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President’s Report 
 

Hi Everyone, 

 

Welcome to the 12
th

 issue of State. This 

issue is being released during a time of 

great political excitement for all of us 

political enthusiasts with both an 

upcoming Federal and Guild Election. It is 

thus very appropriate that the theme of this 

issue is ELECTIONS! 

 

However, I have to say from what I have 

seen so far of this Federal election 

campaign it is boring me to death. I feel 

like we have all been in an election cycle 

for the past 6 years with the same message 

being rammed down our throats every day. 

Maybe I am just tired of the same Jo Blow 

that I see doing a media conference every 

day of the week. Regardless of political 

beliefs or their gender, each candidate, 

minister or backbencher, is beginning to 

look the same. Each one of these 

politicians can be put into two baskets 

when it comes to presenting before the 

media. They either have the very well 

scripted, manicured, “stick to what we 

practiced,” type of candidate or the type 

who goes, “I’ll be referring to my notes 

because I don’t even trust myself,” type of 

candidate. There just aren’t enough 

polarising politicians prepared to step out 

of their media advisors’ shadows and 

TALK honestly to the Australian public in 

a conversational manner.   

 

I guess the trouble is that any candidate 

who does speak their mind is quickly 

relegated to the back bench never to be 

heard from again. That or party HQ tells 

them to “shut it!” Six years of this type of 

politics, it is fair to say, is enough to drive 

even the most die-hard political fan a little 

crazy. So, to any of you politicians or 

would be politicians out there reading this 

report from me: if only for this election 

period, stop selling the party message and 

tell me your message! However, the fact 

that I have now started embracing Rudd’s 

hand gestures and jumping on Abbott’s 

daily morning bike ride suggests that even 

I am not immune to the very political 

climate and culture to which I take issue. 

 

Putting aside my editorial rant, it is for this 

exact reason we have a politics club! To 

have some politic-fun and to inject some 

of our youthful enthusiasm into the 

political debate. Our Federal Election 

Q&A is just one event that provides us, the 

young voters of Western Australia, with 

the opportunity to ask the questions we 

want to ask in a raw directly-democratic 

arena. So to everyone who submitted 

questions, thank you for contributing and 

letting your voice be heard during this 

election period. 

 

As we will not likely have a State issue out 

before Guild elections I would just like to 

take this opportunity to wish all the 

candidates running for a position, whether 

you’re running for President or Ordinary 

Council Member, snaps to you for getting 

involved! Good luck to you all. 

 

As I come to end of this report, I would 

like to announce that Publications Officer 

of the past two years, Amanda Robideau, 

is leaving us. After putting together some 

of the biggest and best issues of State 

Magazine, I am really sad to see Amanda 

go. I would like to take this opportunity 

therefore to thank Amanda for all her 

efforts and say that you will be sadly 

missed. You were truly a pioneer in 

making State the magazine we see on 
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campus today. Thanks Amanda. With 

Amanda departing us I would like to 

welcome in the new Publications Officer 

Ed Taylor and the new Head Editor Kallen 

Martin White. If any of our readers out 

there would like to get involved in the 

running and putting together of State, 

please send us an email at 

politics.club.uwa@gmail. 

 

With the end of year in sight, we still have 

a heap of events left which you can sink 

your teeth into so keep an eye out on our 

Facebook page for more information. Even 

better join the Club. Membership is $2 and 

every week I’ll send you out an email 

updating you on everything political 

happening on campus and around Perth. 

Best value on campus! For more details 

email us at politics.club.uwa@gmail. 

 

Until next time: don’t forget to vote, vote 

hard, vote often and vote well! Keep on 

making politics sexy! 

 

Angus 

President 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Editorial 

 
Dear all, 

 

I would firstly like to say what an honour 

it is to finally be able to make the pun 

above and, for that matter, many times 

below. If you don’t get it, read any 

publication which contains editorial 

annotations. Regardless, I am enthusiastic 

about assuming Amanda’s mantle and in 

so doing ensuring that State stays 

educational, edgy, and generally edifying. 

 

I can go no further, having mentioned 

Amanda Robideau, without thanking her 

personally and on behalf of everyone who 

has been involved in State and the Politics 

Club. I would say “she shall be missed,” 

but knowing her she’ll likely not be far 

away, such is her commitment to politics 

at all levels in Australia. 

 

To business, despite the tumultuous 

change in our editorial staff, we’ve been 

pleased to receive numerous submissions 

all of which engage in their own way with 

this issue’s theme: Elections. In a way, I’m 

unsurprised; active participation in 

representative democracy, no matter how 

broadly or specifically you consider it, is a 

fascinating and emotive element of our 

culture and one of the easiest in which to 

involve ourselves. Furthermore, in theory, 

practice, and the relationship between the 

two, this institution of democracy is one 

which constantly inspires debate. 

 

Because elections are necessarily 

adversarial events, we run into the exciting 

actuality of participating in politics at its 

most brutal, conniving, and dynamic. In a 

world where everything is public, 

internationally and personally, adversity 
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and opposition are magnified as we begin 

to define ourselves and others by the 

public display of preferences. So here we 

are, debating the supremacy of ice-cream 

flavours: strawberry (classic, if a little 

sickly), blueberry (I’ve checked it out and 

this does exist but, fittingly, it is only sold 

in select grocery stores), mint-chock-chip 

(strange but somehow popular), and 

numerous others with fewer supporters 

like banana (once again an appropriate 

coincidence that a Queensland billionaire’s 

party is represented by ‘banana’ in this 

extended metaphor). I do not mean to 

diminish the significance of political belief 

and party preference; rather, I mean to 

remind everyone that State is an open 

forum for discussion thereof. We are 

defining ourselves. We are learning 

together, collaboratively or 

antagonistically. All of this is facilitated in 

part by this publication. 

 

 

Adding to the political discourse is your 

business and mine. To steal a phrase from 

Angus, you make it sexy and I’ll make it 

available to your peers; a winning 

combination. Thus I thank the Politics 

Club for giving me this opportunity, the 

contributors who’ve braved publication to 

keep you entertained and informed, and 

politicians at all levels for being 

sufficiently entertaining to make our 

shared responsibility of engaging in our 

civil duties interesting. 

 

Regards, 

Ed (ed.) 
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“None of the above”, the 

most underrated reform? 
 

By Kallen White 

 

 

There is a paradox within the principle of 

democracy which has not really been 

addressed properly. As such, in my infinite 

modesty, I propose to call it White’s 

Paradox of Democracy. It goes along these 

lines: 

“For democracy to exist, there must be 

means by which the people may reject it as 

a method of appointing government if it is 

deemed undesirable by the majority. 

However: if this is true, then democracy 

will cease to exist even if it follows the 

definition of democracy as rule by the 

people” 

The above paradox is not a mere thought 

experiment; it has been realised in the past. 

