


 

Dear Reader 

The magazine you have picked up is the second edition of the UWA Politics Club’s premier publication: State 

Magazine.  With an ever increasing list of contributors and issues discussed; State is quickly becoming a must read 

for Western Australian students. 

The UWA Politics Club is a not-for-profit organization encouraging debate and discussion on political, economic 

and social issues pertinent to WA, Australia and the wider world.  With no political alignment, we are a truly 

independent body.  We do not take positions on issues, but instead we encourage discourse between those of 

different opinions. 

Without strong political discourse and enfranchisement, our society will not prosper.  Whether or not you agree 

with the opinions expressed within this issue, I hope it encourages you to stop and think about the issues which 

affect our lives.  If you don’t agree with a proposition put in State, then submit an article in refute.  Alternatively, 

send a letter or an email to our editors. 

The UWA Politics Club has some great events planned for 2011.  Keep in touch with the Club’s activities and 

events by becoming a member, joining our FACEBOOK group and keeping an eye out on campus! 

Zach Cole 

President 

UWA Politics Club 

 

E: colez01@student.uwa.edu.au 

M: 0409746977 

 

State Magazine is published by the, not-for-profit student organisation, UWA Politics Club.  Each edition relies 

extensively on the goodwill of members of our community.  If you are able to assist STATE, whether financially 

or in kind, you can be assured that your assistance will be supporting this nation’s future thinkers and 

promoting the dissemination of critical public policy analysis. 

State Magazine would not be possible without the financial support of: 

 Winthrop Professor Alan Robson AM 

 Hon C Christian Porter MLA 

 Paul Papalia CSC MLA 

 Hon Ken Travers MLC 

 Hon Alyssa Hayden MLC 

 Ken Wyatt MP 

 Martin Whitely MLA 

 Hon Sally Talbot MLC 

 Albert Jacob JP MLA 

 Senator Louise Pratt  

 The UWA Guild of Undergraduates 
 
 
Photo Acknowledgements 
State Magazine would like to acknowledge the support of the Australian Broadcasting Corporation for their permission to use images in the following 
articles:  Cover Image, The Green Façade, The Corruption and Crime Commission, Summer Loving, The Dutch Wilderness.  
 
All opinions reflected in the articles are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the opinions of the UWA Politics Club, its officers or its members. 

Where State is referred to as the author, State has been requested to preserve the anonymity of the original author.  
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state – the corruption and crime commission 

LETTERS TO THE 
EDITOR 

 

 

Dear Editor 

 

As the son of a Flemish migrant, I particularly enjoyed 

Callum Davidson’s synopsis (Belgium: Europe’s Failed State, 

State Magazine Issue 1) of the current state of Belgian 

politics. This is an area of particular interest to me as I still 

have strong family links to the region and there is very little 

written about it in Australia. 

 

My only critique would be his use of the phrase 

‘monolingual Dutch areas’.  In my experience there is no 

such thing, as all Dutch speaking citizens are required to 

also learn French at a minimum (once you add English, the 

average Flanders citizen is usually at least trilingual).  

Unfortunately the same is not true of the French speaking 

Belgians who are quite happy to insist the majority of the 

country should be forced to be bilingual in order to 

accommodate their unwillingness to sully their French 

speaking tongues with anything so crass as another 

language. 

 

Please pass on my appreciation to Callum on what I believe 

was an excellent article, summing up my family’s concerns 

in one line:  ‘The catchcry of Walloon political parties for 

‘solidarity’ within Belgium is viewed cynically by the Flemish 

as yet more requests for using their taxpayers’ money to 

subsidise the costly French-style welfare system’s attempts 

at solving Wallonia’s problems’. 

 

Albert Jacob JP MLA 

Member for Ocean Reef 

 

Dear Editor 

I just wanted to thank you for providing this collection of 

informative and thought-provoking articles. I hadn't seen 

this magazine before but grabbed a copy from the Reid 

library cafe, and spent the rest of the day reading articles 

here and there. I definitely look forward to the next issue 

and hope there will be many more to come! 

Eliza Bowen 

 

Letters to the Editor can be sent to 

statemagazine.uwa@gmail.com 

THE CORRUPTION 
AND CRIME 

COMMISSION:  

‘THE EAST BERLIN 
STASI OF OUR 
DEMOCRACY’? 

 

Michael Sheldrick delves into the Corruption and Crime 

Commission, to see if recent negative press is warranted.  

Earlier this year I had the opportunity to interview a 

former premier as part of my research into Western 

Australia’s Corruption and Crime Commission (CCC), the 

subject of my honours dissertation. The interviewee left 

me in doubt as to his view about the body.  

Somewhat dramatically, his expression full of loathing 

and contempt, he had told me that the CCC was ‘the East 

Berlin Stasi of our democracy’ and on that basis alone 

should be abolished. Was he being serious?  

I don’t deny the CCC has been the subject of, on 

balance, negative criticism in recent months, but was it 

really fair to compare it to one of modern history’s most 

vilified secret police agencies? Keen to form my own view 

on the matter, I set about investigating the CCC’s 

conduct. 

For those of you less familiar with the work of the 

CCC, let me provide the briefest of overviews. Tasked 

with improving the integrity of the WA public sector, the 

CCC is, in the words of its creator, former Attorney-

General Jim McGinty, ‘one of the most powerful’ anti-

corruption agencies in Australia.  

Amongst its arsenal of corruption-fighting powers is 

the ability to form and publish opinions as to whether a 

public officer’s actions constitutes misconduct; conduct 
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examinations in the public eye; enter and search public 

premises; make recommendations as to whether 

consideration should be given to the prosecution of 

criminal charges; and apply for and execute search and 

telecommunication interception warrants.   

In exercising any of these powers, the CCC is generally 

not bound by the rules of evidence that the courts are 

ordinarily subject to, including the right to self-

incrimination. 

Given the ramifications such powers pose to the privacy 

of individuals under investigation, their use calls for the 

highest level of oversight to ensure they are exercised in 

accordance with the law. Recent history is littered with 

countless examples of anti-corruption agencies being 

usurped as a means for stifling government dissidents in 

other jurisdictions.  

Consequently, the CCC is meant to be kept in line by a 

dedicated parliamentary oversight committee as well as a 

specially designated parliamentary inspector (a position 

previously occupied by the renowned barrister Malcolm 

McCusker QC and currently held by the former President of 

the Court of Appeal, Christopher Steytler QC). 

Despite these layers of oversight, the CCC has been 

attacked extensively over the use of its special powers. 

Despite reassurances by some that the public can be 

confident that such powers are subject to oversight, the 

CCC has been compared not only to the ‘East Berlin Stasi’ 

but pretty much any unjust investigative and legal body 

from the history annals. References to the ‘Court of Star 

Chamber’ – what eventually became the symbol of the 

strict, arbitrary and tyrannical power of 17th century English 

monarchs – is perhaps most common.  

Such charges are based on the notion that the CCC 

unfairly destroys reputations without any justification for 

doing so.  People who find themselves in such situations are 

then left with the now apparently discredited ‘corruption’ 

finding hanging above their head, their career in tatters.  

Perhaps the most well-known example of this is the case 

of former-Premier-turned-lobbyist, Brian Burke. In a series 

of CCC findings, Burke was found to have engaged in 

questionable activities as a lobbyist. He was vilified and 

subject to intense media scrutiny as a result. And then in 

May this year the Supreme Court threw out corruption 

charges against Burke on the basis he had ‘no case to 

answer.’  

Having already had his reputation tarnished as a result 

of the CCC’s adverse finding, as the argument goes, Burke 

was left without remedy or redress. On this basis alone, 

commentators have called for an overhaul of the way in 

which the CCC operates. Indeed, some have argued for 

adverse findings of the CCC to be kept in private until they 

can be tested in a court of law, thereby reducing the risk of 

unfair reputational damage being caused. 

Having closely looked into the matter, it is my belief that 

such arguments are based on a flawed understanding of the 

nature of a body like the CCC.   

The primary purpose of the CCC is to improve the 

integrity of the public sector and to reduce the incidence of 

misconduct in it.  Accordingly, the CCC’s power to publish 

findings is directed not only at exposing criminal conduct, 

but also behaviour that strikes fundamentally at good 

governance and the public interest.  

Such behaviour may not be criminal but still sufficiently 

malign to warrant the public’s attention. Indeed, whilst the 

behaviour of a lobbyist like Burke may not have met the 

high threshold for liability in criminal law, it still arguably fell 

short of the standards people involved in the public arena 

should be expected to abide by.  

As Jim McGinty notes, ‘Brian Burke’s conduct, although 

not illegal, if left unchecked ... would have corrupted the 

process of government completely.’ Consequently, whilst 

activities classified as misconduct by the CCC may result in 

criminal charges, CCC findings should not be misconstrued 

as declarations that a particular person has committed a 

criminal offence.  

Trials commenced subsequent to an adverse finding by 

the CCC should not by themselves be seen as affecting the 

validity of the CCC’s original findings. As Commissioner 

Temby said of the Independent Commission Against 

Corruption (the NSW equivalent of the CCC), ‘prosecutions 

are no more than an incidental by-product of the work the 

Commission does.’  

Ultimately, it is misleading to claim the CCC has unfairly 

tarnished an individual’s reputation merely because that 

person is not subsequently found guilty in a court of law. 

The test of fairness for a body like the CCC should be 

whether it has exposed behaviour unacceptable to the 

public interest. In the case of Brian Burke I believe it did, 

criminal or not.  

The CCC’s ability to report publically on such findings is 

crucial to its effectiveness.  Removing such powers could 

inadvertently hinder the CCC’s ability to reduce public 

sector misconduct by exposing unacceptable, albeit not 

strictly criminal, behaviour to what U.S. Supreme Court 

Justice Louis Brandeis once described as ‘the disinfectant of 

sunlight.’ 

The fact that over-the-top allegations have been levelled 

at the CCC is unsurprising, and even to an extent inevitable. 

The confrontation of sectional (and corrupt!) interests, by 

its very nature, has always provoked stiff retaliation as such 

interests fight for their survival.  

The words of the great anti-corruption fighter of 

Queensland, Tony Fitzgerald, are perhaps most insightful 

here. Speaking more than twenty years ago, Fitzgerald 

noted: ‘It...will undoubtedly become standard practice... for 

those whose conduct is in question to impugn the motives 

and behaviour of those appointed to that task. Orthodox 

allegations will include... extravagantly pejorative terms 

such as ‘witch-hunt’, ‘McCarthyism’, and so on’. 

 Indeed, a quick flick through the media reports reveals 

that the term ‘East Berlin Stasi’ was first used in a radio 

interview to describe the CCC by none other than Burke’s 

mate and fellow disgraced lobbyist, Julian Grill. Surely that’s 

got to say something about the success of the CCC.  

 5 



international - the dutch wilderness 

 
 
 
 

 
 
THE DUTCH 
WILDERNESS: A 
DEFENCE OF 
FREEDOM OF 
SPEECH  
 
European Correspondent, Neil Thomas discusses whether the 
controversial views of the Dutch Freedom Party leader, Geert 
Wilders, can be justified by freedom of speech. 
  
 ‘I disapprove of what you say, but I will defend to the death 
your right to say it’. 
 

This oft-cited quotation by Voltaire is the classic 

expression of the democratic principle of freedom of 

speech. It underpins mainstream society’s tolerance of a 

wide diversity of opinions and publications that do not 

conform to its underlying rationales.  

The authoritarian alternative would be to crush 

dissenting voices in the interests of psychologically 

affirming and practically enforcing majority beliefs, ensuring 

the security of their perpetuation.  

The automatic reaction of most to the choice between 

these democratic and authoritarian options would be to opt 

emphatically for free speech. However, it is important to 

recognise that society places many limits upon free speech, 

such as legal constraints upon defamation and social 

disapproval of unpopular opinions, with the general 

purpose of minimising the potentially harmful 

consequences of true freedom of expression such as the 

incitement of violence and negligent advice. 

Thus, the issue of freedom of speech is far greyer than 

the black-and-white dichotomy we would like to picture it 

as. The notion of true freedom of speech is a naively 

absolutist interpretation of democratic ideology. The 

democratic state, as endorsed by the social majority, 

ensures that in fact true freedom of speech does not exist. 

The question then becomes entirely value-based; to 

what extent should society limit freedom of speech? What 

balance should be struck between an acceptable level of 

potential harm and the supposed right of all to speak 

whatever they wish?  

Given that a certain level of potential harm (obviously, 

as necessarily determined by the state and its agents) is in 

fact desirable in order to maintain the benefits of free 

speech, I will defend the freedom of expression and criticise 

the hate-crime trial of Dutch anti-Islam politician Geert 

Wilders. I do not agree with what he says, but I think it is 

ultimately in the interest of Dutch society that he should 

have the right to say it. 

