith in the matter. 
I can tell government members that they have no chance of doing that.  I am doing my best to gag Hon Norman 
Moore!  The student continues with his e-mail by saying that he knows of the large backlog of Bills that the 
Parliament faces but believes that this matter can be dealt with in a timely manner this year by the ALP, with the 
help of the Greens, without the ALP leaning on the Greens’ principles of not gagging debate.  He said that he 
believes that the blood of these guilds will be on ALP hands, not on the hands of members of the Greens, and 
that they should not kid themselves otherwise.  
The e-mail says nothing about services to the students.  The only matter the author is interested in is the loss of 
60 jobs. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon ALAN CADBY:  I will continue with the e-mail, having allowed a bit of backchat on the other side.  The 
student continued by saying that he sincerely believes it is the ALP that should compromise on this matter as the 
guilds have already done so several times.  He said that this is not about some power play between the ALP and 
the Greens; that this is ALP legislation and promised policy.  He continued by saying that he is now sadly 
preparing to face - although he dreads it - that his guild will be bankrupt next year.  He thinks that over 60 jobs 
stand to be lost within his guild and that concerns him greatly.  The situation is not good enough.  He closed by 
saying that he humbly requests that all ALP members endeavour to resolve this matter within the ALP Caucus 
and lower House this week, with the view of passing the legislation this year as the ALP State Conference 
agreed to earlier this year. 
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This e-mail was brought into the House because of threats from the student guilds not, according to the minister, 
because it was timely.  By the way, I communicated by e-mail with Malcolm Bradley who said that it was not a 
bad idea that I have a copy of the e-mail. 

As I said yesterday, the devil of this Bill is in the detail and it cannot be understood completely without a reading 
of the university statutes.  Present at a briefing on the amenities fee was a member of Minister Carpenter’s staff.  
I asked her whether I could see the university statutes.  Following that meeting I had number of communications 
with her concerning this issue, some of which I will read out.  I remind members that they need to read the 
statutes to understand the Bill.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  I cannot hear the interjections clearly, therefore, the 
Hansard staff have no chance of hearing them.  If there is discussion on one side of the Chamber, members 
should step out of the Chamber for a while so that this side of the Chamber can listen to Hon Alan Cadby.  

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I will not read out all of the e-mails, because they are between the policy adviser and me.  
I am not being critical of the adviser; this is just to show the time it has taken for the statutes to come to this 
House.  Let us be honest: unless I had asked that question last Tuesday I would still not have been in receipt of 
the statutes.   

On 29 August I wrote to the adviser stating -  

In our briefing . . . You said that you would pass on my request - 

To see the statutes - 

to the Minister.  Can you advise me of his response . . . ? 

She wrote back the same day and stated -  

The Minister has recently written to the four university Vice Chancellors advising that they are now 
required to complete their negotiations with their respective guilds to enable the statutes to be drafted to 
reflect the provisions of the Bill.  These statutes should be available in time for the debate in 
Parliament.   

The debate in Parliament started a month ago and I received the statutes only last week.  Following that, I 
responded the same day -  

Does this mean I will get a copy from the Minister’s office? 
The reply was -  

Once we have this information to hand, we will bring it together and it will be made available to you. 
We can see that the policy officer was trying her best to get the statutes to me.  I wonder where the delay was?  I 
imagine it was at the universities.  When I rang the universities and asked to see the statutes, they refused to hand 
them over and said they must go through the proper processes, which I understood meant they had to go to the 
minister’s office first.  It goes on and on and on; in all, there are four e-mails.  When this matter was being 
debated in the other House, I wrote another e-mail to the policy officer stating -  

In yesterdays debate the Minister stated “that an undertaking was given that the Government would 
provide a copy of the draft statutes to Hon Alan Cadby when we had them.  I am happy to do that; it is 
just a matter of processes and mechanisms” page 40 blue hansard. 

Her response was -  

The UWA draft statute was tabled and is available for your scrutiny. 

As previously advised, the remaining three uni’s are in the process of finalising their statutes and 
getting them approved by their governing bodies.  As they become available they will be tabled as 
promised by my Minister. 

Eventually we got those statutes.  I have no reason to doubt the integrity of the policy adviser in trying to get the 
statutes to me as quickly as possible, but the department may have been rather slow in passing them on to Hon 
Graham Giffard to give them to me. 
I now wish to spend a bit of time looking at the statutes.  These are draft statutes from the University of Western 
Australia dated 14 October 2002.  The first thing I notice is that the old statute states -  

The Guild is a recognised means of communication;  
It now clearly states -  
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The Guild is the recognised means of communication; 
From now on the only way students can make representation to the university is through the guild, and I think 
that is unfair and undemocratic.  On page 3 it states -  

4. (3)  All students are automatically members of the Guild unless they elect, either at the time of 
enrolment in any year or at any time during the year, not to be members.   

4. (4)  The University must not act in a way that may dissuade or discourage a student, or person 
seeking enrolment as a student, from being or becoming a member of the Guild. 

I would have thought the statute would have stated that the university will provide free a choice to students 
whether to become a member or not, but that is obviously not the case.  It further states -  

5. (2)  The amount of the Amenities and Services Fee in each year is determined by the Senate after it 
receives a report and recommendation from the Guild and the Sports Association. 

The UWA is saying the same as Curtin University of Technology; that the fee is set by the guild.   

The UWA obviously knows that some students face financial hardship, because it states -  

The Senate must ensure that the University offers a loan scheme to which students may apply for 
assistance in any year, if they believe they can demonstrate financial hardship such that payment of the 
Fee would jeopardise their ability to undertake or continue their University course.  

That is a recognition from the university that some students will find it difficult to pay the fee; therefore, it is 
prepared to set up a loan scheme.  Of course any loan taken out will have to be repaid.  A student will not be 
excused from paying the fee but will be allowed to pay the fee later.  It does not state the interest rate.  We know 
the mentality of the money-grabbing universities.  Perhaps there will not be an interest charge.  Who knows?  

Subclause 7 on page 5 is interesting.  It states -  

The Senate and the Guild Council have agreed that the Amenities and Services Fees which the guild 
receives under sub-clause 6(2) may be applied to any or all of the following broad categories of services 
and amenities, for the benefit of students. 

(i) student representation; 

(ii) student societies; 

(iii) social activities; 

(iv) cultural activities; 

(v) sporting activities; 

(vi) welfare; 

(vii) catering; 

(viii) commercial activities; 

(viiii) capital and infrastructure; 

(x) investments and reserves; 

(xi) other services and amenities consistent with the objects and powers of the Guild as defined in 
Clauses 2 and 3; and 

(xii) the administrative costs of any or all of the activities and facilities listed in sub-paragraphs (i)-(xi).  
I will not go on.  What can they not spend the money on?  These are motherhood statements.  Why bother to 
have these broad categories of expenditure?  The students can spend the money on exactly what they want.  
There is no control whatsoever.   
Subclause 9(3) on page 6 states -  

Subject to this Statute and the regulations made under it, the Guild Council has the entire control and 
management of the affairs and concerns of the Guild and may act in all matters concerning the Guild in 
the manner which, in its opinion, is best calculated to promote the interests of the Guild.   