The most poignant example of this was 

when the Nazis won government in 

Germany because of voter disgust at the 

failure of the Weimar democratic system. 

However, before we even consider 

reaching the point where our federal 

democracy is deemed a failure, there is one 

humble proposal I would like to make that 

could not only strengthen our democracy 

but also boost the legitimacy of our 

government.  

It is a travesty that currently out of all the 

democracies in the world only France, 

Spain, Ukraine, Columbia, Bangladesh and 

the U.S state of Nevada can be said to 

accommodate a “None Of The Above” 

(NOTA) option within the electoral 

process. I say so because including a 

NOTA option is not only to give relief to 

the apathetic and lazy but also to allow 

voters access to a legitimate and healthy 

choice on the ballot. After all, the voter has 

the right during an election to have his 

vote be registered as a disapproval of all 

the candidates offered. Also, can we be 

rightfully condescending to voters who 

just can’t be bothered anymore and wants 

to make that particular view counted in a 

meaningful way?  

Here are some other practical benefits of 

introducing NOTA to Australia: 

 No More Walkovers. A walkover 

situation is a disappointment for 

the voters in that seat as there is no 

reason to even hold an election in 

that seat; after all, it will be joke to 

have a ballot paper with only one 

box… unless NOTA comes to the 

rescue and allow the voters a 

chance to reject the one candidate 

on offer.  

 If NOTA win the election, a second 

round in that seat would encourage 

the parties to field more candidates 

to prevent NOTA from winning 

again. If a protest candidate (a 

fringe party who is voted in only 

because they are perceived as non-

establishment) wins, there is no 

second chance for the electorate 

because that fringe candidate 
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would now have the legitimacy of 

representing the electorate in 

parliament. If you think that is an 

unlikely situation, in the United 

Kingdom the Monster Raving 

Loony Party has some local 

councillors not because adult voters 

are crazy (we’d like to think) but 

because there is no other 

mechanism to voice dissatisfaction. 

 With NOTA, apathy will seriously 

affect the results, and we want our 

Politicians to work hard to make 

people NOT become apathetic. 

After all, it’ll be an embarrassment 

for a politician to lose to NOTA 

regardless of whether it is binding 

or merely symbolic.  

 NOTA would also complement our 

system of compulsory voting as 

it’ll alleviate the endemic negative 

campaigning that is designed to 

push voters away from a certain 

party rather than pull them towards 

support. To put it another way, 

were the voting public presented 

with the option of NOTA, negative 

campaigning would be less 

effective for politicians as voters 

instead of being pushed into 

supporting them could choose 

NOTA. Likewise, NOTA rewards 

positive campaigning about ideas 

as the number of voters who 

choose NOTA can not only make a 

difference to a an election but also 

respond better to positive 

campaigning. This is important 

because, unlike voters who spoil 

their ballots (of whom there are 

many), NOTA actually plays an 

active role in the election.  

Considering that the only possible 

objection to NOTA could be the extra cost 

of printing ink to form the words "None of 

the Above", doesn’t it look fair to include 

such a minor yet potentially beneficial 

electoral reform? The only difficulty that 

could ensue from implementing a NOTA 

option apart from more ink is the question 

of how to incorporate it into the 

preferential system that Australia uses. I 

would suggest that instead of calling this 

option NOTA the last letter could be 

subtly changed thus rendering “None Of 

The Rest” (NOTR). We could thereby 

integrate the NOTA option into our 

preferential system by making NOTR, for 

all intents and purposes, another candidate 

to consider while at the ballot box. The 

only difference is that preferences after 

NOTR will not be passed on after it flows 

to NOTR until there are only two 

candidates and NOTR left in which case 

NOTR will be used as a last resort to 

create the majority needed for a winner.  

Okay, so maybe you agree with my pitch 

that a NOTA/NOTR option would make 

sense in a maturing democracy and be a 

positive adaptation of our voting system 

for the increasingly cynical 21
st
 century 

voter. After all, Australia has a history of 

innovation in the art of election. For 

example, it only took 20 years of 

federalism before Australia grew out from 

the medieval system of First-Past-The-Post 

(FPTP) to the much more elegant 

preferential system and a further 20 years 

to reform the Senate towards the more 

proportional single transferable vote (STV) 

system. It has been almost 70 years since 

that last reform; maybe now is the time to 

concede we’re due for another one. 
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Out of line?  Voting in the Senate 
 

By Meg Keyes 

 

Voting for the Senate in Australian Federal 

elections can be a little complicated.  Each 

State elects twelve Senators and each 

Territory two, through a voting system 

known as proportional representation.  The 

ideological underpinning of this method is 

that the proportion of votes is 

approximately equal to the proportion of 

seats won.  There are some great 

advantages to this system.  Proportional 

representation gives minor parties and 

independents a better chance at winning 

representation than in the lower house, 

where a preferential system is used, and 

tends to result in a greater variety of 

parties being elected.  It is less likely that 

one party will hold an outright majority in 

the Senate, which encourages negotiation 

between parties.  Having this system in the 

upper house, rather than the lower house, 

usually allows for a stable government, 

unlike in other nations (for example, Italy) 

where proportional representation in the 

lower house results in unlikely and shifting 

coalitions.  

 

Election of candidates to the Senate is 

calculated by a quota system.  To make 

things even more complicated, only half 

the Senate is elected during a general 

election, as Senators serve six year years, 

unless the election is a double dissolution.  

At a half-Senate election, the quota for 

election is only one-seventh or 14.3% (one 

third or 33.3% for territories, where only 

two Senators are elected). Once a 

candidate has been elected with votes 

reaching the quota amount, any votes they 

receive in addition to this may be 

distributed to other candidates as 

preferences.  This involves some fiddly 

mathematics, and preference deals can 

cause some interesting results – think 

Steven Fielding’s election as a Family 

First Senator in 2004.  The complications 

are exacerbated by the large numbers of 

candidates contesting Senate seats, a figure 

which seems to grow with every election.  

The Herald Sun reported in July that 

Victorian voters will be given magnifying 

glasses to help them read a record metre-

long ballot paper for the Senate.   As many 

as 57 parties, plus independents, are 
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expected to stand in Victoria for the 

Senate.  This has forced a lengthening of 

the already large ballot paper and a 

shrinking of the type size.  The 1.02-metre 

ballot paper is the maximum length at 

which printers can produce it, but there are 

expected to be so many candidates the 

Australian Electoral Commission has 

ordered 40,000 magnifying glasses for 

polling booths nationwide to help voters 

read the fine print. 