Wilders is an extremely controversial figure in the 

Netherlands and Europe. His personal views have been 

described as extremist, racist, and hate-mongering. He 

believes in the taxation or banning of the Islamic headscarf 

worn for religious reasons by many Muslim women. He 

believes immigration from Muslim countries should be 

stopped, current Muslim immigrants should be paid to 

leave the Netherlands, and Muslim immigrants convicted of 

criminal offences should to be stripped of Dutch citizenship 

and deported.  

He believes the Koran is ‘fascist’, comparing it to Hitler’s 

Mein Kampf, and wants it banned. He has released a short 

film based upon his interpretation of the Koran entitled 

Fitna (roughly Arabic for ‘strife’), which juxtaposes images 

of suicide bombings with verses from the Koran. 

 His stated mission is to stop the ‘Islamisation’ of the 

Netherlands. Additionally, Wilders’ Freedom Party (the PVV) 

has 24 MPs in the Dutch Parliament, making it the 

Netherlands’ third-largest party, and has an agreement with 

the governing centre-right minority coalition whereby the 

PVV will support coalition policy (creating a one-seat 

majority) without the responsibilities of actually being in 

government, giving Wilders some degree of influence over 

government policy. 

Wilders is currently on trial in the Netherlands for 

inciting hatred and discrimination towards Muslims, though 

prosecutors initially dismissed the case against him, stating 

that whilst his views were offensive to many Muslims, there 

was no legal case to answer on the grounds of freedom of 

expression. A panel of judges overturned this decision by  6 
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re-framing Wilders’ comments as potential hate speech 

requiring the establishment of a clear demarcation of 

acceptability to ensure the continued health of democratic 

society.  

The immediate emotional reaction of most to Wilders’ 

viewpoints would indeed be utter disgust and moral 

outrage, and a consequent sentiment that the charges 

would be justified. However, I argue that, like the Dutch 

State Prosecutors, we must think deeper and more 

rationally about Wilders as whilst his comment are deeply 

offensive to many Muslims, they should not be punishable 

because they occur within the context of socio-political 

debate and do not condone or encourage racial violence. 

Wilders defends his views by using rhetoric from the 

Dutch libertarian institution and traditional Western 

liberties such as freedom of speech, a value fundamental to 

the Dutch Constitution. He argues that he is only “intolerant 

of the intolerant” and believes Western culture is superior 

to “retarded” Islamic culture due inter alia to the latter’s 

conservative stances towards the rights of females and 

homosexuals.  

He also states that he despises violence and merely 

wants to state his personal opinion in the context of 

generating public debate; a typical Wilders quote is ‘I don't 

create hate. I want to be honest. I don't hate people. I don't 

hate Muslims. I hate their book and their ideology.’  And, 

regardless of his actual motives, he has certainly succeeded 

in generating a firestorm of public debate around the issues 

of freedom of speech and whether or not Islamic 

immigration poses some kind of ‘threat’ to Western Europe. 

Much of Wilders’ reasoning seems flawed, such as the 

tension between relying upon freedom of speech 

arguments to justify banning the Koran, his failure to 

account for varying degrees of belief and fundamentalism 

within Islam, and not recognising that increased 

immigration is vital for continuing European prosperity due 

to aging populations. However, if the expression of suspect 

logic (as opposed to the deliberate and illegal manipulation 

of information for the purposes of deception) is grounds 

for legal sanctions then all of us would be in court! And 

whilst Wilders’ speech conveys hatred for a religion, he has 

never expressed this hatred as a desire for violence and nor 

has he attempted to incite it. Hence I do not defend 

Wilders’ speech, but I believe it preferable to be allowed to 

be freely expressed. 

Because freedom of speech arguments must in reality 

be framed as subjective value judgments of what is a 

desirable extent of freedom and corresponding potential 

harm, it is necessary to consider the content of any 

‘questionable’ speech to judge whether or not it should be 

illegal. Without making comment upon Wilders’ actions as a 

legislator or endorsing the desire of the content of his 

speech, I personally believe his expression of opinions on 

immigration and Islam is valid in a democratic Dutch society. 

I may believe his views to be vile and their justifications 

flawed, but that is exactly just my own personal belief. 

Wilders has his personal beliefs and (as far as I know) his 

expression of them has not directly incited violence against 

anybody. Just as he should thus be allowed to air his 

negative opinion of Islam, so others should be allowed to 

air criticisms of Christianity, Judaism, or any other religious 

or political belief system. If the state does not permit one to 

criticise a certain religion this is tantamount to ideological 

authoritarianism and, at the very least, encourages 

ignorance and prevents the free exchange of ideas from 

maximising the information available to people when 

formulating and evaluating opinions and beliefs.   

Relatively laissez-faire limits on freedom of speech in 

democratic societies are a vital ingredient for public debate, 

which plays an essential role in the formulation of public 

perception and thus governmental policy. 

Wilder’s populist views represent a rationalisation of the 

anger felt by economically threatened sections of Dutch 

society experiencing the insecurities that accompany global 

economics, the financial crisis, and living in more ethnically 

mixed societies, and that share a sense of being 

dispossessed by foreigners and humiliating loss of national, 

religious, and social identity and belonging. I would argue 

that Wilders’ articulation of these (perhaps irrational) 

rationalisations of the actual frustrations of a significant 

portion of the populace represents a socially dynamic 

contribution to Dutch society and because of this should 

not be legally sanctionable; this is my subjective evaluation 

of what is a desirable extent of free speech.  

Wilders’ contributions are dynamic because they 

provides the vehicle by which to bring the otherwise silent 

concerns of disempowered citizens into the public domain, 

providing a pressure-valve for social discontent and 

enabling these concerns to be properly addressed by the 

polity. As no direct harm is being caused by Wilders’ speech, 

it is more socially beneficial for his view to be aired such 

that it may be argued to its logical limit in the public domain 

and can be judged adequate or insufficient by a populace 

(and a government) that is fully informed of all of the 

arguments and rationales for and against. 

Perhaps, rather than Islamic immigration, the true cause 

of Dutch society’s underlying frustrations is more likely to 

be a lack of support mechanisms designed to deal with 

adjustments in economic and social structures.  If this is the 

most socially desirable conclusion and in fact objectively 

accurate view then such conclusions should be the product 

of the rigorous social debate generated by the airing of 

Wilders’ views.  

Generally, society is better off having an open discussion 

rather than suppressing the valid expression of an opinion 

that could lead to more insightful and socially beneficial 

policy-making. 

Whilst there is not space here for a rigorous articulation 

of his arguments, Wilders basically expresses support for 

discrimination based upon religion. Religious discrimination 

in action represents an unproductive and unnecessarily 

harmful curtailing of socio-economic freedom, but 

expressing an intangible desire for religious discrimination 

only in theory ultimately does not cause harm that should 

be legally sanctioned. Religious doctrine should be just as 

rigorously debated as the words of any politician. It’s a fine 

line but fundamental principles are at stake. 

Geert Wilders should be acquitted
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SUMMER LOVING 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dylan Caporn looks at the State Labor Party’s summer 

There is no denying that the Barnett Government is a 

juggernaut at the moment. With an 18% lead on the 

opposition as preferred party, a personal approval rating of 

Premier Colin Barnett nearly four times that of the Leader 

of the Opposition; the entire government has a MC 

Hammer ‘Can’t Touch This’ 

feel behind it.  

The Opposition should 

constantly be on the 

lookout for instances where 

it can cause damage to the 

Government.  The 

opposition were given 

plenty of help when 

findings were released in 

regards to the lead 

poisoning scandal that had 

once plagued the port of 

Esperance, and does so again in the waters of Fremantle. 

On a day when the Labor Party should have been on 

message, attacking the Government over the lead scandal, 

it was of no assistance that emails surfaced about a 

challenge to the security of Eric  

Ripper’s leadership.  These rumours descended into talk 

of disunity after Ripper proceeded to belittle the author of 

the leaks, Member for Pilbara, Tom Stephens, attacking him 

as ‘an incompetent, ineffective politician’.  That 24 hour 

news cycle wasn’t about damaging lead findings, but about 

an Opposition in crisis.  

The battle came to a head a 

few days later, with a meeting of 

key members of Labor’s Old Right 

faction (of which Ben Wyatt is 

aligned) to discuss the leadership 

issue. Wyatt declared himself a 

candidate for the top job, forcing 

both men to ‘do the numbers’. 

Wyatt’s bid was destined to fail 

right from the get go as key union 

figures, who’d previously indicated 

they would support Wyatt, threw 

their support behind Ripper. By 

the end of the tumultuous week for the ALP, Wyatt had 

withdrawn his candidacy, been stripped of the Shadow 

Treasury role and Ripper lived to see another day. 

‘The biggest problem 

that Ripper constantly 

faces every day is PR. To 

put it frankly, he’s dull 

and uninspiring…’ 
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The effects of the 

attempted coup are 

still evident a month 

later.  A Labor love-in 

turned into a sour 

Valentine’s Day as 

Ripper demoted 

Wyatt’s supporters 

and promoted his 

own. Ripper loyalists 

including Ken Travers 

(North Metropolitan) 

and Michelle Roberts 

(Midland) were 

rewarded with 

Finance and Treasury 

respectively, while 

Paul Papalia 

(Warnbro) lost his Corrective Services portfolio.  

Mark McGowan, the other possible successor, declared 

himself out of the race, saying that he didn’t believe that 

the timing was appropriate.   This is a genuine concern.  

It is too far out from the scheduled 2013 election (unless 

Barnett does a Carpenter and calls it absurdly early) for a 

change in the leadership. But, the ALP are not going to risk 

digging the hole further by staying with Ripper until the 

next election and will more than likely dump him for either 

Wyatt or McGowan sometime before 2013.  

The ideal time for a change would be just before or just 

after the winter break in Parliament this year. This gives the 

opportunity for the new leader to cement themselves in the 

minds of the public, but also prevents them from becoming 

stale within the minds of the public 

If the party does stick with Ripper for the 2013 State 

Election, then an application of 

the last Newspoll to a 40,000 ft 

view of the State sees the party 

lose 10 members: Peter Watson 

(Albany), Andrew Waddell 

(Forrestfield), Mick Murray 

(Collie Preston), John Kobelke 

(Balcatta), Tony O’Gorman 

(Joondalup), Rita Saffioti (West 

Swan), Chris Tallentire 

(Gosnells), Carol Martin 

(Kimberley), Tom Stephens 

(Pilbara) & Eric Ripper 

(Belmont). In this hypothetical 

result, the Barnett Government 

may even gain the ability to rule 

without the necessity of the 

National Party. 

The reason the whole leadership debacle surfaced was 

because the Newspoll released in early January revealed a 

massive gap between Ripper and Barnett. The biggest 

problem that Ripper constantly faces every day is PR. To 

put it frankly, he’s dull and uninspiring, which can cause 

internal problems within the party as well as perception 

problems with the electorate at large. His inability to ‘rally 

his troops’ if you will, means he can’t get the support to go 

up against the Barnett 

Government, making 

him appear weak and 

hardly as a credible 

alternative Premier. 

The other possible 

contender, McGowan, 

faces the same 

problems. Although he 

didn’t stand for the 

ballot in January, there 

will more than likely be 

ample opportunity for 

him to stick his hand up 

for the role in the 

coming 12 months. 

However, he faces 

similar problems to 

Ripper, in that he is quite dull. This added to the stigma that 

he is a giant prick, means that if the ALP were to follow him 

into battle, they’d probably be slaughtered. 

Ripper’s other problem also plagues Barnett. He turns 

60 this year, and he certainly looks his age. Both will have it 

in the back of their minds that their successors must have 

youth on their side, instead of just another member of the 

‘old guard’. For the Liberals the choice is easy, Christian 

Porter. For the ALP, it’s Wyatt. 

Wyatt, a 36 year old lawyer, has only been in Parliament 

for 5 years, after replacing former Premier Geoff Gallop. He 

has served as the Shadow Treasurer under Ripper, and has 

always been considered by many in both parties to be the 

next Labor leader. Despite the inexperience, in comparison 

to Ripper, he is a much livelier leader. If he became leader, 

Wyatt would be able to revitalise the opposition front 

bench, moving some of 

the younger faces 

forward, and some of the 

older ones, back. On a 

side note his election 

would also mean he 

becomes the first 

aboriginal to lead a major 

party in Australia, a key 

vote winner, as it was for 

his uncle Ken Wyatt in 

Hasluck last year. 

There is no doubt in 

anyone’s mind that Labor 

needs a change. 

Desperately. However, if 

they can wait it out for 

another 6 months with 

Ripper as leader, and ignore the polls, they can change the 

leader at the right time, giving the party a fresh new look, 

instead of the dry, dreary, nearly tired one, it’s currently 

seen as. 