In other words, the guild can do what it likes with the money and any of its resources.  The statutes for Curtin 
University and Murdoch University are much the same, so I will not go through them.  They basically say that 
the guild is the student body and every student is automatically a member of the guild on enrolment. 
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The minister is out of touch with reality, because he does not understand the powers of this Bill and the 
autonomy of the guilds with regard to expenditure.  An example can be found in a question from the member for 
Mitchell to the Minister for Education on Tuesday, 5 November, which incidentally coincides with the date of 
the minister’s press release.  The question states -  

I refer to the minister’s explanation one minute ago that university guilds would get more than half the 
proceeds of Labor’s new compulsory fee to be levied on Western Australia’s 70 000 university 
students.   

(1) Is the minister aware that the University of Western Australia student guild intends to increase 
its contribution to the National Union of Students from $8 000 in the current year to more than 
$50 000 after the introduction of Labor’s new amenities fee?  

(2) Is the minister aware that the National Union of Students promotes views such as: the armed 
forces are there to repress, contain and kill, and they should be starved of funds so that they 
must run cake stalls to raise money, as depicted in this poster? 

The member for Mitchell must have held up a poster.  That is obviously the view of one of the crank groups 
within the guild.  I am sure it is not a reflection on all guilds.  Part (3) of the question states -  

What will the minister do to prevent students’ money being spent on radical political propaganda that 
most students do not support but that the minister will force them to fund? 

The minister’s response in part states -  

The basic concept of a university guild is that it should provide funds for services and amenities on the 
campuses that will benefit students and improve their university experience. 

I will say that again: the money should be spent on the services and amenities on the campuses that will benefit 
students.  That is not the case.  The guilds can do exactly what they want.  If they wanted to send $100 000 to a 
crank organisation outside Australia, they could do that; they are quite free to do so.  That is the problem; the 
money is not there to be spent on the students at the particular campus.  I have already said that a large amount 
of money has to go off campus anyway because that is the affiliation fee for the National Union of Students.  I 
do not think that the minister has been informed.   
During debate in the other place, the minister also suggested that fees would be kept in check by competition, 
and that if fees were increased in one university, the students would vote with their feet and go to another 
university.  What a stupid argument to put forward!  A student’s choice at university is based on many things, 
including the reputation of the university, the subject offerings, the geographical position and, most importantly, 
the relationship between the required tertiary entrance rank score and the student’s success at the tertiary 
entrance examination.  How can someone who is studying education at Edith Cowan University, which requires 
a score in the low 70s, move to the University of Western Australia, which requires a score in the low 80s for the 
same course, if there is a difference in fee structure?  Where has the minister been for the past two years?  What 
sort of advice is he receiving from his spin doctors or policy officers?  That same policy officer told me exactly 
the same thing.  The minister and his policy officer need to venture out into the real world of education and not 
hide away between superficial good news announcements.   
As I mentioned earlier, the guilds have the capacity to increase their funds to any level.  Although they may need 
the rubber stamp of the university senate, is it not likely that as the two winners of any increase in fees - that is, 
the guild and the university - there is a considerable incentive to increase the fees notch by notch each year, so 
that in three or four years they match the fees in universities in the eastern States, which are about $300 to $500, 
which is within the model group within the national university sector?   
It has been suggested that there will be guidelines on how the fees are to be spent.  Earlier I read out the statutes 
from UWA.  In reality, the guilds can do what they like with the money and they do not want any input from the 
universities’ senates.  This can be seen quite clearly in the minutes of the meeting of the Senate of the Murdoch 
University on 2 April 2001.  The minutes state -  

The Guild President indicated that there are two issues: who is to receive the funds collected in student 
fees, and how can it be spent.  She argued that students should have the right to decide on the 
expenditure of their own funds, so the Guild fee should be paid to the Guild and students should 
determine how it is spent.  This was the position before voluntary student unionism was introduced in 
1994.  While some Murdoch students have differing views on the principle of voluntary student 
unionism, they are united on the principle of student control of student funds.  She advised that there is 
nothing to stop the University seeking Guild funding for amenities, as had occurred in the 1980s. 
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Therefore, she is saying that no matter what is in the statutes, she will move to ensure that, at the end of the day, 
there are no constraints on her and she can spend the money as she likes.  
Hon Graham Giffard:  It did not say that at all, but never mind.  It must be a hidden agenda.   
Hon ALAN CADBY:  It is likely that the Government will encourage some of the student guilds to spend money 
on unproductive and, in many cases, disruptive programs that will match the philosophy of the more radical 
members of the Labor Party, so watch this space.  
Although the Bill does not stipulate the actual cost of the fee, because it is set in the university statutes, the issue 
of the means of implementing the fee should be addressed.  The fee will not be means tested.  It will not 
distinguish between the income levels of students; it will discriminate against the lower socioeconomic group of 
students who will be disadvantaged by this compulsory membership, particularly if the fee level is to increase to 
$200 and then to $500 as it has in the eastern States.  This proposal is from a Government that says it is looking 
after disadvantaged people.   

I will not go on for too long because  a number of speakers on this side wish to speak on this very important Bill.  
However, I will finish with a communication from a third-year student at the University of Western Australia 
addressed to me dated 19 November.  

Hon Graham Giffard:  You can read that in. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  I thank Hon Graham Giffard very much.  I got permission for the other one also. 

Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  No, I thought I would let Hon Graham Giffard ramble on a bit so that he could feel as 
though he was participating in the debate. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  Thank you. 
Hon ALAN CADBY:  Any time.  The letter reads - 

The State Government’s attempt to force a compulsory amenities fee for students is violation of a 
student’s right to choose.  If this legislation were passed it would result in allowing the Universities to 
set and enforce a levy on student amenities and services fee on all students.  The system of compulsory 
fees was already in existence pre-1994.  In 1994, the fees were made non-compulsory by the Court 
government, a move clearly supported by the students.  

This extra financial burden would make University life extremely difficult for the average student.  This 
is clearly a key problem with compulsory fees.  As a third year student at the university of Western 
Australia, my average expenses are as follows; 

 Travel - Public Transport - three dollars a day.   
It only takes one and a half hours to get there.  

 HEC’s  My Hecs fee ranges from to 5 to 5,500 a year. 

 Text books - for all students buying the required text books can cause an immense financial strain.  
Books can cost anywhere between $20 to $150 each.  

 Each semester on average I would spend close to 300 dollars on books.  That includes trying to buy as 
many books second hand as possible.  Each course also has compulsory course readers, as well as 
textbooks, ranging anywhere between 15-30 dollars.  Photocopying is another expense at university.  I 
would spend close to 50 dollars on photocopying required for readings outside on the course reader and 
textbooks a semester. 

I have missed out a few commas, but I am sure Hansard will include them.  To continue - 

The above expenses yearly add to 6,700 dollars.  This financial burden is heightened by the fact the 
university does not encourage one to work as the focus is supposed to be clearly on your studies.  To 
afford the above plus accommodation is exceptionally difficult and leaves most students on a very tight 
budget.  Clearly financial expenses differ for each student.  However, the overall consensus is that 
university is not cheap and the enforcement of compulsory fees makes it an even greater financial 
burden on the student.  This increases the stress on the student and can ultimately affect the quality of 
their education.   

A significant number of students are choosing not to join their student guild.  This is their right.  If the 
guild does not offer services that are necessary for the student, they should not be forced to pay a fee for 
services that they will never intend on using.  For students who don’t live close to the university the 
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compulsory guild fee is far less conducive.  Most of the services and discounts provided by the 
University are for locations either on campus or in the general area of university.  As a student living 
some distance from the campus, I know there is a minimal benefit for me being a member of my  
student guild.  The cost of compulsory membership clearly outweighs the negative of an extra financial 
burden.  