 

To make things easier for voters who don’t 

want to spend a large proportion of their 

election day battling with the upper house 

ballot paper, it is possible to cast a single 

transferable vote, also known as voting 

‘above the line’, whereby the voter 

nominates the party of their preference 

with a ‘1’ in the top section of the ballot 

paper and delegates their vote to that party 

and their pre-selected order of candidate 

preference.  This is obviously far simpler 

and less time-consuming than labelling 

every single candidate from 1 to (almost) 

infinity without a single omission or 

double-up.  Approximately 95% of voters 

vote this way since its introduction in 

1984.  However support for the major 

parties has been decreasing since the 

1990s, and there are considerable amounts 

of voters, particularly young voters who 

are disillusioned with both Liberal and 

Labor, and it is always prudent to check 

what deals your selected party has made.  

There have been attempts made to combat 

this conundrum.  Websites such as 

belowtheline.org.au have online tools to 

help voters build their below the line 

preference at home, when they’ve got time 

and easy access to the internet, and to print 

a copy of their selections to make voting 

day (relatively) quick and easy.  If you are 

unhappy with giving your vote to one of 

the major parties, this may be less painful 

than making use of your government-

provided magnifying glass (and your time 

on Election Day).  But each to their own. 
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The Zimbabwean Zeitgeist: 

When ‘Change’ Isn’t a 

Meaningless Slogan  
 

By Francis McLoughlin 

 

 
 

 

Last month was not a good month for 

democracy, at least not in all the places our 

newspaper-men and -women have their 

eyes on at this point of time. Whether it’s 

Reuel Marc Gerecht, a man on whose 

perspicacity I’d put big bucks, writing in 

the Washington Post that ‘Egypt’s 

experiment with democracy is probably 

over’, or Joshua Muravchik warning in the 

LA Times that Tunisia’s Ennahda Party is 

trying to shore up legislative tweaking that 

will entrench it in power as an Islamic one-

party state, or the divine Peggy Noonan 

pointing out in the Wall Street Journal that 

the IRS scandal goes all the way up to the 

office of the presidentially-appointed chief 

counsel: democracy has taken a thrashing. 

 

While we’re at it, let’s not forget here 

Down Under, the under-reported fact that, 

personality clashes and other gossipy 

disclosures aside, our prime minister has 

just been removed from power and 

replaced with an un-elected has-been by 

her own party. That said has-been once 

had this done to him is beside the point. 

Better yet, the insurgent now spends his 

days making unseemly passes at those of 

us who exhibit an unhealthy obsession 

with ‘the Boat People question’, in what I 

take to be nothing more than an attempt to 

undermine what on some days (maybe not 

others) appears as the isolationist appeal of 

the Abbott-led Liberal-National Coalition. 

 

As bad as it’s been, however, there is 

cause for optimism and elation. Just like 

so-called ‘global warming’, with the 

faithful wailing hysterically over ice-caps 

receding in the Arctic while behind their 

backs ice-caps expand in Antarctica, as the 

movement for democracy and the rule of 

law takes a savage beating in the Muslim 

world—and, let’s say, a slight bruising in 

the anglosphere—Morgan Tsvangirai’s 

Movement for Democratic Change has 

been making some awe-inspiring gains in 

the oft-overlooked Republic of Zimbabwe. 

He has mustered scores of people to 

support his vision of a civil society. Mr. 

Tsvangirai, a man of impeccable dignity 

and integrity, stands in Zimbabwean pro-

democracy circles as a Martin Luther King 

and a Nelson Mandela against the more 

radical Black Panthers and zealous 

revolutionaries of the ANC in whose 

mould some of the more exuberant of his 

followers tend to fashion themselves.  

 

Morgan Tsvangirai 
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To point out that the man is responsible for 

restraining the more militant factions of his 

movement is not to detract anything from 

his efforts; rather, it is the reason for the 

success of his movement. Would that the 

Palestinians produce a man like Mr. 

Tsvangirai, instead of the blood-thirsty 

goon-squad under whose jack-boot they 

languish in the Gaza Strip, or the corrupt 

dictatorship they have representing them in 

the West Bank. Men like Mr. Tsvangirai 

are the pre-condition for democracy; it’s 

high-time the media re-adjusts its 

geopolitical focus to recognise it.  

 

But so far, Mr. Tsvangirai’s political 

career has resembled more Aung San Suu 

Kyi’s than Nelson Mandela’s. Of course, 

the night is still young under the 

authoritarian rule of Robert Mugabe. The 

saintly Ms. Suu Kyi is 68 years old; Mr. 

Mandela has just turned 95. Mr. 

Tsvangirai, who in his time has been jailed 

and beaten and harassed by ZANU-PF 

thugs, is 61, and like his political 

antagonist, he has weathered his share of 

personal tragedies. For example, he lost his 

wife, Susan, in a car crash in 2009 just as 

he was about to be brought into a flimsy 

‘power-sharing’ arrangement with the 

Mugabe regime. Similarly, Mr. Mugabe 

lost his wife Sally to kidney failure in 

1992, and was never the same, as many a 

pundit has noted. The red-clothed masses 

who attend MDC rallies, however, though 

they span from the tenderest of ages to the 

wily coarseness that speaks of many a 

Mugabe-imposed depression, are 

predominately young, vigorous, and 

ready—no, beyond ready! impatient—for 

the way of the honest ballot-box and the 

rule of law. They are not beyond the 

seemingly small quibbles that lead to 

schisms and fratricide, such as the split of 

the movement into the MDC-T and the 

MDC-M after some of the more 

opportunistic members of the party parted 

ways with Mr. Tsvangirai over whether or 

not to participate in the 2005 senatorial 

elections. While Mr. Tsvangirai had had 

enough of being side-lined and repressed 

by the Mugabe regime, the MDC-M 

jumped out of the frying pan and into the 

fire. But, in its own way, a split in a 

political movement can be regarded as 

evidence of its authenticity. 

 
 

It is this mixture of toughness and 

prudence which makes Mr. Tsvangirai an 

ideal navigator of the political crises 

between the powers-that-be in Harare and 

the legions of democratic activists who 

support the MDC. Although I don’t want 

to seem solipsistic, I must say Zimbabwe 

is a country that means a lot to me. It was 

the struggle of the Zimbabwean 

democracy movement against rigged 

elections in 2008 which ignited my 

internationalism in the first place, 

awakening my interest in world politics. I 

remember it very well as it unfolded in that 

incredible year, my penultimate year of 

high-school (and therefore a very 

formative time for me). Zimbabwe’s 

hyper-inflation was aspiring to the absurd 

level of 231 million per cent, and against 

the country’s collapsing scenery, many of 
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the images of the democratic uprising were 

burnt into my mind, from the ZANU-PF 

brown-shirts (how else can one describe 

them?) terrorising the demonstrators, to the 

bruised face of Mr. Tsvangirai himself, a 

true man of the people, who withstood the 

violence as much as many of his 

supporters did. I remember watching the 

SBS evening news-coverage of the heroic 

struggle against the Mugabe regime every 

night, night after night, until, to my utmost 

dismay, ‘public interest’ began to wane.  