‘…[Wyatt’s] youth gives 

him plenty of possibilities 

for the line ‘generational 

change’ and despite the 

line having more spin 

than a carousel, what he 

says is correct’ 

9 



federal – the retail coalition 

THE RETAIL COALITION: RIPPING US OFF? 
Chris Wilson engages in the debate over internet retailers vs. 

brick and mortar shops. 

For starters I would like to declare my interest. I buy 

things from online stores. Quite a lot of things in fact: whole 

menageries of items varying in utility, price and quite often 

taste, or so I’m told. Some of these purchases come from 

Australian retailers and wholesalers, and some from various 

overseas companies.  

This means that according to Gerry Harvey I’m doing the 

wrong thing by the country. I should accept without 

question paying more for goods in bricks-and-mortar shops 

as ‘It’s the right thing to do’. This provocative accusation 

was enough to rouse me from my holiday-induced apathy 

to reveal some of the half-truths being peddled by some in 

the retail industry. 

Gerry Harvey, the founder of Harvey Norman, along with 

other retail moguls including Solomon Lew, the former 

chairmen of Coles-Myer and current Myers chief Bernie 

Brooka have banded together to form the ‘Retail Coalition’ 

in order to lobby against the sizeable threat online 

shopping represents to their business model.  

The main complaint of the major retailers thus far has 

been that small importers and consumers are exempt from 

paying GST on shipments of imported goods with a total 

value of less than $1000. They claim that this exemption 

puts Australian businesses at a disadvantage to foreign 

suppliers and that furthermore, an extra 10% levy should be 

placed on foreign imports.  

For the record, the Government has stated that this 

exemption exists because the cost of enforcing it would be 

greater than the revenue it collected. The GST is a 10% value 

added tax, so if the GST exemption is the only difference 

between Australian retailers and their foreign counterparts 

you would imagine that all imports purchased 

online are 10% cheaper, not including shipping.  

The problem with this argument is that a quick 

search comparing identical goods from Australian 

retailers and foreign online retailers shows some 

serious discrepancies. As an example of this, take 

the table on the right.  It compares identical items 

from Australian retailers and overseas retailers 

inclusive of shipping (all in Australian Dollars). 

While this is hardly an exhaustive or particularly 

scientific sample, it illustrates the point that even 

after shipping is considered, goods from overseas 

websites are still far cheaper than the prices 

offered by Australian retailers. It is certainly not 

just the GST exemption causing these price 

differences.  

In defence of retail stores, they do offer a 

certain advantage in some areas; being able to try 

on clothes and shoes before you buy, being able to talk to 

an employee in store and getting your goods instantly being 

three obvious examples. The premium we pay for these 

services still seems a little steep to me though. 

Why are Australian retailers’ prices so much greater than 

those in the US and elsewhere? In the end it comes down to 

operation costs; Australian stores pay more than twice as 

much in rent as their American counterparts; the average 

retail rent in Australia is AUD$1167 per m2 compared to AUD 

$499 per m2 in the United States. 

Wages for lower income earners in Australia are also 

higher, with the Australian minimum wage (for adults) 

currently set at AUD$15 per hour whereas the average 

minimum wage in the US is less than half that at AUD$7.20 

per hour. Australian retailers also lack the economies of 

scale of their American counterparts, with a much smaller 

consumer base dotted over an entire continent. From this it 

seems that Australian retailers are not engaging in 

shameless price gouging; they’re simply trying to cover 

their costs. Even once we consider that the Australian 

Dollar is overvalued by about 5%, the discrepancies in 

retailer costs are still sizeable. 

Retail rents are much higher in Australia for two major 

reasons. The first reason is simple supply and demand. Land 

in the major CBDs and the inner suburbs is scarce and 

therefore expensive. Unlike in the US where most retailers 

set up large stores in strip malls on the edge of towns and 

cities, retailers in Australia tend to clump together in more 

central shopping complexes where rents are higher 

(obvious Perth examples being Floreat Forum, Westfield 

Innaloo and the under-construction Claremont Quarter).  

The second reason is Westfield Group. Westfield owns 

44 centres with a total of 3.6 million square metres of area 

that is rented to 11,474 retail outlets. While not a monopoly, 

Westfield’s market power means that they are a 

contributing factor to the high retail rents that afflict both 

Australian retailers and consumers alike. Westfield chief 

Frank Lowy was initially vocal in his support for the Retail 

Coalition’s campaign but suddenly lost his voice mid-

January when commentators pointed out the role Westfield 

has played in creating the problem in the first place. 

What possible solutions are there to the grievances of 

both retailers unhappy with being undercut, and consumers 

fed-up of being overcharged? A simple solution involves 

Item Australian 

online retailer 

price 

Foreign online 

retailer price + 

shipping 

Mark-up 

over foreign 

total in 

percent 

Levi’s 501 Jeans Just Jeans 

$129.95 

Sheplers 

$62.00 

110% 

Skechers 

Metabolise 

Women’s 

Sneakers 

Betts 

$200.00 

Macy’s 

$120.00 

67% 

iPod Touch 

64GB 

Harvey Norman 

$499 

Apple (US 

Retail) 

$411 

21% 

Dead or Alive 

by Tom Clancy 

Angus and 

Robertson 

$49.95 

Barnes and 

Noble 

$34.52 

45% 
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making more land available in cities for retailers to set up 

shop. This doesn’t simply mean gazetting another suburb 

somewhere halfway to Mandurah or Lancelin. Perth in 

particular is screaming out for more medium density 

development in the inner suburbs.  

 

By using already developed land more efficiently, total 

land supply will increase, leading in theory to a decrease in 

rents. Decreasing minimum wages is a political impossibility 

and would lead to a slump in consumer confidence; more 

trouble than it’s worth. Another measure would be 

promoting more competition for Westfield’s complexes, 

though it is hard to see where said competition would come 

from at the moment.  

Another argument, and one that I’m quite sympathetic 

to, is that the members of the Retail Coalition are trying to 

avoid having to adapt their business model. The internet 

retailers have simply found a different model more suited to 

a large section of today’s consumer, and instead of 

adapting to face the challenge the old-model retailers are 

insisting a handicap be placed on online imports in the 

interest of ‘fairness’.  

It is simply globalisation coming full circle; starting in the 

1970s production was outsourced from Australia and other 

developed nations to wherever it was cheapest to produce. 

Now consumers are using the internet to do the same, and 

purchasing wherever it is cheapest to do so. The Retail 

Coalition seems to be pro-globalisation, but only when it 

suits them. 

So is the Retail Coalition campaign finished? Have the 

consumers won? While the Retail Coalition certainly lost the 

first round, they are gearing up for another lobbying effort 

in the not too distant future. They registered as a company 

in mid-January in order to better fight the GST exemption, 

and have started rallying Australian producers to their 

cause such as the Furniture Industry Association of Australia 

among others.  

You can be sure that they will be refining their 

arguments in order to protect their business model. 

Remember, despite all of their appeals to patriotism and to 

supporting Australian jobs their arguments are old 

fashioned protectionism dressed up in new clothes for the 

internet age. 

 

THE NOBEL PEACE PRIZE: A SPARK TO 
FUEL DEMOCRACY IN CHINA? 
Angus Duncan questions whether awarding the Nobel Peace 

Prize to Liu Xiaobo will help, or hinder, Chinese democracy.  

In early October 2010 the Nobel Committee announced 

that the Nobel Peace Prize for 2010 was pro-Chinese 

democracy activist Liu Xiaobo, for his ‘long and non-violent 

struggle for fundamental human rights in China’.  As 

expected, the award was heavily criticised by the Chinese 

Communist Party (CCP), who called the decision an 

‘obscenity’, and continued to shut down any signs of 

dissidents linked to the award. Liu is currently serving an 11 

year sentence for his Charter 08 which called for greater 

democratic reform within China.  

Many of Lui’s close supporters and pro-democracy 

activists claimed that Lui’s Nobel Peace Prize would provide 

a huge boost to morale to China’s pro-democracy 

movement and once again ignite a strong pro-democracy 

movement within China.  Is this really the case, will the 2010 

Nobel Peace Prize help fuel China’s call for democracy? I 

think not. 

The first reason is that Lui largely remains unknown 

within China. The silence and secrecy surrounding Lui and 

the Nobel Peace Prize stands as a testament to the CCP’s 

tough censorship laws and tight control.  Research has 

suggested that the average person in China doesn’t know 

who Liu Xiaobo is.  

Quickly after Lui was announced as the 2010 Nobel 

Peace Prize winner, China’s cyber police and media censors 

swung into frantic action to prevent its 1.4 billion citizens 

from hearing that the event had occurred. The CCP 

embarked on a sweeping crackdown on dissidents with 

scores of Chinese citizens being detained, placed under 

house arrest or prevented from traveling to the awards 

ceremony in Oslo. In many parts of Beijing and Shanghai, 

news broadcasts about the prize on foreign channels were 

blocked. Text messages mentioning Liu’s name were 

difficult to send, while internet discussion on the 

announcement was tightly controlled.  

Close supporters of Lui were either closely monitored 

and harassed by police, confined to their homes or 

prevented from giving interviews to the media.  Even Lui’s 

wife, Lui Xia, was put under house arrest under the 

watchful eye of the communist police. The justification for 

this lockdown according to the CCP is that talk regarding Lui 

would, ‘jeopardise national security’ Those that did get 

around the censors did so at their own peril 

However, of real concern to everyday citizens was the 

risk of losing one’s job. Anyone who joined Liu’s cause for 

democracy placed their job security in jeopardy. Such risk 

was of real concern to citizens, especially in wake of an ever 

increasing unemployment rate, since the CCP still controls 

and influences many of China’s industrial decisions. Thus, 

one’s participation in the democracy movement would 

result in loss of the necessities of life, including food and 

shelter. For many, the risk was far too great and so they 

kept quiet.  

The effect of such tight controls and censorship was 

that the CCP was able to minimise the significance and 

legitimacy of the prize, while also denying Chinese 
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democracy activists a platform from which speak about the 

country's dictatorial rule and dismal human rights record.  

Therefore, if a majority of the population are unaware of 

who Lui is, let alone that he won the Nobel Peace Prize, 

how could this have any influence on them wanting to 

pursue a more democratic way of life? It wouldn’t. Put 

simply, how can you say something in a nation blind and 

oblivious to what’s going on around them?  

Despite what has been said so far, tight control and 

censorship is justifiable and necessary within a diverse 

nation of 1.4 billion people stretching over a land mass of 

9.6 million square kilometers. At present the CCP’s central 

goal is to maintain domestic and international stability 

through which to achieve and continue its economic 

success. The CCP believes that stability is best achieved 

through central control and censorship in order to shut 

down those attempting to destabilise the country.  

So far the CCP has been highly successful in achieving 

this. Within the last 30 years China has experienced 

unprecedented rapid economic growth. Its GDP is an 

estimated $8.767 trillion, exports are valued at $1.194 trillion 

and imports are valued at $921.5 billion.  China has quickly 

gone from a backward, weak agricultural economy to the 

second largest economy in the world.  

The effect of this on citizens is that millions of people 

have been pulled out of poverty, the standard of living has 

been greatly improved while millions more enjoy bigger 

paycheques. Potentially sparking nationwide pro-

democracy protests within China, at the potential expense 

of China’s currently stability, is a risky and foolish move by 

the Nobel Committee. Such a decision is not in the interests 

of pro-democracy activists within China.  

The second reason why the Nobel Peace Prize will not 

impact pro-democracy movements within China is because 

such a movement lacks the necessary international support 

needed for success. Stability within China is just as 

important for China as it is globally. Many nations heavily 

rely on and benefit from China’s booming economy. With 

massive economic growth has come billions, if not trillions 

of dollars worth of economic benefits to nations around the 

world.  

Whether it be an export market, cheap labour, a place 

for foreign investment or receiving Chinese foreign 

investment, there is money to be made. One only needs to 

look at Australia to see the benefits reaped from a strong 

economic relationship with China. Nations, thus, aren’t 

willing to risk losing this almost bottomless pit of money by 

commenting on China’s democratic progress, the 2010 

Nobel Peace Prize or by supporting a pro-democracy 

movement. Chinese nationalists strongly agree with the 

international stance. 

Anxiety within China also stems from the concern that 

foreign campaigns in support of Liu could prompt harsh 

backlash on citizens by the Chinese authorities. Although 

Liu’s sentence was considered unusually harsh, it is part of a 

pattern of stiffer punishments for dissidents in China over 

the past two years. Worsening treatment of Chinese 

citizens is something the international community would 

want to avoid. Nations have too much to lose, such as 

upsetting stability and their economy by campaigning for 

democracy in China.   