Students choose not to join their student guild for numerous reasons.  A key reason amongst students is 
that they do not agree on the distribution of money according to the whims of the guild.  These are 
generally of a political nature and the recent refugee referendum that cost $10,000 is an example of this.  
Students want to be given the right to join or not join, especially in a student guild, which has been 
known to use the money towards political activities of a controversial nature. 

In other states that have compulsory guild fees, students who do not pay the fees have their enrolment 
cancelled. 

The same applies here.  It continues - 

I believe this is clearly a violation of one’s basic rights.  A student should have the right to enrol at 
University without the threat of being excluded due to the enforcement of guild fees.  This legislation 
will clearly jeopardise the University education of those already facing financial hardship.  This will 
clearly affect the lower socio-economic group who will be disadvantaged by the inclusion of such fee 
into their already tight budget.  This fee, which is controlled by the Guild, could escalate and remove 
the high-quality work that has been done to promote equality and diversity of all groups at University.  
This fee will not affect the upper echelon of university students who have no financial responsibilities 
and have their bills paid for by their parents. 

She is obviously referring to my daughter!  It continues - 

However, it will create added unnecessary stress on the average student who scrimps and saves just to 
be able to buy books and food, without even considering the expense of joining guilds for discounts on 
social events that they cannot afford to attend anyway. 

Another problem with the implementation of compulsory guild fees is that it is not means tested.  That 
is, students regardless of financial difficulties pay the same fees across the board.  Surely this raises 
some issues of equity?  In conclusion, I wish to say that such compulsory fees are a highly regressive 
and unethical imposition on students. 

I could not agree more.   

I have stated clearly that the Opposition does not support this Bill.  I have stated the reasons for that.  During the 
committee stage I will be moving a number of amendments to this Bill.  Unfortunately, the only chance they 
have of being passed is with the support of the Greens (WA).  Of course, the Greens are not really interested in 
equity, discrimination or the plight of students; all they are interested in is doing dirty deals with the Australian 
Labor Party.   

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [9.38 pm]:  As a parent with three children who are young adults 
at university, it would be very remiss of me to let this Bill pass through the House without pointing out to the 
House the difficulty that country students face when leaving home to move to Perth to attend a university.  There 
is not only the financial difficulty but also the emotional trauma of leaving home for the first time.  Usually, the 
trauma is felt by the parents, not the child.  Many parents struggle to give their children a good education.  Part 
of that struggle is sending them to Perth to attend a university.   

Hon Alan Cadby pointed out very well in his speech the cost of sending a child to university.  He also mentioned 
the extra costs that apply to country students.  Looking for suitable accommodation at a reasonable price can be a 
frustrating experience for country parents.  I have certainly lived through that frustration.  I was fortunate enough 
to have to pay only $100 a week for food and rent for one of my children, which works out at about $5 000 a 
year.  I know of other country parents who have to pay anything between $8 000 and $20 000 a year.  

Members on this side of the House have been accused of using delaying tactics by wanting this Bill to go to a 
committee.  It is quite obvious that not many members on the other side have put children through university, 
whereas a number of members on this side of the House are currently doing so and some have already put 
children through tertiary studies.   

The student guilds’ amenities fees have had as yet no dollar figure put on them.  Fees at universities around 
Australia range from $130 to $460.  Hon Alan Cadby mentioned a figure of $540.  Members on this side of the 
House believe that the Bill should have been scrutinised by a committee so that some discussion on the fees 
could have taken place.   
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Parents must pay this fee as well as paying for books, travel, board, rent, sport, food, laptop or standard 
computers, photocopying and any other incidentals that a student may need.  Students who live in the city are 
much better equipped to deal with university life, especially in the first year.  This is obvious because they have 
all the home comforts that they are used to.  Those students do not have to move and their parents are around to 
provide extra support and money; therefore, it is less expensive for those students.  I have three children at 
university.  If the student amenities fee were set at $200, I would have to pay $600 a year before I spent money 
on other items.  I would hate to pay $1 380, which is three fees at $460 each, or $1 500.  That would be a great 
impost on me and other parents in a similar situation.   

Many city and country students work part-time to help offset their living expenses.  Many country students put 
off going to uni for a year so that they can earn enough to be classified as independent students and be eligible to 
receive Centrelink payments.  This contributes to their living expenses.  Many are finding that they have to do 
this, especially if they have younger brothers and sisters, because it helps their parents.  Why should those 
students be penalised by being forced to pay a student amenities fee?  Those fees will help guilds to fund all the 
loony left projects and loony social and cultural activities that they can think of.  No wonder members of the 
Labor Party and the Greens (WA) are rubbing their hands together.  Hon Alan Cadby has mentioned the millions 
of dollars that will go through the guilds.  I hope that there will be a backlash against this forced fee from the 
70 000 students and 140 000 parents of those students.  I will certainly promote in the electorate the fact that this 
Government is once again hurting country people.   

As opposition spokesperson on women, I will also speak about another sector of our community that this 
Government will hurt.  Women who want to go to university to improve their chances of obtaining gainful 
employment will find it hard to come by the extra money needed to pay this forced fee.  I was a mature age 
student with four little children and I found some of the books very expensive, as were the extra fees I had to 
pay.  Many families have tight budgets, and in many instances it is the mothers of families who will cut back on 
something they want so that the family comes first.  We should be encouraging women back into universities and 
not trying to penalise them.  This applies not only to women.  Mature age male students who work full time and 
study part time or work and study part time and have families will find this fee very hard on the family budget.  
This fee could make a difference to a person who is thinking about further studies, especially if that person is 
heavily committed to a mortgage and raising a family.  I do not support this Government’s dictatorial philosophy 
on forced student amenities fees.  

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [9.42 pm]:  We have before us what can only be termed a 
contentious Bill from the point of view of those on this side of the House.  As members are fully aware, 
legislation of a similar nature was amended some years ago under a coalition Government.  We believe that we 
had a very good reason for going down that path; we are firmly of the opinion that people should be provided 
with choice.  Students should be provided with choice.  This fee should not be obligatory, particularly when it 
will go towards something that these students may or may not wish to utilise.  I have no argument with a fee-for-
service operation.  If the guilds are able to convince students that they can best buy certain products or services 
from the guilds, the guilds will be in the same situation as any other small business.  If a guild wanted to 
subsidise those who may not have the resources of other students, that would be possible by way of its pricing 
structure.  However, I cannot agree that we should go down this path and make these amenities and services fees 
obligatory.   

I am a little concerned about the universities.  They continually cry poor.  I have no doubt that on occasions they 
have some liquidity problems; they may be cash strapped, as it were.  However, their balance sheets reveal that 
they are enormously asset rich.  One wonders where those assets came from.  I know that in a number of 
instances they were bequeaths, so no cash was required.  However, in some instances, of course, some of those 
assets were purchased.  If any other business is having problems with money - 

[Quorum formed.] 

Point of Order 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Mr Deputy President (Hon Jon Ford), would you advise the House whether it is 
appropriate for the Leader of the Opposition to organise for his members to go outside the House so that he can 
then call a point of order to draw to the attention of the Presiding Officer the fact that his members have just left? 