 

This was a very important lesson for me. 

One day, the smiling newsmen and -

women simply failed to include a section 

on the fate of the Zimbabweans, as they 

had been doing so consistently before. I 

remember asking my dad why nothing was 

being done to help the Zimbabwean 

people, and received a curt reply—

something to the effect of, ‘Eh, what can 

we do?’ I stopped watching SBS soon after 

that. I even began to question whether Mr. 

Tsvangirai had been too civil, that is, I 

started thinking—wet behind the ears as I 

was—that perhaps he should have have 

been a bit more aggressive in his pursuit of 

a new Zimbabwe; and in this thought, I 

believe there are some ironies to explore. 

 

Let me try to explain. You see, it was the 

Arab Spring—revealing to me as it did the 

complete practical irrelevance of the Left 

in the struggle for democracy in Egypt and 

Tunisia and elsewhere, with the Islamists 

and populists organising themselves into 

transitional-governments while the liberals 

and workers’ groups who kicked off the 

rallies languished in their own convoluted 

slogans—which led me to renounce my 

association with the Left. “To hell with 

this useless end of the political spectrum!” 

I concluded. In late November 2011, 

almost a year into the Arab Awakening, 

the South African fast food chain Nandos 

released an advert depicting a mopey 

Mugabe-lookalike dining alone in the 

wake of the deposition of his supposed 

friends: dictators like Libya’s Muammar 

Gaddafi, Iraq’s Saddam Hussein, Uganda’s 

Idi Amin and South Africa’s P.W. Botha. 

The advert ridiculed Mr. Mugabe as the 

‘Last Dictator Standing’, depicting 

flashbacks of the fun the man was 

imagined to have had with his fellow 

tyrants over the years, Mary Hopkin’s 

song ‘Those Were the Days’ 

accompanying their antics. At the time, it 

seemed as though President Mugabe was 

indeed the last man standing; and some of 

the other dictators had fallen during the 

Arab Spring no thanks to the Left. But 

even though the opposition movement in 

Zimbabwe has enjoyed none of the rapid-

fire upheavals that have characterised the 

Arab Awakening, it nevertheless re-

assures me of the more robust foundation 

on which the prospect for inclusive 

institutions in Zimbabwe stands. 

 

Professors Daron Acemoğlu and James A. 

Robinson have made the case at 

considerable length in their 2012 study 

Why Nations Fail: The Origins of Power, 

Prosperity and Poverty that institutions, 

rather than geography and culture, have 

the power to make or break nations, and 

that open societies, the rule of law, 

inclusive (rather than extractive) 

institutions, and pluralistic political 

systems are not only good in-themselves, 

or good for the people who live by them, 

but are the necessary condition for a 

prosperous nation. And so it is music to 

my ears to hear Mr. Tsvangirai say things 

like,  
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We have a plan. We have to change 

the culture of governance starting 

with separating the party from the 

government. A government should 

serve all Zimbabweans irrespective 

of political affiliation. We have to 

change the culture of partisan 

traditional leaders who see 

themselves as an extension of 

ZANU PF.  

 

Still, he understands the magnitude of the 

task ahead of him, which must pull off this 

transition, not from one formerly-

revolutionary, anti-Rhodesian mob to 

another well-intentioned coterie of 

activists (in Egypt, it was the transition 

from the military-endorsed Mubarak 

regime to a Muslim Brotherhood-directed 

state, and in Tunisia, from the Ben Ali 

regime to an Ennahda-dominated political 

system), but from a system of one-party 

rule to a system of multiple parties. In the 

lead-up to the fake-elections on 31 July, 

Mr. Tsvangirai acknowledged that the 

Mugabe regime had rigged the whole 

process long in advance. The resulting 

farce included everything from the under-

registering of voters aged under 35 and the 

over-registering of elders partial to the 

Mugabe cult, to ‘parallel registration 

through party offices with strict advice 

from Nikuv International for statistical 

manoeuvring’, along with the 

collaboration of the Mugabe-loving 

authorities in Beijing (as leaked papers 

obtained by the London Daily Mail make 

clear). But that didn’t stop the MDC from 

turning out in their hundreds and 

thousands, suffering once again murderous 

onslaughts by ZANU-PF gangs, all around 

the country, to show their commitment to 

the ideal of an open society, ‘separating 

the party from the government’. This is 

more than what the Islamic world can say 

it has striven for. By this token, Muslim 

societies still have a long way to go. 

 

One might take the Mugabe era as a 

painful tutorial in what not to do if a 

people seek to throw off the yoke of 

oppression; or how the clapped-out anti-

Western, anti-imperialist movement, with 

which the hard Left typically sympathises, 

profits from many a set of ideological-

blinkers here in the anglosphere. And so it 

is worth revisiting the tyrant’s savage 

trajectory from Zimbabwe’s post-

Independence leader to its hated president-

for-life. When Mr. Mugabe’s ZANU-PF 

won a landslide electoral victory in 1980 

after years of guerrilla warfare against Ian 

Smith’s repressive Rhodesia, Britain 

provided Zimbabwe with £636 million, 

while the United States pledged a $225 

million three-year aid package. In 

response, the prisoner-cum-head of state 

who had studied Marx and taken an 

endless procession of degrees-by-

correspondence within the confines of his 

cell declared that despite having said 

earlier that ‘we were fighting colonialism 

and imperialism…, we are independent 

and there is no quarrel with Britain’. 

Cabinets and administrations in the 

anglosphere were more than eager to take 

him at his word. Indeed, they were full of 

praise. No less than Ian Smith told the 

journalist Martin Meredith—recorded in 

the latter’s book, Mugabe: Power, 

Plunder, and the Struggle for Zimbabwe—

after meeting with the new president: 

‘Once again I pondered to myself over the 

man’s maturity, reasonableness and sense 

of fair play. A model of reason and 

fairness’. All in all, Mr. Mugabe’s 

government began its first year in power 

with almost £900 million in foreign aid, 
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with the country being renamed after the 

ruins of an ancient kingdom located today 

in the town of Masvingo. The next two 

years saw the country blessed with good 

rains and record harvests. Zimbabwe’s 

growth rate climbed to 24 per cent. 

 

During the early days of the Mugabe era, 

Britain provided military assistance to help 

integrate the guerrillas into the former 

Rhodesian army. Soon afterwards, 

however, in the face of restlessness on the 

part of tribes in Matabeleland over Mr. 