Finally, there is a strong argument to be made that by 

awarding the Nobel Peace Prize to Lui the international 

community, in particular the West, is continuing its 

ideological war. China’s unwillingness to surrender and 

adopt greater democratic principles fundamentally disturbs 

the West. In the minds of some Westerners, even if China 

grows and develops to an advanced level, it still needs to 

surrender to the Western ideology..  

To overcome China’s lack of westernisation, the West 

discredits China, as a method to force China into 

surrendering to greater Westernisation. The Nobel Peace 

Prize is not a lone voice in this attack on China, but is one of 

many voices supplemented by various international and 

internal non-governmental organisations and economic 

identities that harass China regarding their lack of 

democracy and poor human rights record.  But what these 

voices fail to keep in mind is that China, in a very short 

period of time, has achieved remarkable economic and 

political success, with Chinese people today enjoying 

greater freedoms, fatter pocketbooks, greater democratic 

involvement through local elections and more cultural 

success than they did a decade ago.  

China has achieved this at a gradual pace that can be 

managed by the CCP and allows citizens to adapt, whilst not 

upsetting internal stability. In doing so China has adopted 

some Western principles, but still refuses to fully 

westernize. What China has achieved by following its 

current course, whilst largely ignoring what the West says, 

is a stable prosperous nation. Why should it change now?   

It is easy for us to argue that awarding the Nobel Peace 

Prize to Liu will reignite the democratic movement within 

China. However, the Nobel Peace Prize only serves to anger 

the CCP, leading to greater censorship and potentially 

upsetting China’s current internal stability.  

This statement is realistic rather than idealistic. Those 

who say otherwise are ignorant of the basic facts that 

internal stability is, on one hand, vital for China to continue 

its current success whilst also gradually introducing 

democratic principles, but is also vital for global stability 

and its economy. All Lui’s Nobel Peace Prize does is serve to 

undermine stability and hinder democratic progress within 

China.  
China has changed a lot. For now it will continue to 

gradually bring about political changes that promote 

stability whilst quelling those who want otherwise. China 

doesn’t want, nor would anyone else, a radical revolution 

that overwhelms current stable democratic reform. When 

walking through China, one rarely meets a citizen who is 

against political reform, but many understand that China 

has its own individual conditions. It cannot be forced into a 

half hearted attempt at democracy.  

The 2010 Nobel Peace Prize is a feeble gesture rather 

than something that will bring about greater democratic 

reform within China. 
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Chris Collalilo rebuts the idea that the Australian Greens have 

had a positive effect on politics in Australia. 

 

The Australian Greens have enjoyed political ascendancy 

since the 1990’s and it would appear that environmentalism 

has been advocated as their core policy since then.  That is 

if we take this movement at face value. Over the years and 

even more so recently, it has become somewhat 

fashionable for people to vote Green despite not knowing 

what they really stand for.  The Greens appeal to the inner-

city latte-sipping elites, but whether this is the party that 

really represents their interests, or the interests of any 

Australians, is called into question. 

The Greens are a facade: Watermelons. They are green 

on the outside, red on the inside.  The Greens have been 

hijacked by Marxists, who have used this movement to 

advance their own cause. They have a desire to trash 

Australia’s political and economic institutions and install a 

new regime through coercing others to adopt their beliefs. 

A political party like the Greens that is so far to the Left 

cannot possibly emulate 

the beliefs of freedom 

of speech and 

democracy, for which 

they claim to advocate.  

The Greens stand for 

contradictory positions. 

A classic example is their 

aspiration for Australia 

engaging in multilateral trade agreements between us and 

other nations, yet on the other hand they want to protect 

Australian industries from foreign competition – a direct 

breach of many multilateral trade agreements.  The 

contradictions do not end here though. Greens policy 

advocates a small Australia with a ‘sustainable’ population, 

yet they support the idea of every asylum seeker being 

granted permanent residency in Australia. How they will 

properly regulate Australia’s population is a mystery.   

Not only do we witness the Greens holding 

contradictory stances, but we are alerted to the sheer 

ineptitude of this party’s ability to formulate a coherent 

policy.  What is evidently lacking is common sense.  The 

proposal for a 50% corporate tax is unrealistic because it 

removes the incentive for people to expand their 

businesses and produce more; as well as to employ more 

people.  If this level of taxation were to be implemented, 

we would see mass redundancies as well as a lower supply 

of goods and services being produced.  In the area of 

climate change, an ambitious emissions abatement scheme 

which includes a 40% reduction in carbon emissions by 2020 

is just what Australia needs if it wants to export jobs 

overseas and increase overall world carbon emissions.  

The collective, coercive mentality of the Greens does not 

allow for any questioning of their policies.  Everyone is 

expected to adhere to the gospel of the parliamentary 

Greens team, lest they be ridiculed as heartless and anti-

environmentalist.  The purity of the Greens’ leadership was 

on display recently when Bob Brown claimed that coal 

mining companies were directly responsible for the floods 

in Queensland, and went as far as to demand that they pay 

for the damage caused by the cyclone.  There were few 

who dismissed these remarks as absurd. This is the result of 

an unhealthy attitude that has developed amongst 

politicians and members of the public to refrain from 

speaking out against their ludicrous proposals.  

As they are not a major political party, perhaps they are 

not taken seriously enough to focus one’s attention on. 

However, in the last two federal elections, the Greens vote 

has increased and this has resulted in the Greens holding 

the balance of power in the Senate as of July 2011. With a 

policy manifesto aforementioned, Australians should have 

good reason to be concerned about their influence on the 

minority Labor government. Green influence on the federal 

government will only increase over the course of this term 

and is a direct threat to the government’s political standing 

and the nation’s prosperity.  

Although the Greens are the most Marxist-oriented 

political party that has representation in Parliament, their 

support base has on average, a higher income per capita 

than any other political 

party’s support base. The 

inner-city lifestyles of their 

most vocal constituency are 

exactly what the Greens are 

trying to eradicate, yet they 

garner a large portion of their 

support from these people.  

Politics is about the battle of ideas and the art of 

persuasion.  The Greens’ policy proposals have not been 

considered or debated properly, yet they have managed to 

persuade more than 1/10 people to vote for them. 

  Until leading political figures from the two major 

parties start consistently revealing the Greens for what they 

really are, it is possible that the Greens could secure 15% of 

the primary vote at the next federal election – a concerning 

result. 

‘The Greens are a facade: 

Watermelons…green on the 

outside, red on the inside’ 
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Wikileaks.org v United States 

State on why Wikileaks isn't just a test case for freedom of 

speech, but for protection from the largess of government. 

 

The world is mired in the sensational trial to extradite 

Wikileaks’ founder Julian Assange to Sweden; to face 

questioning over potential rape and sexual misconduct 

charges. But even now, his lawyers are preparing for an 

almost omnipotent threat. The fear is that Sweden could be 

used as a political stepping-stone for what his lawyer calls 

the ‘end game’; an Espionage Act trial in the United States 

which could carry the death penalty. Precedent is on 

Assange’s side; but the case is by no means open-and-shut. 

The case for and against Wikileaks, will be almost 

certainly built around the first case, since the Civil War, in 

which the US government sought to prevent the publishing 

of classified information in the United States. In New York 

Times Co v United States Richard Nixon attempted to 

prevent the New York Times from releasing the highly 

classified Vietnam War ‘encyclopaedia’; the Pentagon 

Papers. Leaked to the newspaper in 1971 by Assange’s idol, 

Daniel Ellsberg, they were a complete secret history of the 

war including atrocities, illegal bombing campaigns and 

deliberate public deception. Defence Secretary Robert 

MacNamara ordered the creation of the 4,000 page 

document toward the end of the Johnson administration 

and, even though he claimed it was to be a reference for 

future historians, he kept the Papers secret from the 

President and classified it ‘Top Secret’. 

The facts of Times v US were largely undisputed by both 

sides and serve as a remarkable mirror of the facts 

acknowledged by Wikileaks and the current US 

government. Both cases have at their heart a government, 

a document, a leaker, a publisher and a war. Both 

governments (Nixon and Obama), accuse both publishers 

(the Times and Wikileaks), of publishing secret documents 

(the Pentagon Papers and the War Diaries/Diplomatic 

Cables), leaked to them by government employees (Daniel 

Ellsberg and Bradley Manning), which relate to national 

defence, particularly in relation to ongoing wars (Vietnam 

and Afghanistan/Iraq).  

While Ellsberg was, and Manning will be, tried separately 

for their role in disclosing the documents in the first place, 

the prosecution’s case against the publishers rely on one 

particular subsection of the near-century old Espionage Act 

(1917). Section 793(e), in almost unprintable legalese, in 

essence makes it a crime for: 

 “Whoever having unauthorised … access 

to … a document … relating to the national 

defense… which information the possessor has 

reason to believe could be used to the injury of 

the United States or to the advantage of any 

foreign nation, willfully communicates, 

delivers, [or] transmits… the same to any 

person not entitled to receive it.”  

At issue in Times v US, as it is now, is whether this Act 

applies to the case at hand, whether it applies to publishers 

in general, and whether the law is even constitutional in 

relation to the First Amendment protection of freedom of 

speech.  

The mention of the different entities (leaker and 

publisher), and their matching roles, is an important one 

because even high profile commentators have made basic 

errors when comparing the current situation to Times v US. 

Even The Economist got it wrong when an article appeared 

in an edition in October last year titled ‘Wikileaks: This time 

is different’. There, the author attempted to hold Wikileaks, 

and particularly Assange, to the standard of Ellsberg.  

First, the accusations are less than earth shattering. 

They raise complaints that ‘Ellsberg turned himself in’ while 

‘Wikileaks distributes its servers to take advantage of 

whistleblower laws’, that ‘Mr Assange seems unwilling to 

reflect on the risks of what he is doing’ and that ‘[a]fter the 

release of the Pentagon Papers, Mr Ellsberg lost many 

friends and had to start a new life’. The distinctions are 

mostly arbitrary, especially in a legal sense, but it 

demonstrates the fundamental mistake often made when 

the two situations are compared.  

Secondly, this has led to a failure to grasp even the basic 

legal distinction between leaker and publisher. In the first 

story the whistleblower is Ellsberg (who narrowly escaped 

thirty years in jail on a technicality) and the publisher is the 

New York Times (which is found not guilty in the Supreme 

Court). However, the whistleblower (the Daniel Ellsberg) of 

the second story is absolutely not Julian Assange. The man 

who is actually facing similar charges of releasing classified 

information and decades in jail is Private Bradley Manning, 

who has boasted of being the source for both the War 

Diaries and the Diplomatic Cables.  

Assange and Wikileaks acquire the role of the Times 

because they are merely the recipients and publishers of 

this information and are therefore entitled to the legal 

protections of the free press against government largesse. 

It also means that Manning and Wikileaks face radically 

different charges under the Espionage Act.  With, Wikileaks 

lawyers having a much easier job. 
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The original context of the Espionage Act is strange 

when considering its use in the case against Wikileaks and 

the Times. When it passed in 1917, the United States had just 

tentatively entered into the First World War. Most of the 

major convictions under the Act (that didn’t apply to actual 

spies) centre on speech that directly supports American 

enemies and undermines the war effort at home. The 

landmark case Schenck v United States, for example, 

features the successful conviction of an anti-draft 

pamphleteer who used mailouts to try to to sway the 

opinion of would-be conscripts. Other cases succeeded in 

banning plays harming the reputation of key allies and many 

socialist pamphlets opposed to the government’s war time 

activities. President Woodrow Wilson intended the law to 

help win a World War by keeping unity at home. But thanks 

to the ambiguity and catch-all nature of the law, 

subsequent American governments have attempted to use 

the law in the much broader field of ‘espionage’,  which is 

why publishing glorified government status updates could 

land Wikileaks in front of the Supreme Court. 

In Times v US the big differences between anti-

government agitators in the middle of a world war and a 

publisher compelled to expose documents listing conscious 

government deceit became apparent. For a start, the 

nature of the publications is radically different. While the 

agitators attempted to undermine the war effort with 

conjecture and malicious opinion, Ellsberg and the Times 

have more of a classic whistleblower dynamic. They 

released documents to the public written in the 

government’s hand which exposed wrongful and deceitful 

behaviour by officials dealing with the Vietnam War.  

Had the organisation been a corporation or an NGO, 

instead of the government, Ellsberg in particular would’ve 

been automatically protected by a number of powerful 

statutes. But the sad reality of a self-interested state, meant 

that the White House was well within its powers to convict 

him. Had Nixon not ordered illegal wiretapping to be carried 

out by the same men who were involved with Watergate, 

Ellsberg would possibly still be in prison forty years later. 

Bradley Manning probably won’t be so lucky. 

If Wikileaks and Julian Assange are to win this potential 

court case the argument they’ll raise will likely follow the 

Times.  