Hon Norman Moore:  I did not call a point of order. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  He spoke to his Deputy Whip to organise it. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
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Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I was talking about the universities and their balance sheets.  If the universities operate 
like most other organisations that are businesses - universities are certainly businesses - they have the possibility 
of obtaining moneys by buying and selling some of their property and/or borrowing on some of that property.  I 
have mentioned in this House before that on occasions I am somewhat cynical of certain things that are placed 
before me.  I have been reading yesterday’s uncorrected proof of Hansard containing Hon Jim Scott’s 
contribution, when he quoted a letter from Professor Millicent Poole, the Vice-Chancellor of Edith Cowan 
University.  I say I am cynical because of some of the wording in that letter. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is out of character for you. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I admit that; yes, it is most definitely out of character.  I love to believe people in 
whom I can believe.  However, members have heard that saying of once bitten, twice shy, and once bitten, one 
never believes those people again.   

What I expected to be raised throughout the debate on this legislation - in the second reading speech and so on, 
which I will deal with shortly - was the demands of the students; that is, that the students are demanding these 
services and amenities.  However, I cannot find any reference to that in the second reading speech.  In this letter 
from the Vice-Chancellor of the Edith Cowan University, I find mention of the struggle to provide the amenities 
and services that the students at the public universities previously enjoyed.  As I said, they were not demanded, 
or even needed or wanted, but just enjoyed.  They just happened to be there. 

Hon Jim Scott interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Hon Jim Scott should listen and he might learn something, because at this time he is 
starting at zero. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  It is highly unlikely that he will learn anything.  I am listening and I am learning. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The parliamentary secretary is right.  It is highly unlikely that he will learn anything 
because he is not capable of learning.  He has preconceived ideas.   

In that same letter, there is mention of the relative youth of the Edith Cowan University, as a university.  Hon 
Alan Cadby has said that the university is quite happy to advertise the fact that it is 100 years old.  The letter 
refers also to “the services and amenities that are at the core of students’ university experience”.  Again, there is 
no demand, no need, no want; just experience.  That is why I have become a little cynical.  It seems that a picture 
is being painted that is not exactly as one is led to believe; that is, the students out there have, particularly for the 
past eight years, been absolutely deprived of all these amenities and services, because that is what the fee is to 
provide.  They have been totally -  

Hon Jim Scott interjected.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  There are times when Hon Jim Scott opens his mouth and shows the people in this 
Chamber just how stupid he is.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  You nasty little boy.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Hon Graham Giffard is second cab off the rank, and if he does not watch out, he may 
beat Hon Jim Scott yet. 

One may very well ask: is this a tax?  The question was asked yesterday.  Is it a tax or is it a fee?  The 
parliamentary secretary said that it was definitely not a tax because taxes are imposed by Governments, and fees 
are imposed by universities.  Taxes - if I accept his argument that taxes are imposed by government - more often 
than not go into a central pool and are distributed as the Government sees fit.  A fee is normally applied to 
recover direct and indirect costs; to provide for particular products or services.  In other words, it is cost 
recovery.  If a person wants a surplus and is prepared to show what that surplus is, that is fine.  It is a user-pays 
situation, just as with most of our businesses.  What do we have here?  We have been told that the universities 
are removed from government.  They are autonomous; they are just funded by governments - as well as the 
students if this Bill goes through.  Of course, overseas students pay quite a bit of money to be educated at our 
universities.  Certain other things were said in the letter from the Vice-Chancellor of Edith Cowan University, 
including that the university had been “forced to divert funds that would otherwise have been available to sustain 
and improve our teaching”.  What has been happening for the past eight years?  Has the quality of teaching been 
going downhill?  There is no mention of that.  The vice-chancellor is painting a picture that unfortunately is 
somewhat blurred.  I do not think that she is saying things as they are.  She is trying to provide us with rhetoric 
that she hopes we will believe.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 11 December 2002] 

 p4271b-4290a 
Hon Alan Cadby; Deputy President; Hon Robyn McSweeney; Hon Ray Halligan; Mr Tom Stephens; Hon John 

Fischer; Hon Barbara Scott 

 [13] 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I think that before you next make a speech, you should do some work so that you 
understand the subject and can make some constructive comments for a change instead of just picking up what 
you can from what somebody else has already said in this Chamber, which is a total waste of time.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  When the member stands, I will listen to her argument and interject just as she has.  If 
she can add something substantial to the debate, I will be more than happy.  

What is the amount to be charged?  We are told that the guild is the students because the students are the guild, 
even if they do not belong to it.  The Bill provides that the council or the senate will decide the amount.  It 
provides that, in some instances, part of the amenities fee not paid to the guild are to be spent on student 
amenities and services in the manner agreed by the senate and the guild.  Some clauses in the Bill suggest that 
the senate and the guild will decide how to distribute all the money that is provided - not just the 51 per cent or 
some other percentage that will go to the guild.  All of these things will be provided for student amenities and 
services.  Obviously the university will be provided with some of these amenities and services and the guild will 
take on a role in that area as well.  We have been told that what the money is spent on may differ at each 
university because they will each make up their own minds.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  There are different types of universities; some have more overseas students than others.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It comes down to the amenities and services.  I have heard that the senate and the 
student guild will decide the amount to be spent.  One may ask how they are going to decide on the amount.  
Again, one can be cynical about the management of the organisation.  When looking at any organisation, one 
must look not only at the physical structure of the business and the facilities inside that structure, but also the 
management and the workers.  Their capability of generating income from those assets must be considered.  
Often the management of an organisation differentiates a good business from a bad business.  I wonder who will 
be involved in the university council or senate.  I am fully aware that some very good people will be involved - 
not just academics but also business people.  Some of those people do quite well and appear to know what they 
are doing.  What happens with the student guilds?  They are separate organisations.  In a lot of instances, they 
will make recommendations to the university bodies.  I do not know what sort of scrutiny this recommendation - 

Hon Louise Pratt:  Find out.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I will get that information from the parliamentary secretary.  It is the Government’s job 
to provide this information; it is not the member’s role to interject inanely.  This matter is a problem.  As the 
parliamentary secretary rightly said, the guilds are totally made up of students.  What experience do those 
students have?   

Several members interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Who checks out these people? 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order, members!  I do not want members to have a general 
conversation; I want them to have a general debate.  The member on his feet must be able to be heard in silence.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  It has been said that two student guilds went broke 
over the past eight years.  I am not sure whether that was the exact terminology, but they were having enormous 
difficulties.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  They closed their doors in a couple of cases.  They ran out of money.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  They were able to come back at some stage.  That is exactly my point.  Why did that 
happen if they were so good at managing something of this nature?   

Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Is it not a user-pays situation?  Do students get the services for free?   

Hon Graham Giffard:  A lot of services are provided.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  How can an organisation such as that be managed?  A guild can be totally and utterly 
incompetent, continually run out of money, and constantly put out its hand for more. 

Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The interjection referred to a fair share.  What is a fair share?  We have heard that the 
fee will probably start at $100 and it could increase to some unknown figure. 

Several members interjected. 
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon Jon Ford):  Order, members! 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The difficulty here is with the management.  Whether it is a guild or any other 
organisation, I am very unhappy with an organisation being given open slather.  If a guild is incompetent, all it 
has to do is increase its guild fees to cover the cash deficiency.  I do not think that is the right way to approach 
this at all.  I have concerns that a university senate or council may not have the control it should have over what 
happens.  It is all well and good to give autonomy to the university guilds because they claim to employ people 
who know what they are doing, but the executives have to have appropriate knowledge.  How can they recognise 
incompetence if they are not fully aware of it themselves?  They can employ people, but they are doing so 
because of their supposed expertise.  Quite often, they turn their back on those people because they are supposed 
to know what they are doing.  That does not happen in companies. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  What about HIH Insurance? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Good point! 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I do not think it is a good point.  If the member wants to use that example, why go 
down this path?  If he believes that can happen, why does he want to set it up again?  That is what he is saying.  
How much do they need - $30 million, $40 million, $50 million?   