Mugabe’s consolidation of power in the 

hands of cronies in his own tribe, the 

president turned to the totalitarians of 

North Korea. He signed a secret agreement 

with the Hermit Kingdom in October 1980 

which saw Pyongyang send 106 

‘instructors’ to train what would become 

the regime’s infamous ‘Fifth Brigade’, as 

well as to help bolster Mr. Mugabe’s 

repressive security apparatus in general. 

The North Koreans also provided sculptors 

to erect bronze statues glorifying the 

president’s guerrilla days, personalising 

the revolution he had led by associating it 

with his cold visage. Perhaps the lesson 

here is for nations in the anglosphere to be 

a little more careful in future before they 

dish out their tax-payers’ money to men 

who come to power by the sword, rather 

than with a commitment to the ideas of 

pluralism and an open society. At any rate, 

heavier conditions should be placed on the 

conferment of foreign aid, as President 

Obama now knows—or ought to now 

know—very well after what happened 

after the provocations and excesses of the 

Morsi administration in Cairo. 

 

But if this kind of burgeoning one-party 

state in Harare still gave rise to an 

impressive amount of prosperity, if only 

for a brief period after Mugabe’s ascent, 

what are we to make of Acemoğlu and 

Robinson’s theory? Well, one hastens to 

add, despite its economic boom, most of 

Zimbabwe’s wealth was still concentrated 

in the hands of the white minority, and in 

spite of Mr. Mugabe’s best efforts to 

induce them to support his shady 

establishment, during 1980 some 17,000 

white citizens (about 10% of them) crossed 

the border into South Africa, where they 

would agitate against his regime from 
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there forth, leading to heavier crackdowns 

on, and repressions of, Zimbabwe’s 

remaining white population—all in the 

name of ‘agrarian reform’. Apartheid 

would go the way of the Whigs, thanks in 

large part to the efforts of Nelson Mandela 

and his African National Congress, and in 

2011, when the South African government, 

after years of complicity, cut off its 

support for President Mugabe, one saw the 

Hegelian logic of the negation of the 

negation never re-producing quite what 

one had in the first place. Today, Mr. 

Mugabe is still the tyrant of Harare, but the 

oppressed are no longer restricted to the 

whites or the victims in Matabeleland. No, 

the victims are all Zimbabweans outside of 

Mugabe’s narrow clique, and everyone but 

a handful of senile old-folks and 

Clockwork Orange-style miscreants know 

it. 

 

That clique’s time has come, and if not this 

year, or the following year, Robert 

Mugabe’s position can be likened to that 

of a cartoon-cat standing over a precipice, 

as that wonderfully irresponsible 

Slovenian philosopher Slavoj Žižek is fond 

of saying. All he has to do is look down, 

and he’s through. As for the future of 

Zimbabwean democracy, as an English-

speaking, formerly colonised people, the 

men and women of Zimbabwe have much 

more to learn and borrow from the 

anglosphere—from the institutions of ‘the 

West’—than they have to deride and 

ignore: something which Mugabe could 

never now concede. So long live Moran 

Tsvangirai and the Movement for 

Democratic Change in Zimbabwe! They 

have ‘lost’ the ‘election’, but as the Arab 

Spring showed us all—to usurp and 

reapply the words of Keats: tyrants ought 

to tread softly, for they tread on the floor 

of their own sinister dreams. 
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Why I don’t like Robin Thicke 
 

By Cailin Molinari 

 
 

 

Blurred Lines.  You've probably all heard 

it. You've probably all hummed along to it 

before realizing the unsettling nature of its 

lyrics. Or maybe you did realize and just 

hummed along anyway. You have also 

most likely seen the controversial music 

video that was banned from YouTube and 

replaced with a 'cleaner' version. Yes, 

Blurred Lines is that infamous song that 

despite wide criticism for its violent and 

rape-y lyrics topped international music 

charts and has now been nominated for 4 

highly acclaimed MTV awards. But wait 

guys – according to the man who says it’s 

okay to degrade women if you’re married, 

this song is actually at the forefront of the 

feminist movement!  

Now – before you say, “But wait! This 

song is just a bit of fun! And naked girls! 

And stuffed animals! Go away you man-

hating feminist!” let’s just take a casual 

stroll though some of the lyrics; 

“I hate these blurred lines. I know you 

want it.” 

“The way you grab me. Must wanna get 

nasty.”  

“I’ll give you something big enough to tear 

your ass in two.” 

“Nothing like your last guy… He don’t 

smack your ass and pull your hair like 

that.” 

Nice, isn’t it? 

The fact that Robin Thicke has achieved 

such success from this song really gets my 

goat (not sure what that actually means. 

Pretty sure there are goats in the video 

though), but sadly it's not something that 

surprises me in the slightest. This is 

because the prolific and pernicious nature 

of rape culture is so widely spread and 

engrained in our popular culture that it has 

quietly crept into most aspects of our daily 

life. 

We live in a world where male political 

figures that have made comments such as 

"If it's inevitable, just enjoy it," get re-

elected. Where only one American state 

recognizes the individual right to rescind 

consent during sex. A world where two 

men who repeatedly raped a teenage girl 

and then uploaded pictures of their 

despicable acts over social media 

somehow get more sympathy from the 

Judge and community than their 

traumatized victim. Where domestic 

violence is the single biggest health risk to 

Australian women aged between 18 and 

44.  

So when Robin Thicke says that his 

depiction of women is okay because the 

naked models were paid, and when the 

video’s director claims that it is just 

‘playful’ the issue runs much deeper than 

just his song. To those of you, who are 

probably rolling their eyes and thinking, 

“Oh, it’s just a music video,” well, let me 

Robin Thicke demonstrates that he has no 

taste by licking a foot. (ed.) 
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tell you. When we shrug our shoulders and 

do nothing, brush it off as something that 

we can’t change and thus shouldn’t worry 

about, we allow rape culture to flourish 

and embed itself in the roots of our 

society. And that affects all of us. 

One of the most defining aspects of our 

rape culture is the relentless victim 

blaming that comes hand in hand. The “I 

know you want it” lyric seems to 

perpetuate these victim-blaming reactions 

that leave so many victims of sexual 

violence feeling powerless and at blame. 

In Thicke’s video, the men are awarded all 

the power and control. The models dance 

around with vacant expressions, whilst the 

three fully clothed men touch and gawk at 

them. The women are not celebrated for 

who they are, but merely as sexual objects. 

Not only are the models stripped of their 

clothing, but of their voices too. 