They must establish, once again, that applying this law 

can only be appropriate in a truly wartime scenario; where 

the whole national effort is channelled into survival. It is not 

enough, particularly for America, to say that wartime is 

simply a period where troops are deployed in fighting a war, 

because there is not a single 20th century president whose 

term would therefore qualify as peacetime.  

Following that, they will probably argue that Section 

793(e) does not apply to the Wikileaks team. An exhaustive 

list can be drawn up as to why the Act doesn’t entirely apply 

to them. ‘Unauthorized access’ may not necessarily mean 

‘classified’ if those people classifying of documents are 

covering up crimes, of which there are many in the Diaries 

and the Cables. ‘The national defence’ may be, as Justice 

Thurgood Marshall thought, too broad of a description to 

apply to anything outside direct military strategy (like ship 

departure times and current troop locations).  

Does Wikileaks knowingly seek to harm US interests, or 

do they seek to benefit all Americans by allowing them free 

access to their government’s decisions and their 

consequences?  

Should the American people really be described as 

people ‘not entitled’ to this information in the first place? 

It’s even worth asking whether the constant and exclusive 

use of ‘communicate’, ‘deliver’ and ‘transmit’ (in the full 

text) suggests that the provision does not apply to 

‘publish[ing]’ into wide circulation.  

Most of these legal ‘get out’ clauses suggest once again 

that the Act is not intended for, essentially civil, cases like 

Times v US and Wikileaks. They are exclusions to prevent 

the conviction of people who aren’t working for hostile 

foreign governments, who aren’t engaged in espionage, 

and who are only seeking to strengthen civil society. 

More fundamental still is the argument that the 

application of the law to publishers is unconstitutional. 

Assange himself seems serenely confident in the First 

Amendment’s ability to protect him from any American 

prosecution. Certainly in Times v US, the free expression 

granted in the Amendment weighed heavily on the six 

Justices who found the Times not guilty. The idea of it being 

illegal to publish a true fact, even before it is published, is 

particularly abhorrent in the US.  

Avoiding ‘prior restraint’, as it’s known, was basically the 

one thing all six judges could actually agree on, other than 

the verdict. But new cases continue, rightly or wrongly, to 

erode away at the absolute nature of the First. The clear 

and present danger test was unthinkable before Schenck v 

United States, the ‘imminent lawless action’ test was seen 

as unthinkable prior to Near v Minnesota and many people 

were shocked when, in 2001, Bartnicki v Vopper established 

that it was illegal to distribute information gathered in a 

way the distributer knew was illegal.  

This most recent ruling in particular has thrown the 

Times’ and Assange’s First Amendment defence into 

question. Wikileaks looks to be far better pursuing the 

inadequacy, rather than the unconstitutionality, of the 

Espionage Act. The reality is that American free speech 

guarantees are a lot less reliable than they used to be. 

The Pentagon Papers case left many loose ends that 

haven’t been addressed since.  

Is the act appropriate for use in peacetime and against 

civilians?  

Can it truly apply to publishers of leaked material from 

whistleblowers?  

And does the First Amendment protect people as much 

as it used to? 

Of course only time will tell.  

For now, Julian Assange is only on the first leg of what 

looks to be a labyrinth of extradition hearings and court 

cases. But if an Espionage Act trial is ‘the endgame’ this 

extraordinary process arrives at, then we have to be 

prepared to consider the basic question: ‘How much truth 

can we unlock from our governments, and how can we get 

away with it?’ 
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Duke Cole analyses what do with Israel and other ‘rogue’ 

nuclear states. 

In a sealed box, there is a cat, a single radioactive atom, 

a Geiger counter attached to a hammer, and a flask of 

deadly poison.  If the atom decays, the hammer falls, 

releasing the poison.  But the radioactive decay of a single 

atom is seen to be a purely random event.  

Without opening the box, it is not possible to ascertain 

whether the atom has decayed or not.  In one 

interpretation of this thought experiment, until the box is 

opened, the cat is simultaneously alive and dead. 

Israel has a policy of ‘nuclear opacity’.  As a state, it 

neither confirms nor denies its possession of nuclear 

weapons, and claims this is a form of deterrent.  Erwin 

Schrödinger, the author of the aforementioned thought 

experiment, would argue that the state of Israel 

simultaneously possesses and does not possess nuclear 

weapons.   

Obviously this is not the case, but Schrodinger’s cat 

highlights the issue the world faces when dealing with 

potentially nuclear-armed states – until we open the box, 

we are essentially clueless.  Iran and the Democratic 

People’s Republic of Korea are slightly less ambiguous: 

President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has repeatedly claimed 

that Iran’s nuclear program is exclusively for the peaceful 

purposes of medical research and power production, and 

while nuclear tests have purportedly taken place in DPR 

Korea, no outsiders know how many nuclear weapons, if 

any, the state possesses. 

The cornerstone of nuclear disarmament, the Nuclear 

Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) dictates that only five so-

called Nuclear Weapon States (NSW) may possess nuclear 

weapons.  Unsurprisingly, these are the same states with 

veto powers in the United Nations Security Council – the 

United States of America, the United Kingdom, the Russian 

Federation, the People’s Republic of China and France.  But 

‘… we are never going to achieve the goal of a world 

free of nuclear weapons (one which I wholeheartedly 

support), with the blatant hypocrisy of the five current 

Nuclear Weapon States’ 
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two other nations definitely have a nuclear weapons 

stockpile – India and Pakistan. 

It is assumed that the NWS are somehow more 

trustworthy, and thus are ‘allowed’ to stockpile nuclear 

weapons, while the rest of the world cannot.  As is often 

the case, everyone is equal, but some are more equal than 

the rest.   

What makes the USA 'better' than say, India?  They are 

both democracies, India the largest in the world.  Yes, India 

has disputed borders and a less-than-amicable relationship 

with their similarly nuclear-armed neighbour Pakistan.   

Whilst I cannot 

argue that this is a 

state that should 

have nuclear 

weapons, our NWS 

are no angels 

either.   

China shares a 

disputed border 

with India, and.... 

In the end the only 

thing that makes 

the NWS superior is the fact that they 'won' World War II.  I 

ask you: how is that a reason to define who has the right to 

nuclear arms? We can be more pragmatic with our approach 

to nuclear disarmament.  We need to accept that there are 

states outside the NPT with nukes.  They should be 

encouraged to become a part of this crucially important 

treaty.   

By amending the treaty to include new Nuclear Weapon 

States, there are numerous benefits.  First, they would need 

to agree to inspections and the implementation of 

safeguards under the direction of the International Atomic 

Energy Agency.  By legitimising their nuclear weapons, we 

are no longer vilifying these two states, plausibly leading to 

stronger diplomatic relations between them and the rest of 

the world.   

Most importantly, this opens the door for multilateral 

nuclear disarmament.  The successes of the START Treaties 

between the USA and Russia are a prime example.  The 

combined stock of nuclear weapons will be reduced by 

almost three quarters from the Cold War high of 18 000 

nuclear warheads.  But this example cannot be applied to 

the current situation. 

All nuclear disarmament talks exist, and are arguably 

crippled, by this assumption.  Critics may argue that by 

doing this we are encouraging a new nuclear arms race, and 

somehow condoning the development of nuclear weapons 

technology.   

Solving the issue of Iran, Israel and DPR Korea requires a 

bit more finesse.  They lack India and Pakistan's openness, 

the population of the major developed nations would be 

less inclined to accept them as nuclear states and there 

would be a real risk of an arms race, as their main 'enemies' 

have not embarked on the nuclear path.   

We must acknowledge that the proverbial stick has 

been, and will continue to be, ineffective until such a time 

as the hypocrisy of the five Nuclear Weapons States ceases 

to exist.  To expect the USA and Co. to reduce their 

stockpiles to zero while rogue nuclear states still exist is 

naïve.  So a solution must be found, and it should be a 

‘carrot’ solution. 

Iran should be trusted enough to continue with its 

supposedly peaceful 

nuclear program, with 

assistance from other 

nations if desired.  

There needs to be an 

acknowledgement 

that Iran has the right 

to pursue nuclear 

technology for 

exclusively peaceful 

purposes.   

DPR Korea and 

Israel should be encouraged to become Nuclear Weapon 

States under the NPT as well – but with stricter safeguards, 

and a more intensive inspection regime.  Care must be 

taken to prevent other nations in the Middle East and near 

the Korean Peninsula from trying to acquire Weapons of 

Mass Destruction in response. 

The suggestions I have proposed may appear 

counterintuitive: condoning the nuclear programs of these 

supposedly ‘evil’ states (by a Western developed nation 

definition, anyway) would most likely receive an 

overwhelmingly negative public reaction.  As a global 

society, we have no other plausible option.  The justification 

for the five Nuclear Weapon States’ arsenal is antiquated, 

and the ensuing hypocrisy makes it difficult.  But all states 

need to reduce their stock of nuclear weapons, and if this 

leads to mutual disarmament, and better relations between 

nations, then it should be attempted.   

The current methodology – of trying to force open the 

box or resuscitate the cat before we know whether it is 

alive or not – is not working.  An approach that rectifies one 

of the major obstacles in nuclear disarmament is necessary.  

And maybe the supposedly ‘rogue’ nuclear states may open 

the box for us.  

On the Insert tab, the galleries include items that are 

designed to coordinate with the overall look of your 

document. You can use these galleries to insert tables, 

headers, footers, lists, cover pages, and other document 

building blocks. When you create pictures, charts, or 

diagrams, they also coordinate with your current document 

look. 

 

‘To expect the USA … to 

reduce their stockpiles to zero 

while rogue nuclear states still 

exist is naïve’ 
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OLD MONEY 
Chad Satterlee rethinks the political economy of population 

ageing. 

Governments around the world borrowed heavily to 
soften the blow of the global economic downturn that 
officially struck in late 2007. Creditors are now seeking 
assurance that their loans, used to finance rescue packages 
and stimulus programmes, will be paid back to them with 
interest.  

In response, governments have been announcing 
controversial deficit reduction or ‘austerity’ measures 
designed to reduce expenditure, raise taxes, or both. 

This gives rise to a central question. Who bears the costs 
of austerity? One only has to look at the acrimonious and at 
times violent demonstrations that continue to take place 
across the eurozone for 
the answer: lower-paid 
workers and their 
families, the 
unemployed, the infirm, 
students, and 
pensioners, through the 
imposition of ‘tough but 
necessary’ cuts to public 
services and social 
security. 

What this means is 
that, on top of the 
enormous job losses, 
home foreclosures, 
reduced international trade and the rest, the mass of 
average people are now being asked to pick up the tab for 
bailing out the corporations whose investment decisions 
caused the crisis in the first place. 

Among the many unpopular targets has been the 
pension age. In France, the Sarkozy government recently 
raised the age for full retirement benefits from 65 to 67. 
The plan’s initial announcement triggered transportation 
strikes that brought the country to a standstill and a series 
of nationwide protests attended by over two million 
people.  

Similar tensions are growing in Ireland, where 10 billion 
euros is being appropriated from its National Pensions 
Reserve Fund to pay creditors. 

What about postponing retirement benefits in Australia? 
Despite the relatively solid state of our economy, it seems 
we are heading in that direction. ‘Along with climate 
change’, Treasurer Wayne Swan recently declared, 
‘[population ageing] is the most substantial challenge we 
face’.  

A bold claim indeed. It’s hard to see how a bunch of 
extra retirees could possibly be in the same league as global 
warming and carbon pricing as an intergenerational 
dilemma.  

Yet we are warned of a ‘demographic time bomb’ that 
will heavily burden future generations unless we take action 

now by increasing the retirement age, reining in spending 
on pensions and healthcare, and encouraging people to 
save up more to fund their own retirements. What are we 
to make of these claims? 

The basic story in Australia is that the ratio of working 
age people to those aged 65 years and over is projected to 
decline from 5:1 now to around 3:1 by 2050. This is expected 
to result in an increase in total government expenditure on 
ageing, including pensions and healthcare, of around 4.75 
per cent of GDP by 2050 — the equivalent of an additional 
$60 billion.  

This sounds like a lot of money, but a bit of arithmetic 
reveals it is worth less than two week’s production of all 
goods and services in the Australian economy. That’s 
certainly not cause for concern by any stretch of the 
imagination.  

Moreover, these projections assume that nothing 
changes. Once we allow for some minor flexibilities in the 
system, the costs start to look exceedingly manageable.  

When Australia abolished death duties in 1979, it 
became the only Western nation without any kind of tax on 

accumulated wealth. The 
reintroduction of an 
inheritance tax, which is long 
overdue anyway, could yield 
around $1.5 billion a year. 
(Getting an adequate rate of 
return on our mineral wealth 
and levying a tax on capital 
gains of housing wouldn't go 
amiss either.)  