The House has before it a Bill that is not understood by members of the Government.  The Government is 
putting this Bill through because it was an election promise.  It does not know whether it is good, bad or 
indifferent and it could not care less.  The Bill is being pushed through purely because of an election promise.  
The Government has not tried to analyse what has happened over the past eight years and whether things turned 
out to be better than was promised.  I have not seen any analysis.  The inane interjections tonight suggest 
strongly to me that members of the Government have no idea whatsoever about how this Bill will operate.  
Despite that, we are being asked to take money from students’ pockets to give to people who do not necessarily 
have any idea how to run an organisation of this type.  Because of their lack of knowledge and experience, they 
will not be able to control the people they employ.  There appear to be no checks or balances; none whatsoever. 

Recommendations are referred to the university senate or council.  I note that there is room for dispute resolution 
if problems are found.   

The second reading speech continues - 

Senate or council shall define, by statute, the broad categories of expenditure to which the guild may 
apply the fees paid to it and the processes for resolving disputes that might arise in the course of 
defining those areas.  

That relates only to the areas in which the money will be spent.  There is, therefore, the potential for disputes.  I 
wonder who will have the deciding vote.  Hon Alan Cadby correctly said that not until we see the university 
statutes will we have some idea.  However, at this stage it appears to be quite open.  It makes me wonder just 
who will be given the authority and the responsibility for ensuring that all this happens.  It makes me wonder 
about the management of these guilds when two of them had problems and had to close their doors, even though 
they were later able to reopen.  Was there a demand for them?  Were they able to supply the exact services that 
people wanted or did they continue to go down the path of providing the same services that they had in past 
years?  Do they, in fact, know what they are doing?  Do they know what the future holds?   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  They are the questions and if Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich can provide the answers, I will be 
most thankful. 

As I have said before, the Opposition does not agree with the fees being compulsory if people are unlikely to 
utilise the services and amenities that are available, but not necessarily provided.  Why should everyone have to 
contribute to the guilds when they do not use their services?  What happened a short while ago with school fees 
when the coalition was in government?  We tried to make them compulsory and to give support to people who 
could not pay them.  What did government members do in those days when they were in opposition?  They said 
that we could not make them compulsory and that they must be voluntary.  They would not allow that Bill 
through the House in the manner that the coalition Government wanted it to go through.  They now have a 
change of heart.  They have moved from supporting a voluntary system to supporting a compulsory one. 

Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Yes, they did.  Government members should check with each other to find out exactly 
what happened.  Now we have a complete about-face.  We will not have voluntary fees now; we will have 
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compulsory fees.  That is purely because it was an election promise, not because it is the correct thing to do; far 
from it. 

Even in the second reading speech there is a reference to an appropriate level of responsibility.  I understand it is 
difficult to determine what that might be because that responsibility is to the guilds.  Why was it not expressed in 
that way?  Government members do not know what is appropriate and I do not know what is appropriate.  Why 
did the second reading speech not refer to “the level as determined by”?  What is this business about the 
universities being forced to provide funds to the guilds because they are important organisations?  It does not say 
that they provide an important service; it just says that they are important organisations.  That is my cynicism 
coming out again. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  Or lack of understanding. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No, not a lack of understanding at all.  It shows that government members are twisting 
words to try to convince people that they are going down the right path.  

It is stated clearly in black and white -  

. . . they considered them to be important organisations and integral to the student life of the university.  

There is nothing about services or amenities; they just happen to be there.  That is why they are an integral part 
of life at the universities.  The Government has missed the point entirely.  The second reading speech continues -  

This provision will greatly enhance the quality of student life and student facilities within our 
universities. 

Of course it will enhance the student facilities, given all the moneys the guilds will receive, but how will it 
greatly enhance the quality of student life unless it provides for the students what they need and what they 
demand?  We have heard from Hon Robyn McSweeney that many students can ill-afford to pay these fees.  They 
may have a number of children, their economic circumstances may be such that they can ill-afford to pay these 
fees, yet we see this sweeping statement that this will greatly enhance the quality of student life.  Again the 
Government is missing the point entirely.  The second reading speech continues with an amazing statement -  

The Acts Amendment (Student Guilds and Associations) Bill 2002 has been developed following 
extensive consultation and agreement between individual universities and their guilds. 

I would expect that, in view of the explanation about why this Bill has been introduced.  Some of the guilds were 
going broke; they were having problems financially.  Edith Cowan University said it had to transfer some of its 
own funds to the guild, funds that would have been used to sustain and enhance its teaching and research.  So 
why would the universities not agree with this?  What a wonderful argument.  It continues -  

It reflects the common aspiration of all four public university administrations and their guilds. 

Why would they not, in view of the argument that the Government itself has put forward?  That is the 
explanation about why this Bill should go through.  The Government would have us believe that it has consulted 
with these people and they have convinced the Government that it is an absolute necessity.  Amazing stuff!   

The parliamentary secretary has said that these guilds are service-providing organisations and they are running 
deficit budgets.  Again I can only ask why.  I do not know whether the Government has bothered to find out.  If a 
person went to a bank, having already borrowed, and said he needed more money or he will not be able to repay 
the first loan, would the bank get out the cheque book and write out another cheque?   
Hon Jim Scott interjected. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Can the member get his mind around this particular Bill, or has it just wandered off 
into the wild blue yonder? 
Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am talking about the Bill. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The member has been sitting next to Hon Jim Scott for too long; it has rubbed off on 
him. 
Hon Ken Travers:  It is a simple question. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am talking about something else.  The member is saying that these four guilds need 
money and we should continually give it to them.  The Government is not having someone check out the guilds 
to find out why they require the money and why two of the guilds had to close their doors and reopen.  It is not 
checking that out at all. 
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Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  That is true.  We could go down the path of Rothwells Ltd and Western Women 
Financial Services Pty Ltd and give them money.  That is more than likely what he is getting at.  I am sorry; I 
should have understood that.  There are certain things within the Bill that I am sure the parliamentary secretary 
will be able to explain when he responds.   
Hon Ken Travers:  He will explain, but whether you will understand is another thing. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  We have some big mouths over there and some very small brains.   

The Bill states in part 3 at page 7, in clause 7(3), which proposes to insert a new subsection (6) in section 41 of 
the Edith Cowan University Act -  

A student becomes a member of the Student Guild upon enrolment, for the period of enrolment, unless -  

(a) at the time of enrolment that student elects not to become a member; or  

(b) the enrolled student is not eligible to be a member. 

It explains how a student will fall under that category of ineligibility.  Proposed subsection (7) at page 8 of the 
Bill states -  

An enrolled student (whether a member of the Student Guild or not) may vote in an election held to fill 
a vacancy in a Student Guild office, but an enrolled student cannot hold an elective office unless that 
enrolled student is a member of the Student Guild. 

That is fine; a student who is not a member of the guild can still vote in an election.  Will that be the case for 
each of the universities or is it spelt out just for Edith Cowan University?  
Hon Graham Giffard:  That reflects the preference of individual institutions.  Some said they wanted it for 
everyone; others said they wanted it only for guild members.  
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am a little concerned about some of the wording in clause 8 at page 8.  The 
parliamentary secretary can tell me I am being pedantic if he likes, but I wonder whether something may come 
of it.  Proposed section 41A has five subsections.  I am concerned about just the first three at this stage.  
Proposed subsection (1) states -  

An annual amenities and services fee -  
That is singular -  

shall be set . . .  
Proposed subsection (3) states -  

The amenities and services fee is payable -  
Again it is singular -  

to the Council by each enrolled student . . .  
However, proposed subsection (2) states -  

The Council may determine that a different level of the amenities and services fee is payable by a 
specified class of enrolled students. 