I’m tired of women being represented in 

this way and I’m tired of my generation 

actively condoning it – getting jiggy on the 

dance floor to it. I’m not okay with the 

normalization of sexual violence against 

women, and I’m tired of being the tiny, 

marginalized voice supposedly deserving 

of laughter protesting against it amongst 

my peers. Robin Thicke, multimedia that 

depicts the sexual objectification, 

degradation and rape of women is not a 

“feminist movement in itself” so, please 

stop trying to blur the lines of consent and 

get off my TV.  
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Reactions to Asylum Seekers: 

An Overview 

By Andrew Campbell 

 

The change of Prime Minister and 

corresponding cabinet reshuffle has 

resulted in a lurch to the right in the 

asylum seeker debate. In an effort to steal 

the wind from the Coalition’s sails, the PM 

and Minister Burke have moved to a 

policy based on heavy deterrence. This is 

aimed at restoring the public’s faith in the 

government and distancing PM Rudd from 

the border policy failures of the Gillard 

government.  Both major parties are now 

competing to out flank one another with 

aggressive policies.  

These policies also require a level of 

regional engagement creating an 

intersection of the domestic and 

international politics.  As the September 

7th election draws nearer the effect of 

international voices and considerations in 

the asylum seeker debate will be a novel 

addition to what is now a close race. 

Policies governing asylum seekers have 

long been stained with political 

opportunism. The Howard government's 

treatment of the Tampa crisis and the 

effect it had on the 2001 election provide 

the starkest example of such behaviour. 

But there has never been the current level 

of foreign commentary on the process. 

This re-framing of the issue breaks the 

convention that holds foreign affairs aloof 

from normal electoral politicking. Much of 

this has come from our neighbours most 

effected by policy changes, Papua New 

Guinea and Indonesia.  

 The government’s policy of sending all 

new irregular maritime arrivals to be 

processed and settled in Papua New 

Guinea has ignited a fierce domestic 

debate but also invited comment from 

overseas. The very public dialogue 

between  Papua New Guinea's Prime 

Minister Mr Peter O'Neil and both the 

government and the opposition, 

demonstrates this expansion of the 

international politics into the electoral 

process . In an interview on the ABC's 

Lateline program, Mr O'Neil openly 

criticised the opposition for 

misrepresenting the MOU signed between 

his nation and the Australian government, 

stating ''I don't particularly appreciate 

being misrepresented by others for their 

own political interests,''.  

The deal to settle IMAs in Papua New 

Guinea is linked to a substantial increase 

in aid from Australia. PNG is already our 

second largest recipient and is beset by a 

myriad of development issues. For Mr 

O'Neil the policy of accepting asylum 

seekers from Australia maybe a difficult 

domestic sell when many of his own 

citizens do not have access to basic 

services. There is also the distinct 

possibility for tension between PNG locals 
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and newly settled refugees on religious and 

cultural issues.  What may be a domestic 

political fix for the Rudd government 

could turn out to be a long-term social 

problem for Mr O'Neil.  

The other on-going and somewhat more 

reluctant actor in this debate is the 

Indonesian government. Mr Abbot's six 

point plan, centred around turning around 

the boats has been a thorny topic not only 

for the coalition but also our large northern 

neighbour. PM Rudd's remarkable 

accusation that the coalition's policy could 

lead to “conflict” between Australia and 

Indonesia just days after being returned to 

the nation's top job was clearly aimed at 

highlighting how contingent this plan is on 

Indonesian cooperation.  

In good diplomatic form Indonesia's 

ambassador to Australia, Mr Nadjib Riphat 

Kesoema did his best to remain neutral but 

was eventually drawn into confirming that 

Indonesia will not allow boats to be turned 

around. This core decision all but ensures 

that the Mr Abbott will not be able to fulfil 

his promise to do so no matter how many 

three star generals he assigns to the task. 

Remarkably this fact has been little 

commented on in the Australian press. The 

government's new policy, if effective will 

also have the effect of stranding some 

10,000 potential asylum seekers in 

Indonesia living without any work rights 

or social security.  

The Greens’ choice to campaign strongly 

against offshore processing, a major point 

of difference between them and the ALP, 

will likely play well in inner city 

electorates like Melbourne. It might be the 

critical factor in Adam Bandt retaining the 

party's only lower house seat given that he 

will now have to win it out right due to the 

Liberals choice to preference Labor.  

The electorate's clear concern about 

asylum seekers, coupled with continued 

dramatic events at sea and new accusations 

of sexual abuse on Manus Island will 

ensure that the debate remains a focus 

during the election. This campaign has 

seen a shift in the discourse surrounding 

what is a complex regional issue. It is an 

interesting case study of the multi-layered 

nature of foreign policy.  What is for sure 

is that the eventual victor will be required 

to take into account not only domestic 

concerns when implementing future 

policies. 
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Honest Abe: will Japan’s PM stick to his plan for economic reform? 
 

By Aiden Depiazzi 

 

 
 

 

 

After a brief and disastrously inept spell as 

Prime Minister of Japan in 2006-2007, 

Shinzo Abe was returned to power when 

his Liberal Democratic Party won a 

landslide victory at the 2012 general 

election. Nonetheless, the horizon was 

bleak. A sweeping majority in the House 

of Representatives was pitted against a 

divided upper house that had, through a 

consistent lack of ability to cooperate with 

the government in the lower house, seen 

the coming and going of fifteen prime 

ministers in just two decades. 

 

As of July 21, Abe and the LDP-New 

Komeito coalition have control over both 

houses. For the first time in years, Japan is 

facing the prospect of having stable 

government for an entire term. His plan to 

reinvigorate the Japanese economy, coined 

‘Abenomics’, is looking to be 

implemented swiftly and aggressively. 

 

There is no question that something drastic 

is required to rescue Japan from its current 

thrall. Sluggish growth and high 

unemployment in the early 1990s led the 

government to almost double consumption 

tax. The result was calamitous; prices 

plummeted, real wages followed, and the 

recession worsened. Japan has lacked a 

sustainable fiscal structure for almost two 

decades, and its short-sighted and 

For the people, by the people, and, in this instance, with the people. 
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blinkered economic policy saw China 

surpass it as the world’s second largest 

economy in 2010. 

 

Abenomics is an exciting policy package, 

one easy to sell to Japanese voters, but 

whether or not it is the solution Japan is 

looking for is yet to be confirmed. Its 

radical monetary easing and supply-side 

reforms fix an old and ineffective policy 

focus on the demand side of the economy, 

but it doesn’t seem to have anything 

adequately planned to deal with the 

nation’s ageing population and 

subsequently shrinking labour pool. 

Spending on social welfare, particularly on 

pensions and aged care, needs to be 

wrangled. Japan has for years resisted 

opening up its market for private health 

cover to international players; Abe needs 

to pursue this, or face burdening an 

improving economy with needless 

spending. Disenfranchised younger 

generations need to be reengaged, which 

means Abe needs to stimulate job creation. 

With one of the highest rates of youth 

suicide in the world, Japan is facing a 

population crisis in the coming decades if 

something is not done to address the 

shrinkage. 

 

Other countries have faced a similar set of 

circumstances in the past and have dealt 

with it, swiftly and with positive results for 

economic outlook, through immigration. 