It would also be worth 
considering introducing a 
HECS style scheme whereby 
aged care costs become an 
impost on wealthy retirees’ 

assets; on the recipient of the care passing away, the 
scheme would be paid out of their estate.  

Any or all of these measures would comfortably cover 
4.75 per cent of GDP, without having to cut any essential 
services or benefits. 

The second and far more important issue is the impact 
ageing will have on the productive capacity of the economy. 
There are only two possibilities. In the first case you’re in an 
economy with a surplus of labour (or with unemployment), 
in which case people retiring isn’t a problem at all since 
they’re making their jobs available for other people who 
wish to fill those jobs. 

Alternatively you’re in an economy running under 
inflationary pressure, with more jobs than people to fill 
them. In that case, the price of labour should go up 
automatically, thereby enticing older people to work for 
longer since their wages would increase.  

So in either case, the system should adjust without a 
great deal of disruption. 

A genuine interest in enhancing productivity would 
entail a substantial increase in the human capital of the 
current younger generation, since they’re going to be the 
older generation later. It’s also obviously a bit too late to 
start increasing the skills of an 80 year old.  

The only investment we can make today that will have a 
meaningful effect in 40 years’ time is in education and 
training. It’s rather ironic, then, that most of the austerity 
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measures we are seeing around the world, purportedly 
designed to prepare societies for the future, are massively 
reducing expenditure in education. 

We should also consider making continual employment 
more attractive for elderly people. Similar to mothers with 
children, the elderly will desire a greater availability of part-
time work and fractional appointments. Age discrimination 
in the workforce should also be reduced.  

As was noted previously, it only becomes an issue if the 
economy is such that there’s a shortage of labour. In that 
case, it becomes a lot easier for 
retired people to move back into the 
workforce on a 0.5 basis, or a 0.3 basis 
or whatever, and all of that is a 
productivity gain over complete 
retirement.  

At this point, you could be 
forgiven for wondering whether 
population ageing really poses any 
challenge at all. It will involve a 
reasonably smooth market 
adjustment and a transfer of 
resources, but certainly not a massive 
transfer of resources. And compared 
with issues like global warming, it’s 
fairly trivial.  

What about the politics of ageing? 
The so-called grey vote, of course, 
holds considerable political sway. The 
reason for this is not that seniors 
vastly outnumber young people, but 
because they are more likely to vote 
as a block in the way in which, for 
example, farmers do, since a lot of 
their income relies on public services 
and subsidies.  

In other words, we might think of 
elderly people as single-issue voters; 
such voters tend to overwhelm 
general-issue voters. This has led 
some young people to charge the 
major political parties of populism by 
chasing the grey vote at the expense of their interests.  

It’s difficult to tell how this will affect generations. While 
seniors are interested in the issues of most concern to them 
(pensions, healthcare, law and order and suchlike), they are 
also generally going to have an interest in the futures of 
their children and grandchildren. 

Instead of seeing this as an intergenerational struggle, it 
would be a better reading to predict a split on class lines. 
That is, the well-to-do in older generations will resist the 
imposition of HECS style fees and an inheritance tax to fund 
their retirements, in order to hold as much of their estates 
as possible together to transfer to their children and 
grandchildren, who we can safely assume will be very 
supportive of this.  

The well-to-do in younger generations will thus form an 
alliance with their older family members, and push for such 

measures as a reduction of pensions and public healthcare, 
and an increase in the retirement age. 

Now if we are living longer, then people working for 
longer is, at first approximation, not an entirely bad idea. 
But calls by some commentators, including Tony Abbott, to 
lift the pension age to 70 should be firmly rejected.  

The people who most rely on the pension are by and 
large those who have worked in arduous manual jobs most 
of their lives. Any increase in the pension age will hit these 
workers hardest because they tend to have comparatively 

smaller rises in life expectancy 
and die much earlier than the 
rich. Cuts to public services will 
also disproportionately affect 
this group.  

This is precisely why so 
many people are taking to the 
streets in places like France.  

In the event that we 
couldn’t get some form of tax 
on wealth, the costs of ageing 
may have to shift to active 
wage earners. Wages, 
however, are a big issue if 
you’re poor, as that’s all you’ve 
got. If you come from a 
background of wealth, and you 
stand to inherit wealth, wages 
aren’t so important.  

Hence this is going to 
impact across classes 
differentially, more so than 
across generations. Alas, no 
one likes to talk about class 
issues these days — that’s a tad 
too radical. The rich least of all. 

‘It’s an intergenerational 
challenge, it’s an economic 
challenge, it’s a social challenge 
and it goes to the core in the 
end of the type of country we 
want to be’. While Wayne Swan 

is wrong on the first two counts, he is certainly right that 
population ageing raises questions about the kind of society 
we want to live in.  

Do we want to burden average people with higher taxes 
and deep cuts to public services while rich families continue 
to pass their wealth from one generation to another?  

Or should those who were lucky enough to inherit 
fortunes they did nothing to deserve or earn contribute a 
portion of their wealth to compensate those who weren’t 
so lucky?  

As the American and European masses increasingly 
discover that the ongoing economic crisis is further 
widening the gap between rich and poor through regressive 
austerity, we had better hope the answers are, respectively, 
‘no’ and ‘yes’. 

 

‘It would be worth 
considering 

introducing a HECS 
style scheme 

whereby aged care 
costs become an 

impost on wealthy 
retirees’ assets; on 
the recipient of the 
care passing away, 

the scheme would be 
paid out of their 

estate’ 
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CRESCENT MOON 
RISING 

State on democratic movements in the Islamic world.  

At first glance, events that began in Tunisia have seemed 

to gather pace with an irrational intensity. The self-

immolation suicide of a 26-year old street vendor after a 

final humiliation at the hands of corrupt police forces has 

brought governments across the Islamic world to their 

knees.  

Only time will tell if the name Mohamed Bouazizi will be 

remembered in the West, but he is quickly becoming a 

figure of significance on par with George Washington, 

Maximilien Robespierre, Vladimir Lenin, Rosa Parks, Lech 

Walesa and Vaclev Havel for a civilization mired in 

colonisation, autocracy, extremism and poverty. For the 

first time in living memory a revolution in one Muslim 

country appears to have won enough hope and legitimacy 

to offer a genuine chance of a Reformation in the whole 

Muslim world. 

The best guide to the goings-on in Tunisia, Egypt, 

Jordan, Yemen, Algeria, Iran and the rest is Sam 

Huntington’s post-Cold War book The Clash of Civilizations. 

He argues that the rubric for the world order is based not 

on nations but civilizations, which group nations of similar 

cultures, religions and societies.  

He posits 8, including the West (Western Europe, North 

America, Australasia), Sinic (China, the Koreas, Vietnam), 

Orthodox (Russian, many ex-Eastern Bloc, the Balkans), and 

Islamic (the Middle East, North Africa). It was first written 

to explain the historical circles of conflict but is now being 

used to offer the clearest insight into the great 

Reformations of the past and, most recently, why Islamic 

civilization is finally headed for its own.  

The difference between just a revolution and a 

Reformation is the scale. Revolutions happen to countries, 

Reformations happen to civilizations. The modern world 

has seen only a few great Reformations where wholesale 

political change has spread across groups of nations with 

convergent cultures.  

The first was the Western world’s shift from monarchy 

to liberal democracy, triggered first in France and rapidly 

spreading across Europe and North America. The second 

was Orthodox and Sinic when communism swept away 

capitalist monarchies and democracies. The third was again 

Orthodox, when communism collapsed in a shuddering 

heap around the fall of the Berlin Wall. The Fourth will be 

Islamic, as evidenced by the common and deep roots it 

shares with the other three. 

Across each new protest in every Muslim country the 

complaints are remarkably similar; poverty, unemployment 

(particularly the young and newly educated), crippling food 

prices and aging dictators brutally clinging to power 

characterise these protests, as Muslim people mobilise, 

seeking a voice. Arabs, Africans, Persians and just about all 

other peoples in the region are finding strength and 

inspiration in the continuing momentum of each other’s 

protests because, at their core they are all part of the same 

civilization of people sharing in the same humiliation and 

suffering. 

It is to state the obvious that in the Western, Orthodox, 

and Sinic Reformations the uprisings were for much the 

same reasons. Those in the 18th and 19th century West 

could no longer bear to see their people ruled by a family, 

especially when their answer to bread famines was to ‘let 

them eat cake’.  

Similarly, the misplaced hope so many in the Orthodox 

world had in the promise of Marx and Lenin was that in a 

democracy they would have greater freedom and an end to 

famines. It was these dual needs that led to the razing of 

the old communist guard in repressed countries labouring 

under the spectre of poverty and autocracy. History shows 

that an entire span of culturally similar countries suffering 

the same sicknesses only need the spark of a single 

revolution before they will all fall like dominoes. 

However it must not be underestimated what 

challenges lie ahead when revolution turns to Reformation. 

Despite the huge potential for progress, each of these 

turning points can also include some horrific relapse. The 

rise of emperors and the Napoleonic wars, the trials of the 

British Parliamentarians, the unfulfilled democratic promise 

of Leninism, and the election of another communist 

government in post-collapse Lithuania speak volumes for 

the power of human beings to return to repressive regimes.  

The great threat is that the new power vacuums will be 

filled by despots rather than by democrats. The Islamic 

world seems especially vulnerable to this possibility 

because of a long history of military governance and as well 

as a relatively shorter history of Islamist extremism.  

Already some threat exists from the caretaker military 

government in Egypt and the newfound power of the 

Muslim Brotherhood who may still be willing to derail the 

reform process. While both are probably more interested in 

a moderate democratic Egyptian state there will be armies 

and organisations in other Muslim countries who are a lot 

more interested in seizing power for themselves, 

particularly in Iran and Saudi Arabia.  

The terrible eventuality may be that, despite the best 

intentions of this Islamic Reformation, a civil war erupts and 

envelops the country that spills over into an international 

conflict in the world’s most volatile region. 

When you look at the deep changes to civilisations the 

world has undergone in the last few hundred years it is 

apparent that we are witnessing another such event in the 

Islamic world. Revolutions don’t spread across countries 

like wildfire unless there is a cultural link (in terms of both 

shared suffering and inspiration) between the people 

demanding change.  

But if there is to be a Reformation in the Middle East, 

and heaven knows they need it, then the whole world must 

remain vigilant. A single revolution in a single country can 

create a failed state; a failed Reformation can start a 

continental war. Let’s all hope that freedom remains to be 

worth the risk. 
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A NOBEL SCHISM 
Madeleine De Leo provides an insight into the danger of the 

Nobel Peace Prize becoming a Western political tool.  

October last year the Nobel Peace Prize, wrapped in 

political controversy, sparked claims of a degeneration into 

‘political theatre’, leading to a public relations disaster. Liu 

Xiaobo, a 54 year old Chinese human rights activist, was 

awarded the inaugural Nobel Prize for Peace, for a lifetime 

dedicated to promoting democracy and human rights 

within China; providing fuel to the fire for anti-China 

dissidents across the world, and reigniting the ideological 

divide between the East and the West, reminiscent of Cold 

War days thought to be long over.  

Liu Xiaobo now stands as the first Chinese citizen to be 

awarded the Nobel Prize of any category, and the fourth to 

be awarded the Nobel Peace Prize while incarcerated. 

Indeed, no one was allowed to accept the award, as Xiaobo 

remained in prison, and his wife Liu Xia was placed under 

house arrest in her home in Beijing. The committee applied 

what has become known as the ‘empty chair’ policy, 

whereby the prestigious award is placed upon the 

recipient’s empty chair in his or her absence; a bold symbol 

of recipient’s plight.  

The ‘empty chair’ policy has been applied very rarely in 

the history of the Nobel Peace Prize. China now joins an 

infamous list of regimes that the Nobel Prize Committee 

has imposed this policy on, namely Nazi Germany, the old 

Soviet Union, Poland under martial law, and Burma. China 

now stands in history to be compared with these savage 

dictatorships, of which modern China is arguably nowhere 

near comparable. 

It appears that while China apparently has so far been 

incapable of producing winners of the Nobel Prize for 

Science, Economics or Literature – it can certainly produce 

exceptional dissidents.  

Within months, Liu Xiaobo escalated into a dominant 

figure in the Chinese dissident movement; the response 

within China was an immediate proliferation of pictures of 

the infamous empty chair throughout Chinese proxy social 

network sites, such as Twitter and Facebook. Publication of 

such images were immediately banned by the Chinese 

government, functioning within a broader tightening of 

Chinese censorship in response to this perceived attack on 

China’s legitimacy and authority. 

The Nobel Prize became a kind of ideological weapon in 

this context, a form of intellectual containment of rejection 

that has been used by the West in the past, and is evidently 

still being used to punish and humiliate its rivals. It is no 

wonder claims of ‘Cold War thinking’ arose immediately 

after the award ceremony, as calls for displays of loyalties 

by China to other countries to boycott the ceremony 

materialised in 16 of the 65 ambassadors invited to the 

ceremony foregoing their attendance, following China’s 

lead.   