In the first instance it could be said that there are a number, but under proposed subsection (3) it just says “the 
fee”.  It does not say each fee, because there could be a number of them.  Which fee is it?  Can the parliamentary 
secretary see what I am getting at?  Proposed subsection (1) states that an annual amenities and services fee shall 
be set.  It is singular.  There is no “s”.  It is one fee.  Proposed subsection (2) states that there can be specified 
classes of enrolled students.  Proposed subsection (3) states that the fee is payable to the council. 
Hon Paddy Embry interjected.  
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I agree with that.  The only difficulty I have is that someone may try to put forward an 
argument and then the Government must try to explain its way out of it.  I think by changing a couple of words, 
this problem could be overcome, and it could be plural rather than singular.   

Proposed section 20A(2) states -  

The Senate may determine that a different level of the amenities and services fee is payable by a 
specified class of students.   

Will the guild be involved in that, or is this one of those one-offs in which each university is different? 
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Hon Graham Giffard:  No; each statute has a similar provision. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The statute may provide that the guild will be included in that determination.  Often it 
mentions something in the Bill that will be in the Act and then it also mentions something that will be in the 
statute.  I take it there is a reason for that.  

Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I understand what the Government is proposing and what it believes the intent to be, 
but does the wording provide for that intent?  It appears that the University of Western Australia certainly got its 
act together, and its senate will be involved with the guild in determining where the moneys will be spent 
overall.  Of course, clause 17, which deals with section 28B, refers to the audited balance sheets and the like.   

The fact that the Government has gone down this path purely because it was an election promise is not 
necessarily in the best interests of the students.  As we have seen, it certainly will be in the best interests of the 
universities and the student guilds, because it will provide them, particularly the student guilds, with a lifeblood - 
that is, cash - for them to continue their operations.  What they need to do is determine whether what they are 
providing by way of services and amenities meets the students’ needs.  I am not aware that any research has been 
undertaken.  I do not know whether the universities do it.  I do not know whether the guilds go down this path 
and continually ask themselves whether they are relevant, whether they are providing what is required and 
whether they can provide it at a cost that is acceptable to the students.  I am sure this Bill will go through the 
Parliament; we are fully aware that the Greens (WA) will support the Government in voting for it.  However, I 
am unsure whether the Government or the universities have gone down this path or whether the guilds have tried 
to determine the worth of all their services.  I have no doubt that they will provide students with certain services 
and amenities that not all students will want or need.  However, some will be grateful that the service or amenity 
is available to them.  That is all well and good, but that does not necessarily make for a viable guild.  Some kind 
of reporting mechanism should be in place to show that the Government has gone down that path.  Otherwise, as 
we have been told, it is distinctly possible that the fees could escalate just to cover the “losses” - I could use any 
number of words - the deficiencies or the lack of cash that could occur and as has occurred, even under the 
existing legislation.  If guilds are having problems, they must understand why.  Problems do not necessarily arise 
just through lack of cash.  The fees will overcome their liquidity problems but not necessarily their viability or 
their management problems.  

If the Government is to convince anyone, particularly students and parents of students who must put their hands 
in their pockets, it must provide a little more justification than it has.  The Government must show that there is a 
demand for the facilities that the guilds can offer.  I can refer only to what happened in the past eight years when 
many students obviously decided that they did not want to use those facilities.  It is incumbent on the 
Government to provide a better argument than that it was an election promise.  That is not good enough. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Which election promises do you think we should and should not implement? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am asking the Government to go back over its election promises. 

Hon Ken Travers interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Is Hon Ken Travers listening?  He will have difficulties with his mouth open because it 
covers his ears.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order members!  The member might want to address his 
comments to the Chair and the other members might like to sit in silence. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Thank you Mr Deputy President.  I suggest that members opposite at least review their 
election promises; they should not just push them forward because they were election promises.  We have heard 
over almost two years that the Government has changed its mind on a number of issues. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Name one. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I will try to find some later.  I will give members opposite more than one. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  You walked into that. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order! 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  This Government is looking to the past, not the future.  It has no concern for university 
students.  Its only concern is the guilds and it wants to kowtow to the universities.  That was proved in the words 
the parliamentary secretary used in his second reading speech.  The Government has not provided any 
information to this House that suggests for one moment that these fees should be reintroduced.  How could that 
argument possibly convince parents of students that those fees should be payable?  I suggest that there is no 
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argument in the information provided to us.  I can see no reason not to continue to oppose this Bill and all it 
stands for. 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [10.28 pm]:  Thank you Mr Deputy President.  I congratulate 
Hon Alan Cadby on some of the points he made in his speech.  I listened intently during his presentation and I 
noticed that he displayed a very commonsense approach.  He covered most of the points that I consider to be 
important in this legislation.  I believe he needs to be congratulated on his presentation. 

I note with interest that the Government has chosen to put this legislation forward at a time when no university 
students are attending university.  As it is their long vacation period, they have dispersed until February or 
March next year.  When they return to university, they will discover that they must pay an additional amenities 
and service fee, which is a guild fee in disguise.  This is typical of the Government.  It prefers to operate by 
stealth.  If it were honest, it would have put this Bill forward in March and got the attention of the students.  It 
would not have waited until the year’s end when students are first distracted by exams and then away on holiday 
so that they are not around to look very closely at legislation or to protest at legislation that will affect their 
future years at university. 

Hon Jim Scott interjected. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I am not sure whether Hon Jim Scott smokes mushrooms or lives underneath them.  I did 
not say that at all.  I said that I believe it would have been more honest had the Government put forward this 
legislation while university students were together in a group to discuss it and able to come forward with a 
reasonable conclusion. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  I discussed it with them last year. 

Hon Norman Moore:  I bet they were overwhelmed! 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  We are being overwhelmed with mushrooms.  Without being disrespectful to the 
member, I am not sure that his discussion would have been carried out in the depth that is required.  At the 
moment this State has some 70 000 university students.  Under this legislation, they will all have to pay the levy.  
The legislation ensures that the guilds will get at least 51 per cent of the money that is raised.  If, of course, the 
guilds can get more than 51 per cent of the students to join their organisations, they could end up with even more 
money.  We are not exactly sure what the fee will be.  However, it is rumoured that it will be between $100 and 
$140 per annum.  I suggest that this will rise sharply once it is bedded down.  One can look at what occurs in the 
eastern States.  The University of Melbourne charges $352 and the University of Sydney charges $460, if I am to 
believe an article in The West Australian of 7 November.   

I must question 51 per cent of the fee going to a guild when at present between 30 and 35 per cent only of 
current students have joined guilds voluntarily.  If students supported these initiatives, they would surely have 
joined the guilds in greater numbers.  If I have a home in my local shire, will I be forced to join the bowling club 
which is partially funded by the shire simply because the bowling club has declining membership and funding?  
Will I be saddled with a further amenities fee on my rates which will give me de facto membership of the bowls 
club?  Of course I will not.  The prospect of that is absolutely ludicrous.  This Bill is equally ludicrous. 