Abe’s target for sustained growth cannot 

be achieved without expanding the 

workforce. Settling young, skilled 

migrants is essential to repairing Japan’s 

population forecast, but the Japanese view 

the concept of immigration with 

considerable disdain. Abe faces 

considerable opposition from social 

conservatives within his own party, 

making it likely that the traditional 

Japanese resistance to higher rates of 

immigration will persist. 

 

The problem will only be perpetuated over 

the next term of government; Abe is an 

ultra-conservative, an aggressive 

nationalist, and one whose foreign policies 

demonstrate an alarming desire to relaunch 

Japan onto the world stage through 

political manoeuvres, not economic ones. 

 

Abe’s actions in the past nine months have 

already put Japan’s neighbours on edge. 

His intention to rewrite the constitution to 

erase the restrictions that enabled post-war 

Japan to re-join the international 

community have stimulated enormous 

public support domestically, while causing 

great concern to nations like South Korea. 

A more aggressive and assertive Japan, 

one perpetuating backwardly conservative 

social policy, doesn’t bode well for its East 

Asian colleagues. 

 

Abe will be under enormous pressure to 

use this seldom found control of both 

houses of the Diet to abandon his 

economic regime – not as popular, it is 

said, within the LDP as it is amongst the 

public – and pursue political gains instead. 

But if he truly wants to re-establish Japan 

as a competent and modern economic 

player in the Asia-Pacific theatre, he needs 

to tame the conservatives within his party 

and work with the technocrats to fix the 

economy. Bold monetary policy, trade 

liberalisation and structural deregulation 

all bode well for Japanese economic 

prospects, so long as Abe has the resolve 

to prioritise them. 

 

One of the most exciting Abenomic 

components is his commitment to have 
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Japan join the Trans-Pacific Partnership 

(TPP), an emergent free-trade agreement 

amongst Pacific nations. For years, trade 

negotiations have been stifled and stalled 

by Japanese interests; like a stubborn child 

unhappy with what they’ve been served at 

the dinner table, Japanese bureaucrats have 

resisted cooperation with any arrangement 

that would threaten their protected 

domestic agricultural interests or the 

government’s internal social agenda. 

Governments have for decades slashed the 

work performed by Japanese diplomats, 

largely viewed to understand the need to 

liberalise their trading arrangements, to 

sustain their rigid and unchanging views 

on Japan’s place in the world. 

 

It is no wonder that well over 70% of the 

Japanese population approve of Abe’s 

current policy objectives. He has 

successfully paired economic reform with 

expansionist and nationalist rhetoric, and 

will almost certainly wedge those who 

resist liberalisation and deregulation by 

selling the policies with the same rhetoric 

to his own party, his coalition partners, and 

to the population at successive elections. 

But what Abenomics means for Japan’s 

relationship with China should call the 

international community to concern. The 

continued dispute over the Senkaku 

Islands and Abe’s visits to the 

controversial Yasukuni Shrine – which 

celebrates and commemorates the names 

of over a thousand Japanese war criminals 

– show something of a blind and 

inadvisable attempt by Japan to antagonise 

China. Paired with Abe’s intentions to 

reform the constitution to enable Japan to 

possess a standing army for international 

deployment, conflict in the region in the 

coming decades is looking less and less 

improbable. 

 

Monetary easing, consumption 

stimulation, trade liberalisation and market 

deregulation are desperately needed if 

Japan is going to show any sign of 

economic improvement in the coming 

years. The question now is whether or not 

Shinzo Abe will fulfil the economic 

commitments in his doctrine first, or use 

his position for a nationalist and 

expansionist social agenda that could 

accelerate and worsen disputes in the 

region. 
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Obituaries for the 2013 

Election Period  
 

The 2013 election will see a number of 

prominent politicians leave federal 

politics. In this section of State we take a 

look at the careers of those who are 

leaving. 

 

Stephen Smith (1993-2013) 

Stephen Francis 

Smith has been a 

member of 

Federal 

Parliament since 

March 1993 for 

the seat of Perth. 

Mr Smith studied 

at UWA and the 

University of 

London. Prior to 

entering politics Mr Smith was former 

State Secretary of the ALP in Western 

Australia and lawyer. He was also an 

advisor to Paul Keating. Mr Smith has 

been Defence Minister since 2010 and was 

foreign affairs minister in the Labor 

Government's first term (2007-2010). In 

Opposition he held several shadow 

portfolios including health, 

communications and immigration.  

 

Nicola Roxon (1998-2013) 

 Nicola 

Louise 

Roxon is 

the 

member 

for 

Gellibrand. After finishing university with 

law honours and graduating top of her 

class she was an Associate to High Court 

Justice Mary Gaudron. After that Ms 

Roxon worked as an industrial lawyer and 

union organiser before being elected to the 

Federal Parliament in 1998 representing 

Labor in the western suburbs seat of 

Gellibrand in Melbourne. As part of the 

Federal Labor Government, Ms Roxon 

served as Australia’s Health Minister and 

then became Australia’s first female 

Attorney-General. Since her resignation in 

February 2013 she has remained on the 

Labor backbench. Ms Roxon will not only 

be remembered for introducing plain 

cigarette packing, but also her ‘debate’ 

with Tony Abbott on health in 2007. 

 

Julia Gillard (1998-2013) 

Julia Eileen 

Gillard was 

elected to the sear 

of Lalor in 1998. 

After the election 

of 2001 she was 

elected to the 

Shadow Cabinet 

being given the 

portfolio of population immigration. In 

2003 she took responsibility for 

Reconciliation and Indigenous Affairs and 

health. When Kevin Rudd took over the 

Labor leadership in 2006 she was elected 

his Deputy. Upon Labor being elected to 

Government in 2007 Ms Gillard became 

the first Deputy Female Prime Minister in 

Australia, she also served as Minister for 

Education, Minister for Employment and 

Workplace Relations and Minister for 

Social Inclusion. In 2010 Ms Gillard 

replaced Kevin Rudd as PM being elected 

the new Leader of Labor unopposed. Thus 

Ms Gillard became not only the 27
th

 PM of 

Australia, but the first female PM of 

Australia. Eventually on June 2013 Ms 

Gillard lost the support of her party in a 
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leadership spill to Kevin Rudd. Upon 

losing the election the spill Ms Gillard 

resigned from politics. Whether you loved 

or hated Ms Gillard there is no denying 

that being the first female PM of Australia 

is an incredible achievement. 