There really was no easy way out of this public relations 

disaster, and the result was an ugly display of loyalties, 

marring the ceremony, and politicising the entire process.  

Perhaps China should have done what Iran did when in 2003 

the Nobel Peace Prize was awarded to the Iranian human 

rights campaigner Shirin Ebadi, a former Iranian lawyer and 

human rights activist, and founder of the Iranian Centre for 

the Defence of Human Rights. In this case, Iran first 

complained about the grave insult and gross attempt to 

humiliate the Government, and then sent in the country’s 

ambassador to sit in the front row, applauding – a feeble 

and final attempt to defuse what had become a public 

relations disaster. 

However, realistically, there was never any possibility of 

China following such a precedent and allowing a 

representative to collect the award. The outcome of 

awarding the Nobel Peace Prize to Liu Xiaobo could have 

been predicted from the very onset, and in recognising this, 

we are left with the truth behind the matter, that this was a 

particularly politically charged award, designed to provoke 

China, and encourage anti-China dissidents. 

It is however, a grave injustice to imply by this argument 

that Liu Xiaobo may be unworthy of the Peace Prize. This 

writer believes strongly that he was a worthy recipient, and 

would rather like to draw attention to the nature of the 

award itself. That is, the Nobel Peace Prize is an inherently 

politically charged award, and thereby susceptible to the 

ebb and flow of Western politics and philosophy. This prize 

has therefore always held the potential to degenerate into 

a mere political tool of the West.  

We are left with a difficult question, and one which 

unfortunately cannot be answered today, which is how do 

we draw the line, and how do we prevent this degeneration 

into a political tool? While we may believe it to be 

appropriate to award Liu Xiaobo the Nobel Peace Prize, 

does the fact that this particular award was so inherently 

provocative detract from the legitimacy of the ceremony 

and perhaps from the institution itself?  

Political tool or not, the Nobel Prize for Peace remains 

the strongest recognition of a life dedicated to promoting a 

better and more peaceful world. How we may define 

‘peace’, and how we may therefore define the path towards 

such a reality is inherently subjective, and as such the Nobel 

Peace Prize will always reflect, in some way or another, 

current Western values.  

The reaction following the 2010 Nobel Prize for Peace 

was in no way surprising; what may have been more 

surprising for some, is that this ideological divide between 

the West and the East is as pertinent as ever. Though the 

Cold War is over, this mentality continues to arise, as the 

West attempts to impose its ideology on the rest of the 

world. 
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THE NEW ‘PEOPLE 
SMUGGLING’ DEBATE 

Liam Blackford looks at the new political discourse in relation 

to asylum seekers. 

The issue of asylum seekers is just as polarising today, as 

it was in 2001.  But in the era of Gillard and Abbott it has 

been completely reconfigured. As of 2010, the High Court 

has laid down a new set of rules for the government in their 

handling of boat people. However, the issue has been just 

as greatly affected by the new importance of ‘people 

smugglers’.  

 

Boat people in the 2000s and the change in their legal 

rights 

 

Asylum seekers has been one of Australia’s most long-

running policy concerns, and has been subject to some 

fantastic political wrangling. 

For those who believe that the solution to the issue is to 

‘stop the boats’, John Howard and his Immigration Minister 

Phillip Ruddock remain heroes. It is Howard’s stance on 

asylum seekers which is considered to have won him the 

2001 election, and the ‘Pacific Solution’ was successful in 

reducing the 

number of arrivals 

to Australia from 

5516 in 2001, to 

just 1 in 2002.  

The force of 

that policy was its 

curtailment of the 

rights of boat 

arrivals to have 

access to our 

courts.  By 

excising Australia’s offshore territories from our migration 

zone, boat arrivals to those territories no longer had the 

right to apply for a visa. The numbers speak to the success 

of the Pacific solution, but they do not change the fact that 

Australia was flouting its obligations under international 

law. Moreover, the denial of procedural fairness to 

refugees, and their access to Australian courts while on 

Australian soil, compromised our judicial system.   

In spite of that, Julia Gillard’s ‘Timor solution’ in 2010 

maintained reliance on regional processing in exactly the 

same way. There is no denying that this is smart politics, 

since by 2010 there was overwhelming conservative 

sentiment that Kevin Rudd, who had dismantled Ruddock 

and Howard’s scheme, had lost control of Australia’s 

borders.  It was easy to make that argument when 161 

arrivals in 2008 grew to 2726 in 2009. 

A strong stance on border security was merely one of 

many issues (such as population growth) on which Julia 

Gillard felt she had to distance herself from her increasingly 

unpopular predecessor. 

Thankfully, the judiciary has changed the game. As of 

November 2010 with the decision of Plaintiff M61/2010E v 

Commonwealth of Australia; Plaintiff M69 of 2010 v 

Commonwealth of Australia the High Court of Australia has 

decided that the process by which the Australian 

Government determined the status of refugees (effectively 

by the unreviewable decision of an independent contractor) 

denied the two plaintiffs procedural fairness.  

The result for Julia Gillard has been a mandate to 

overhaul Government policy. Now, the determination of 

refugee status will be a decision made by an administrative 

body whose decision is subject to judicial review: as such, 

boat arrivals dissatisfied with the determination of their 

status can appeal to the Federal Magistrates Court, and to 

the Federal Court and High Court in turn. 

Tony Abbott has been quick to criticise these changes. 

First, he has 

contended that 

they are ineffective 

in ‘stopping the 

boats’, which is 

absolutely the case, 

but absolutely not 

the purpose of the 

changes.  

Secondly, he has 

contended that 

they constitute a 

‘bureaucratic reshuffle’, which I reject. They are a critical 

policy change, in response to the High Court’s finding of a 

serious breach of law, but for Tony Abbott that’s not the 

point. Abbott has made it a central tenet of his agenda that 

‘to stop the boats’, you have to change the government. 

 

Asylum seekers vs. ‘People smugglers’ 

 

The issue of asylum seekers has undergone a 

transformation in popular political discourse. More 

specifically, the focus in the issue has shifted from a 

perceived need to provide refuge for boat arrivals 

(pursuant to Australia’s obligations in international law) to a 

‘Labor is always going to be more open 

to asylum seekers than the 

Coalition…this can be easily categorised 

as indefensible leniency towards crime at 

our borders’ 
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focus on the need to suppress and eliminate the crime of 

‘people smuggling’.  

People smuggling’ denotes the illegitimate means by 

which illegal arrivals are brought to Australia, unregulated 

and very much out of Australia’s control. ‘People smugglers’ 

and ‘people smuggling’ are dubiously vague terms. Are all 

persons who are responsible for bringing asylum seekers to 

Australian shores ‘people smugglers’? No one seems to 

know, especially not the Australian newspapers who in July 

2010 expressed their contempt that four Indonesian sailors 

were not prosecuted as people smugglers’; despite a 

finding that they were not guilty of any crime.  

Fostering moral outrage at the people who approach 

our borders has been a great way to inspire antipathy 

towards the cause of asylum seekers since John Howard 

erroneously claimed that some asylum seekers were 

throwing their children overboard. A recent example is 

when Tony Abbott capitalised on the boat disaster at 

Christmas Island, making the argument, ‘it is important that 

we put policies in place as quickly as humanly possible that 

do offer the prospect of stopping the boats’. 

In 2011, even Julia Gillard is using the language of ‘people 

smuggling’, in spite of the fact that it is a term that is 

disadvantageous to Labor, whose stance with regards to 

boat people has always been softer that the Coalition’s. It is 

smart politics for Abbott to characterise the issue as 

involving Labor’s failure fight the criminal activity of ‘people 

smugglers’.  

Julia Gillard handled this problem well in 2010, by 

maintaining that while ‘people smuggling’ remained a 

concerning issue, turning boats back (asserted by Abbott as 

the most effective position) would unconscionably risk the 

lives of children at sea. 

But what started the intrusion of the discussion of 

people smugglers into this issue? The Coalition needs to be 

able to create anxieties over Labor’s position, and appeals 

to Australian nationalism are getting weaker. The claim that 

asylum seekers pose a tangible threat to Australia’s society, 

economy and culture is baseless, given that in 2010 the 

number of arrivals peaked at 6535, a tiny fraction of our 

population.  

Notwithstanding that asylum seekers cannot be shown 

to have compromised the stability of our society so far, 

conservative arguments to that effect still exist. In a recent 

article in The Australian, Paul Maley maintained that the 

recent High Court decision will result in administrative 

unworkability and will choke the Government’s ability to 

govern.  

This is allegedly due to the opening of the floodgates; 

first for asylum seeker claims in our courts, and secondly for 

the need for prosecution of people smugglers. He also drew 

attention to the ongoing fact that a lot of refugee claims 

are illegitimate and opportunistic.  

However, Maley’s argument is specious and politically 

harmful. The reality of illegitimate claims does not detract 

from the need to honour legitimate ones pursuant to our 

obligations in international law. Furthermore, Australian law 

demands procedural fairness for all people in Australia. 

Regardless of how much the government has to adapt so as 

to be able to process an increasing number of claims, the 

High Court correctly decided an issue of law and in doing so, 

rectified a situation that was unjust.   

While the discourse of people smuggling is harmful to 

the cause of asylum seekers, there are some possible 

benefits.  Such as the fact that it is more likely for voters to 

demand action on crime, than to demand justice for 

individuals they don’t know. Especially in light of the recent 

High Court decision, this could see some very positive 

developments for the plight of asylum seekers in Australia. 

People smuggling is morally culpable. However, this 

does not change the fact that getting the public to focus on 

the crime of people smuggling ignores the heart of the 

asylum seeker issue. Tony Abbott, who prior to the High 

Court’s decision still favoured regional processing and 

temporary protection visas, has made his position with 

regards to asylum seekers absolutely clear. His focus on 

‘people smugglers’ ignores Australia’s international law 

obligations and makes it politically irrelevant to appeal to 

the public’s conscience with regards to the plight of asylum 

seekers.  

 

Why the issue is still important 

 

The asylum seeker issue entails a few matters of serious 

political risk for both parties.  

For Labor, there is the lingering concern that they have 

not done enough to change the policies of Kevin Rudd, who 

for better or worse is discredited with ‘losing control’ of 

Australia’s borders.   

For the Liberals, there is the fact that the High Court of 

Australia has finally put a nail in the coffin of the Pacific 

Solution and made it unlawful for asylum seekers to not 

have their claims processed in Australian courts. Tony 

Abbott has already been backed into a corner on the issue 

of whether or not to introduce legislation eliminating the 

jurisdiction of the Federal Court for asylum seeker claims, 

thus streamlining their processing.  

Abbott’s political strategy so far has been to distance 

himself from Julia Gillard on almost every point, but to do 

so now would be an ideological rejection of Howard and 

Ruddock’s strategy from 2001, which was underpinned by 

restricting access to the courts. Abbott is not going to want 

to look like a hypocrite, but it is hard to imagine that if the 

Coalition was in power, their method of processing asylum 

seekers (which continues to be conducted offshore and in 

isolated regional Australia) would not resemble Gillard’s.  

More importantly, Abbott’s catchcry of ‘stopping the 

boats’, which he has made a central tenet of his party 

policy, is setting him up for a fall. At a time when the rate of 

arrivals to Australia is rising fast and our courts have 

enforced their right to procedural justice on Australian soil, 

it looks less likely than ever that this is a promise that 

Abbott can keep.  
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international - the land of freely colluding markets 

THE LAND OF FREELY 
COLLUDING MARKETS 

What do Angkor Wat, price discrimination and Bintang 

singlets have in common?  The Travelling Economists, 

Nicholas Ainsworth and Zach Cole, provide a unique take on 

backpacking through South East Asia.  

The attraction of travelling through South East Asia for 

young people is the cost of travel; there are cheap thrills to 

be had close to home.  Outside of wealthy tourist hotspots 

like Kuta, Bali and Phuket, Thailand; all the necessary 

elements exist to offer cheap and friendly, backpacker 

travel. 

But there is one hindrance to this ideal situation.  It 

comes in a more clandestine form than the occasional 

mugging, stolen credit card or lost piece of luggage.  The 

real trap is the lack of perfect markets for the tourist in Asia. 

And it shouldn’t be so.  With so many small individual 

vendors, selling almost identical products and with almost 

no barriers to entry for other sellers, the market for most 

goods in Asia is very, very competitive.   

But tourists cannot access these perfect markets.  Sure, 

a tourist can walk into the large market establishments like 

Ben Tanh in Hoh Chi Minh City or Chatuchak in Bangkok and 

buy anything on offer.  Yes, these prices may appear 

‘cheap’, but tourists are still likely to pay more than a local 

for the said item. Why such a big difference? It’s because 

the tourist is willing, and able, to pay more, and the locals 

know, and exploit that. 