Hon Graham Giffard interjected. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I think the member is probably right; I am not quite up to bowls.  I prefer a sport with a 
little more action rather than sitting around watching the Australian Builders Labourers Federation or whatever 
he does for a pastime.  The Bill is ludicrous.   

Hon Graham Giffard:  Give me a list of what you hate.  It must be endless. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I do not hate very much at all.   

The fact that guilds are struggling is no reason to force students to fund them.  If the student guilds change their 
ideologies to those of the majority of students and if they were less left wing, they would automatically get 
support from the student body, or certainly from more of a percentage than they do at the moment.  Under the 
present legislation, many students, by not joining the guilds, have shown their opinions of them.  This Bill is all 
about compulsory unionism.  This Government knows that it must uphold the right of association, but it has got 
around this by imposing an amenities and services fee to be given back to the guilds, depending on student 
numbers. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  No ticket, no start.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  That is exactly right.  It progresses right through the legislation that has been put forward 
by the Government.  As students will be given automatic membership of guilds, they will have to make an effort 
to withdraw their membership if they are philosophically opposed to it.  To my way of thinking, that is blatantly 
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and obviously wrong.  I believe that most students in this State feel the same way.  I am not opposed to guilds at 
all, but I am opposed to forced membership of them.  I do not know how many 18-year-olds will understand the 
way in which their membership will be set up, let alone that they will be able to withdraw their membership.  
Basically, the guilds will get close to 100 per cent membership, and we will be told that all the students support 
them.  This is really cute legislation.   

I am also concerned about how this money will ultimately be spent.  An article in The West Australian of 3 
September detailed how the UWA Guild of Undergraduates planned to donate $2 000 to underground networks 
that were harbouring escaped illegal immigrants.  Given that some of these escapees are possibly supporters of 
al-Qaida or are representatives of Jemaah Islamiyah, I believe that to be a serious abuse of funds.  I know that the 
Bill regulates the use of funds, but in practice this is always very hard to police, as this proposal by the guild of 
undergraduates has shown.  That was a treacherous decision.  It is bad enough that the guild of undergraduates 
puts funds into its socialist activities to support the Labor Party, but when we start talking about al-Qaida and 
these kinds of groups and illegal immigrants -  
Hon Tom Stephens:  You’re the only one who is talking about al-Qaida.  
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I suggest in all seriousness that the minister should take another little nap.   
Hon Tom Stephens:  Your dull and effective verbal sedatives are helping me to do that.  
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  These laborious tones may well induce the minister to go back to sleep.  If that is the 
case, I will certainly spend a lot more time on my feet, because had the minister been listening, he would have 
noted that I quoted from an article in The West Australian.  I am not the only one talking about it.  I am sure that 
the minister knows quite well that it caused quite a headline when this issue was raised. 
Hon Tom Stephens:  Is it true that One Nation party members are sympathisers of the Nazi party?  

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  What a load of rot! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order, members!  This is not the place for interjections between 
members or personal comments about one another; it is a place for debate.  In this place we represent our 
constituents, and we should behave accordingly.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  I am afraid that I must reflect on what the minister 
just intimated, because I take great exception to what he said, especially as this is the same minister who told the 
Aboriginal people in the Pilbara, whom he purports to represent, that they should get rid of their advisers etc. or 
they would have nothing going for them and would have no hope with this Government.  I do not think that the 
minister has the right to ask any of those questions.  He is totally out of line.  It was underhand.  His comments 
were made in the same bullying manner that he has attempted to use previously.  I do not give him any credit 
whatsoever for that. 

Hon Tom Stephens:  Do you think it is appropriate to describe refugees or asylum seekers somehow - 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  This is the second reading debate on the Acts Amendment 
(Student Guilds and Associations) Bill and nothing else.  I call Hon John Fischer. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  This Bill is underhand.  It will ensure a Clayton’s 
membership of the guilds.  University guilds sprout left-wing ideologies.  The opinions of the guilds are out of 
step with the opinions of the majority.  It is from their ranks that the Labor Party gets its future recruits.  It is no 
wonder that the Government -  

Hon Graham Giffard:  Hon Norman Moore was a president. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  We give everyone a chance to get smarter as they get older.  As I said before, I am not 
opposed to guilds; I am opposed to forced membership of them.  It is no wonder that the Government has 
introduced this Bill and that it strives to ram it through Parliament when the universities are on a long break.  
One Nation is opposed to the Bill; it will not support it. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Of course you are opposed to it; the Liberals are opposing it.  You do whatever they tell you. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  That has nothing whatsoever to do with One Nation.  In fact, I believe it is pretty 
common knowledge, now that the Liberals are in opposition, that they are no longer in coalition with anyone.  
One Nation now takes the lead from the Labor Party and its Greens coalition partners, as was mentioned earlier. 

Hon Ken Travers:  So you are in coalition with the Libs? 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  No.  We take the lead from the Labor Party when we look at coalition partners.  I am 
glad I complimented Hon Alan Cadby earlier, because the statements he made had many more qualities than 
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have the interjections on speakers on this side of the House since the debate commenced.  I will now conclude 
my remarks by stating that One Nation will certainly not support this Bill. 

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [10.41 pm]:  I rise to speak on this Bill because the Liberal 
Opposition is opposed to this change that will affect 70 000 university students.  Essentially and basically, the 
Liberal Opposition opposes it because it believes in freedom of choice.  Freedom of choice is an essential and 
inherent philosophy of the Liberal Party.  It believes in freedom of association and that people should have the 
freedom of choice to belong to whatever they want to belong.  Whether people are at university, in this 
Parliament or in the community, they should be able to choose to belong to whatever they wish.  Freedom of 
choice is the basic element and argument for the Liberal Opposition defending the right of students to not be 
compelled to pay a compulsory fee on enrolment at university, at which they enrol to study. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  What about at high school? 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I thank the honourable member for that interjection because I intend to talk a little 
about that.  A compulsory amenities fee at a university, at which a person enrols either part time or full time to 
study tertiary education, is quite a different issue from that of children who compulsorily attend school.  Students 
at school attend for the full day.  They have access to all the facilities at the school, and those facilities are 
shared.  The compulsory school amenities fee is a fee that provides amenities for all students.  The fee is not 
meant to be for anything other than amenities.  It has nothing to do with an educational program. 

The reason that the Liberal Party defends the right of choice in this respect is that 50 per cent of the compulsory 
fee that students will be required to pay will go directly to the student guild.  Reference has been made tonight to 
experience at university and to people who have put others through university.  I have four children, and between 
them they have seven degrees.  Only two years ago did we finish paying university fees and additional costs for 
students.  I speak as a parent and an educator in saying that it is not easy for parents with students at university.  
Most need to have an additional job.  It is far more difficult for some parents than it is for others.   

When my eldest daughter was going through Curtin University, one of her friends became the student guild 
president.  He gave up his study for a year or more, was given a car for his use and was flown all over Australia 
to attend union rallies.  He spent at least one year and maybe two of his studies not in his educational pursuits but 
as a full-time Labor union representative and leader.  I do not have a problem with the guild’s role in developing 
leadership and student activism, but I think it is a matter of choice.  When I was at Edith Cowan University many 
years ago, I was an active participant in the student guild.  I enjoyed the debating side of it.  I enjoyed the life of 
the student body on the university campus.  It was my choice to participate.  Other people wanted to do other 
things with their spare time.  I will not go into those, but people choose to do many and varied things while at 
university.   