 

Craig Emerson (1998-2013) 

 Craig Anthony 

Emerson held the seat 

of Rankin from 1998 

until his recent 

decision not to 

recontest the seat the 

2013 Federal Election. 

Mr Emerson before 

going into politics 

spent 25 years serving the public in the 

Queensland public service, as assistant 

secretary in the Department of Prime 

Minister and Cabinet then working as an 

economic analyst at the UN until 

becoming senior policy advisor to Bob 

Hawke. Mr Emerson served as a Cabinet 

minister from 2007-2013 in the portfolio 

of Minister for Trade and Competitiveness, 

the Minister for Tertiary Education, Skills, 

Science and Research, and the Minister 

Assisting the Prime Minister on Asian 

Century Policy. Mr Emerson will be 

remembered for his rendition of Horror 

Movie. 

 

Greg Combet (2007-2013) 

 Greg Ivan Combet is 

a graduate from the 

University of NSW 

and the University of 

Sydney with degrees 

in Mining 

Engineering, 

Economics, and a 

graduate diploma in Labour Relations and 

the Law. Mr Combet is a former secretary 

of the ACTU. In 2007 Mr Combet was 

elected to the seat of Charlton being 

appointed Parliamentary Secretary for 

Defence Procurement and later Minister 

for Climate Change, Industry and 

Innovation. Upon leaving politics Mr 

Combet hopes to improve his wine making 

skills 

 

Judi Moylan (1993-2013) 

 Judith Eleanor 

Moylan became the 

first ever female 

representative for the 

Federal seat of Pearce 

in 1993. Prior to 

entering Federal 

Politics Ms Moylan 

owner her own Real Estate Company and 

was President of the Midland and Districts 

Chamber of Commerce 1990–91. Whilst 

in politics Ms Moylan was member of the 

Opposition Shadow Ministry until 1996 

when the Liberal won the 1996 and she 

took on the ministerial portfolio of Small 

Business and Women, Minister for Family 

Services and Minister for Women. In 2005 

she joined a backbench revolt led by her 

Liberal colleagues in an attempt to end the 

system of mandatory detention in Australia 

of asylum seekers. Ms Moyland 

announced her intention to stand down 

from Federal politics in July 2011. 

 

Peter Garrett (2004-2013) 

 Peter Robert 

Garrett before 

entering into politics 

in 2004 was lead 

singer/co-lyricist of 

the Aussie rock 

band Midnight Oil. 

He has previously 
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attempted election in 1984. In Midnight 

Oil he became renowned for his fierce 

independent stance and active support of a 

range of progressive issues like the plight 

of homeless youth, Indigenous land rights 

and protection of the environment. Upon 

being elected to the Seat of Kingsford 

Smith he was quickly picked on by the 

opposition for his unique dance style 

whilst singing for Midnight Oil. In 2007 

he was appointed to the portfolio of 

Minister for the Environment, Heritage 

and the Arts. His portfolio title was 

changed to Environment Protection, 

Heritage and the Arts. In 2010 Minister for 

School Education, Early Childhood and 

Youth. Mr Garret will be remembered for 

towering over all other Cabinet members 

 

Tony Windsor (2001-2013) 

 Antony 

Harold Curties 

"Tony" 

Windsor has 

held the seat 

of New 

England since 

2001. Prior to 

entering 

Federal 

politics Mr 

Windsor was an independent member of 

the NSW Legislative Assembly from 

1991-2001. Mr Windsor in 2004 was at the 

center of a controversy over an alleged 

breach of the Commonwealth Elector Act 

after he made claims that the National 

Party offered him a diplomatic position if 

he retired from politics. In 2010 Mr 

Windsor was one of 4 independents at the 

center of negotiations to determine the 

government after both the major parties 

failed to win a majority in their own right. 

After 22 year in politics Mr Windsor has 

announced he will not contest the 2013 

election due to a medical condition 

 

Rob Oakeshott (2008-2013) 

 Robert James 

Murray Oakeshott 

won the seat of 

Lyne as an 

independent in a 

2008 New South 

Wales by-election. 

as the Nationals candidate for the state seat 

of Port Macquarie in the New South Wales 

Legislative Assembly in 1996, he left the 

party to become an independent in 2002, 

and retained the seat until 2008, when he 

resigned to run as an independent 

candidate in the Lyne by-election. Mr 

Oakeshott’s support became vital in 

forming the Labor Government in 2010. 

Mr Oakeshott is known to cook a world 

famous pie (seriously check his website 

bio). The UWA Politics Club contacted Mr 

Oakeshott regarding this pie and is yet to 

receive a response. 

 

Tony Crook (2010-2013) 

 Anthony John Crook 

joined the Federal 

Parliament in 2010 as 

a member of the 

Nationals for the seat 

of O’Connor. This 

was a massive 

victory for the 

Nationals who 

managed to snatch the seat away from 

Liberal Wilson Tucky who had held the 

seat for 30 years. Previously Mr Crook had 

run in the 2007 election as a Nationals 

Senate candidate as well as ran for the 

West Australian State seat of Kalgoorlie in 

the 2008 election. Prior to gaining the seat 

of O’Connor Mr Crook was chairman of 
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the WA division of the Royal Flying 

Doctor service for 10 years. 

 

Angus Duncan (2008-2009, 2011-2013) 

Angus Michael Beresford Duncan was 

there in the beginning when on a cold 

winter’s day in 2008 himself and 6 other 

students met in the Anthropology common 

room at UWA. The purpose of the meeting 

was regarding forming, or at least re-

forming since it lost all following on 

campus in 2003, a Politics Club on 

campus. This meeting lead to the creation 

of the UWA Politics Club. However, the 

clubs creation was not easy. Those in 

attendance battled for days in formulating 

a constitution that represented and 

reflected the interests of all those 

interested in politics on campus. During 

this time Mr Duncan considers his greatest 

contribution to the Constitution the fact 

that it recognises both Male and Female. 

Mr Duncan then served on the back bench 

of Politics Club from 2008 to 2009 under 

leaders like Michael Sheldrick and Neil 

Thomas, two greats when it comes to 

campus culture. However, in 2010 tragedy 

struck when Mr Duncan forgot to re-

nominate for a position on the Politics 

Club committee narrowly missing out 

getting his nomination in on time. This 

mistake however didn’t deter Mr Duncan 

and he came back swinging onto the club’s 

committee in 2011. Under the leadership 

of Zach Cole Mr Duncan learnt the ins and 

outs of how to run a politics club. At that 

point Angus knew it was time. In 2012 in 

an extremely hotly contested election Mr 

Duncan was elected President of the 

Politics Club. Under his leadership the 

Politics Club became one of the largest 

non-faculty clubs on campus. But after 

serving in the Politics Club for almost all 

of his university life and as President for 

the past two years Mr Duncan has decided 

not to re-nominate for President for the 

2014 period. This leaves the position open 

for future leaders and lovers of politics! 

Angus now hopes to actually focus on his 

studies. 

 

Mr Duncan will be sorely missed. 
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