It’s called price discrimination in the economics world.  

When you go to the movies, there are various types of 

tickets.  Adult tickets are the most expensive, but if you are 

a student you can get a discount.  Why? Because cinemas 

know that students are less willing and able, to pay as much 

as adults for movie tickets.  For this type of price 

discrimination to work, there needs to be groups that are 

easily identifiable to the seller, so the seller can discriminate 

between these groups. 

There is no better example of easily identifiable groups, 

than the local and the foreigner.  Any local can tell a 

foreigner from a mile away; even if you’re fluent in the local 

language, have a healthy tan and look well travelled.  

With foreigners who are very easily identified (just 

taking off the Bintang/Chang/BeerLao singlet isn’t quite 

enough) and locals with the sole goal of extracting as many 

tourist dollars as possible, the game becomes very one 

sided.  You can barter all you like for that taxi back to your 

room, that singlet or dress, or even the bar of soap – but 

one thing remains- you want the good, the local has the 

good, and if you don’t pay them for it, you won’t have it.  It 

might be ok for the singlet or dress, but the 5am trek to the 

train station in a deserted country town won’t leave you 

with much choice but to cave in and pay the price. 

Why not just go to the next vendor? The simple answer: 

collusion.  Every seller communicates with each other to 

keep the prices artificially high. 

We have raft of legislation in Australia protecting 

(though its actual results will need to be the subject of a 

totally different article) consumers from price fixing, price 

gouging, collusion and we consistently ask the Australian 

Competition and Consumer Commission and the Australian 

Securities and Investments Commission to make sure one 

company doesn’t get enough market share.  We’ve had 

more petrol price investigations than we know what to do 

with – but one thing is for certain: we are trying to combat 

collusion, albeit heavy-handedly, 

But the for the Asian locals, collusion isn’t illegal, or if it 

is, trying to enforce laws upon the local taxi, tuk tuk, soft 

drink, t-shirt or hotel cartel would be administratively 

impossible.  Why? Corruption, family ties and the fact that 

the only people who get ripped off are tourists. It is the 

tried and tested case that the local will be able to get every 

taxi driver to use the metre, but the chance of a tourist 

getting the metre turned on is about one in a million.  And 

the chance of a establishing a tourist consumer protection 

body to lobby foreign South East Asian governments to 

protect tourists from collusion is impossible.  What is even 

more ludicrous is thinking that these governments would 

listen to such a body. 

Price discrimination can go further than differentiating 

between groups. Once you are identified as belonging to 

the ‘foreigner’ group, you will then undergo an intensive 

assessment to determine just how oblivious or wealthy you 

are.  Demand-based pricing is an effective method but is 

often met with rejection in the western world for it seems 

as though the consumer is being exploited with the need 

for a product.  Imagine if the price you paid for a good was 

dependent solely upon what a vendor ‘thought’ you could 

pay.  This happens everyone in South East Asia.  Wear your 

expensive Ralph Lauren polo gear and jump off the AC 

tourist bus with your Evian water, and expect to pay more 

than a backpacker rolling in some Ali Baba pants humming 

Bob Marley.  

When buying food in Cambodia there is often a pause 

between asking the price and receiving an answer.  The 

hawker looks you up, then down, might even get out their 

calculator and do some sums (it actually happens) and 

assesses your ability and willingness to pay. 
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These concepts are not limited to ethnic Asians. The 

Europeans who run the Asian dive schools also created a 

diving cartel. These dive schools fix prices in the most 

popular locations in Indonesia (Gili Trawangan) and 

Thailand (Ko Tao). In Gili Trawangan they even have an 

OPEC style system of price maintenance with monthly 

meetings! Dives are now fixed at US$38 and compliance 

enforced by word of mouth since customers often brag 

when they find a cheaper dive.  

If you’re ever in Gili Trawangan be sure to go to a dive 

school and tell them you just had a great dive for USD$20 at 

the dive shop down the street, repeat at the next dive 

school. This will create a bit a mini mayhem in the 

Indonesian dive cartel! 

It would be wrong to make the conclusion that the 

locals create an artificial price floor which is ‘expensive.’ 

Relatively, it is compared to local prices, but in absolute 

terms the price floor created for foreigners is relatively 

inexpensive.  Foreigners can only argue until they get 

extremely hungry, desperately need a room to sleep or 

start looking like the Hunchback from lugging that pack 

around all day.  And when the argument is over two dollars, 

sometime tiredness gets the better of you. 

But if you look at prices in Asia on a relative basis, 

compared to the local average GDP or income, they are 

extortionately expensive.  We often find that GDP/Capita is 

the best possible single measuring tool for assessing the 

cost of travel within a country. This should be true provided 

you were living like a local; double it if you want to live 

twice as nice as they do for the time you spend there.  

So the deviation between the cost of living as a tourist 

and the GDP/Capita is a reflection of either your unusual 

activities/drinking habits, or the extent of inflated tourist 

prices – the cost of being foreign, or the cost of the being 

white.  

A single day pass to visit the Temples of Angkor in Siem 

Reap, Cambodia, costs USD$20. GDP/Capita in Cambodia for 

2010 was estimated at USD$783. Cambodians enter Angkor 

for free.  USD$20 is 2.55% of a Cambodian’s annual income; 

or 9.3 days work.  Compared to Australia’s AUD$55,946 

GDP/Capita that is equivalent to charging foreigners 

AUD$1425.47 to enter Australia’s best tourist attraction for 

one day. 

All this price fixing begs the question why we constantly 

return to South East Asia. It is because although it is not 

necessarily cheap to live on a tourist budget compared to 

the budget of the locals, it is relatively cheaper than living in 

Australia or another western nation.  So next time you’re 

overseas try to see if you can last the entire trip by 

interpreting the prices of goods relative to the price paid by 

the locals, and never by converting a price back into 

Australian dollars.  Why? Because converting back to AUD 

naturally relates to an Australian cost of living.

 

Selling land – Thai Style.  This would probably be 

classified as misleading and deceptive advertising in 

Australia. 

TOP 10 TIPS FOR PAYING 
LOCAL PRICES: 

1. Avoid making purchases when in large 
groups – this might portray an increase 
in purchasing power  

2. DON’T wear jewellery  
3. Dress plainly and casually  
4. Get a local haircut  
5. Learn the local phrases for requesting 

goods, services and their prices 
6. Learn how to count in the local 

language 
7. Carry a smaller backpack  
8. Act semi disinterested if the seller is 

overly interested to exploit the 
‘willingness to pay’ principle  

9. Smile and speak calmly and softly  
10. Respect local customs (footwear off 

when entering most shops)  
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federal – sickness in the system 

SICKNESS IN 
THE SYSTEM 

State argues for centralised health care. 

This was probably our country’s best chance for real 

reform in the health system. Instead we’ve had another 

abject failure from the Labor government at the recent 

Council of Australian Governments meeting (COAG). 

Patients and patients-to-be should be rueing another 

opportunity lost to tackle in the single biggest challenge 

facing our clunky federation. The issue is that just about 

everyone in health policy knows that a Commonwealth 

takeover of health is the only viable solution for a system 

needlessly fractured, but no one in the government has the 

guts to say it anymore. As a consequence we remain unable 

to keep any level of government responsible or accountable 

for delivering better care in this country. 

Gillard’s health proposal is even weaker than Rudd’s 

original deal. Gillard is moving from a 40/60 federal-state 

funding agreement to a 50/50 agreement on all future 

costs. The money going into a single pool, which will mean 

that bad systems like Queensland and New South Wales will 

be propped up by the likes of Western Australia and Victoria 

who have the money and know-how to run a good system. 

The plan doesn’t even try to deal with linking primary care 

with hospital care and is void of any mention of ageing, 

dentistry and mental health. 

The case for reform is stark and split into three 

arguments. First, health costs will continue to rise as the 

population continues to age and medical procedures 

become more complex, but only the Commonwealth 

collects taxes that will grow in-line to meet this. Treasury 

figures show that by 2050 government will pay in excess of 

300% more per person on health services. This burden can’t 

be met by state governments because, aside from untied 

GST handbacks, the states have to rely primarily on customs 

and duties (or Commonwealth handouts) for their spending 

money, which have limited potential to be increased and to 

be autonomous. 

Only the Commonwealth can collect income tax. This 

imbalance means that they receive 80% of all tax in this 

country. They need to be paying for this otherwise entire 

state budgets will be consumed by the system. Despite the 

brutal logic of these numbers, Gillard has tried to pretend it 

is a big reform to move from 40% to 50% of future funding. It 

is nowhere near enough and she knows it. Put simply, a 

national takeover is imperative because only the national 

government can afford to pay for the public health system 

anymore. 

The second reason is born out from the first. Because 

the national government has the lion’s share of revenue 

and the states have the default constitutional responsibility 

for running the health system, the states have been heavily 

reliant on grants from the national government to keep the 

system chugging away. Unfortunately this means that 

whenever there are shortcomings in the system it is next to 

impossible to pin down which level of government is 

responsible. The Commonwealth always claims the states 

have managed their grants and resources poorly. The states 

argue they aren’t being given enough to manage effectively 

with. Hence why Gillard calls it the “blame game” and 

hence why going for a totally even funding split will be a 

disaster for patients and taxpayers who want to know 

definitively who is responsible for change. Gillard may say 

‘the buck stops with me’ but she will almost definitely 

change her tune when she has to take full responsibility for 

the agony rife in a failing health system. 

The third case for health reform is that the existing split 

between primary and hospital care gives no incentive for 

any level of government to invest in programs which keep 

people healthy and out of hospital (and save us all money). 

The national government almost solely pays for primary 

care like GP clinics, aged care, mental health and the 

Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme (PBS) to keep people’s 

sickness becoming hospitalizations whereas the states own 

all the hospitals and generally run policy in this area. 

What this means is that the national government 

doesn’t use the savings to keep people from needlessly 

ending up in hospital, removing the benefits that should be 

keeping the primary health dollars rolling in. On the other 

hand the states can’t coordinate levels of care to move 

people from the wards into cheaper and more appropriate 

theatres like aged care and mental health facilities. 

Emergency rooms are clogged up with people who 

wouldn’t have been there if they had received the right 

basic care earlier, and wards are filled with the aged and 

mentally infirm who generally benefit from community (as 

opposed to medical) environments. Current patients suffer, 

future patients suffer and the taxpayer suffers. This is 

perhaps the great tragedy of Gillard’s health agreement. At 

least Rudd made an effort to tackle this deeply entrenched 

flaw in the health system. 

Tony Abbott has been in favour of a federal takeover of 

the states since he was Health Minister in the Howard 

Government. Unfortunately he faced a COAG room with 

wall-to-wall Labor Premiers who refused to give up their 

single largest public power and assets: their hospitals. 

After Rudd’s election, the nation finally had total party 

unity across all levels of government and the best 

opportunity ever presented to have a national takeover. He 

promised he was even prepared to put it to the people in a 

referendum. But, like so much of his Prime Ministership, as 

soon as the moment of delivery came he buckled into a half-

baked approach which even then he spoiled in a needless 

show-down with Colin Barnett over GST revenue. This latest 

conference was really our last chance for a very long time to 

have a relatively amicable bunch of states approve a 

national takeover, and Gillard stuffed it up. After the 

Coalition wins the NSW state election and COAG is once 

more divided we may have to wait for Abbott as PM before 

we see a real commitment to reform. For now what we’re 

left with is a system that doesn’t work now, won’t work in 

the future and a government unwilling to do anything 

about it.  
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UWA POLITICS CLUB UPCOMING EVENTS 

When What Where Details 

1pm Tuesday 
1 March 2011 

AGM Law Lecture 
Theatre 
Level 2 
UWA Law 
School 

Nominations for positions should be sent to 
davidc02@student.uwa.edu.au 
 

12.30-2pm 
Thursday 
3 March 2011 

Quad Club 
BBQ 

Matilda Bay 
Foreshore 

Join UWA Politics Club, Debating Union, 
United Nations Youth Association and 
Rotaract for a FREE BBQ for members.  If you 
aren’t a member, join on the day for only a 
few dollars! 

1pm Tuesday 
15 March 2011 

UWA Liberal v 
UWA Labor 
Debate 

Law Lecture 
Theatre 
Level 2 
UWA Law 
School 

Come and see representatives from the UWA 
Liberal Club and UWA Labor Club battle it out 
in a debate on current political and social 
issues! 

mailto:davidc02@student.uwa.edu.au


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interested in contributing to State Magazine?  
We’re looking for writers, photographers, formatters and editors. 

 
Please contact us at statemagazine.uwa@gmail.com 
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