This compulsory fee for university students cannot be compared with a compulsory fee for school students.  The 
Labor Party continues to say that it supports a voluntary fee for students at school, which children are compelled 
to attend.  The students have access to all the facilities and are more likely to use them.  That cannot be 
compared with a compulsory fee for university students, 50 per cent of which will go to the student guild.  One 
of our concerns is the lack of safeguards on the use of the money raised from the fee; that is, the regulations 
governing expenditure by the guild.  As I said in my speech on the motion to refer the Bill to a committee, there 
are issues that the universities need to look at very closely, such as providing students with counselling services.  
Students have a legitimate right to be counselled if they are having difficulties.  Hon Robyn McSweeney referred 
in her speech to the difficulties of country students settling into Perth straight after they have left school.  A 
student might have a conflict of personality with a university lecturer and is unfairly marked down or feels as 
though he needs an advocate.  That is quite right and proper.  However, the university ought to provide that sort 
of service for students.  It should not be funded by the student guild.  Every student should have the opportunity 
to access a proper student counsellor or advocate on a campus.  I do not have a problem with having that sort of 
advocate on a university campus, and students having to pay for it.  However, it is interesting - other members 
have referred to this - to look at the membership of the university guilds since voluntary student unionism was 
introduced by the Court Government.  I think this is indicative of the philosophy of students making a choice.  
We are told that when students were given a choice, roughly 30 per cent of students at Curtin University chose to 
join the guild.  That would be indicative of the student population that had an interest in campus politics.  Edith 
Cowan University has guild membership of six per cent; Murdoch University, 35 per cent; and the University of 
Western Australia, 30 per cent.  I do not know the figures for the University of Notre Dame Australia.  That is 
very indicative, and it supports our philosophy that we encourage freedom of choice for students to belong to a 
union if they wish.   

One of our concerns is that students must pay this fee upon enrolment.  They must become members of the union 
unless they sign a dissenting form.  I have said previously that this is a no ticket, no start philosophy.  Students 
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cannot start at a university unless they join a union.  That is a disgraceful situation in this day and age.  That is 
not a sound educational philosophy on which we should be raising our young people.  Indeed, it discriminates - 
Hon Jim Scott:  Don’t you know the difference between a militant and a union?   
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I do.  Which university did the member attend and how many children has he put 
through university?   

The legislation is clear: students will automatically become members of the student guild upon enrolment 
regardless of what academic course they wish to follow.  Although I support the concept of student politics on 
campuses and the guilds’ role in universities, it is not for everybody.  I was about to say that I find it very 
discriminatory because several types of students who attend universities now were not the type of students who 
attended campuses 20, 30 or 40 years ago.  A huge range of people with diverse interests, purposes and 
responsibilities attend universities.  Gone are the days when universities were full of school leavers.  Women 
who are juggling families now attend universities and mature-age men who have left the work force for a career 
in another field have gone back to universities while still trying to maintain their families.  They might have 
previously been the breadwinners of their families.  Students’ responsibilities have changed.   

The Labor Government wants to charge a compulsory amenities fee - although many universities want this 
arrangement too.  However, the Government is coming from entirely the wrong angle.  We know why the Labor 
Government supports it: it gives an enormous amount of money to a small section of union-orientated student 
activities on campuses in Western Australia.  There is no doubt about that; the figures prove it.  The Bill will 
make it compulsory for students to pay a $200 or $300 fee.  Where compulsory fees are in place across 
Australia, the average fee is $264.  That is a large amount of money for a student and it must be paid on 
enrolment.  If it is not paid, the student will not be entitled to graduate at the end of the course.  It would be 
outrageous if students who have enrolled at an academic institution cannot graduate with a degree unless they 
have paid a compulsory union fee.   

As I have said before, the fee has been referred to as an amenities fee.  The universities should provide 
counselling and advocacy services and other facilities for students.  I do not have a problem with students who 
enjoy playing rugby, football, tennis or going to the gym every day.  My own children chose to partake in such 
campus facilities.  They joined those clubs and paid for those services.  They did not spend a lot of time on 
campus, except for my youngest son, who studied law at the University of Western Australia.  The clubs on that 
campus appear to be very attractive, the Solid Gold Club in particular.  He had a choice.  The amenities fee is for 
non-academic services.   

The Labor Government is determined to increase the funds that go into the student union movement.  
Approximately $118 million is collected annually from the campuses in Australia.  That is a huge resource.  It is 
a very attractive fund to a political party the origin of which, and the source of support for which, comes from 
the union movement.  It will be able to capitalise on the introduction of a compulsory student union fee.  The 
student union movement will be able to support other movements across Australia.  We have seen that happen 
for a long time. 

There is no provision for safeguards in the Bill to prevent student guilds from diverting fees to political causes, 
which has been the case before.  The UWA Guild of Undergraduates intends to increase its annual donation to 
the National Union of Students, which is a very active student body throughout Australia. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  It is a representative organisation. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  It may well be a student representative body but so are the Blackstone Society, the 
Solid Gold Club and the University Rowing Club.  They are all university student clubs.  They are clubs that 
people have the freedom of choice to join.  What is the difference?  My colleagues on the other side of the House 
maintain the argument that student union bodies represent all students.  That is clearly not the case; they do not 
represent all students.  They should not pretend to when one looks at the figures of student union membership for 
the four universities in this State: 30 per cent, six per cent, 35 per cent and 30 per cent.  In some cases, that is, on 
average, one-third of enrolled students.  If guilds are the representative voice of students, they can represent only 
a maximum of one-third of students.  Only one-third of students are interested in joining a student guild.  Edith 
Cowan University has only six per cent membership. 

I want to spend a little time on one issue that has not been canvassed much in this debate.  I am referring to part-
time, external and international students.  It is important to look at the debate on this Bill in the context of 
enrolments at universities.  A high number of part-time students are currently enrolled, many of whom are 
mature-age men and women who have family responsibilities.  They attend university for only three or four 
hours a week and then go straight home or to work.  They do not intend or wish - in many cases they are unable - 
to access facilities at university.  I have particular experience of external and international students.  My son has 
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just completed a four-year degree over seven years in wine science at the Charles Sturt University in Wagga 
Wagga.  Students in the course have to work full-time on vineyards.  They do not spend a lot of time at the 
university campus.  Why should such students be compelled to pay a compulsory student amenities fee when 
they have to move from one State to another?  Western Australia is only now introducing a wine science course.  
Such a course has been previously available only in South Australia and New South Wales.  It is not easy trying 
to study during very busy vintages, in addition to getting oneself across to these places and coping with living 
expenses while there; I have been through that experience.  The population of universities has changed 
enormously; they now have a lot of part-time and external students.  This Bill does not reflect the current 
diversity of university campuses; indeed, it is discriminatory in that respect.  

The final point I make tonight is about regional and rural university campuses.  I am not sure how the Australian 
Labor Party plans to put amenities at those campuses.  A lot of creative solutions were arrived at when there was 
voluntary student unionism because many people in those regional and rural areas find creative ways to get over 
a problem.  One of those was the sharing of campus facilities.  There is an example of that in the South 
Metropolitan electorate in Rockingham.  When Murdoch University was established, it entered a tripartite 
agreement for the use of its library with the City of Rockingham, the local school and the community.  Instead of 
having three libraries in Rockingham, the major library is based at the university and people from the community 
and the school next door to the university use that library.  That sort of facility sharing can result in cost savings 
in regional and rural campuses.  Voluntary student unionism has been touted as being a disadvantage for rural 
and regional campuses, but it does not in my view present particular disadvantages to these campuses.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


