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President’s Report
So here we are at the end of 2012 after what has been one 

of the most successful years on record for the UWA Politics 

Club. For this final Presidential Report in State I thought I 

would give an overview of the entire year. However, before 

getting to that there are a few thanks yous I would like to do. 

Firstly, to UWA Politics Club committee for 2012. Without your 

support and assistance nothing this year would have been 

possible. It has been a long year filled with 

many events, but the end result you have 

helped to achieve has made it all worth it. 

You have helped make the club what it 

is today! I would like to acknowledge the 

committee:

Policy VP:  Tim Sondalini

Social VP: Nicole Mumford

Treasurer:  Duke Cole

Secretary/Sponsorship Officer: Aaron 

Tuckey

Secretary: Mitchell Geoff (Replaced by 

Aaron Tuckey)

Publications Officer: Amanda Robideau and Myles Parish 

Head Editor: Rebecca Anderton

Ordinary Committee Members: George Brown, Josh Dolgoy, 

Stephen Puttick, Cassandre Hubert

First Year Representatives: Cailin Molinari, Aiden Depiazzi

My second thank goes out to the entire UWA Politics Club 

membership. Without out you this club does not exist. You 

are the reason we have worked so hard to bring you a range 

of events on a range of topics with a range of leading politics 

and international relations specialists! You make the hard 

work worth it. So to you I say thank. I hope you will all join 

again next year!

My final thanks goes out to everyone who has helped out or 

contributed to State Magazine. I would also like to name our 

Publications Officer Amanda in particular who has worked 

so hard this year to lift the standard and prominence of State 

on campus and online.  Amanda, thank you! State was always 

created with the intention of providing students with the 

opportunity to have their work, opinions and perspectives 

published. I like to think that this goal has been achieved. 

Without you and your contributions there would be no State, 

so thank you for taking the time to write something! I hope 

you do the same again next year.

So what has the UWA Politics Club done this year? The year 

got off to a flying state with O’day. This year we made the 

decision to book a larger stall so that we could have more 

exposure in an attempt to increase our membership size. It 

was a fabulous day and we finished up with 240 members, 20 

more members then we finished on in 2011. The exposure we 

received on O’day certainly allowed us to reach this target. 

O’day also marked the launch of our highly popular UWA 

Politics Club T-Shirt (pictures of it can be found in the pictures 

section). In addition we also launched State 

Magazine Issue 6 put together by Myles 

Parish which covered a huge range of topics 

from Guild Politics, the European Debt Crisis, 

Chinese Politics and included an interview 

with the Honourable Kim Beazley, Australian 

Ambassador to the United States of America.

Next was our Harold Holt Memorial Sun-

drown-er at Cottesloe Beach. We couldn’t 

have asked for a better day for it. The 

amazing sunset, the surf, delicious pizza, 

the sculptures by the sea and the company 

of good friends all made for fun Thursday afternoon by the 

Beach! This event was a great way to start off our first official 

event. Following our Sun-Drowner-er we had our First Year 

Representative Election. Here we had a record number of 

first year candidates which was fantastic to see. On the day 

Cailin Molinari and Aiden Depiazzi were elected as the our 

first year representatives.

For our next two events we held joint events. Firstly we 

welcomed State Director of the WA Left Right Think Tank 

Conrad Livers to come and speak to our member about 

the importance of young people in decision making. As 

a young person Conrad certainly provided some insight 

as to how young people can become more involved in the 

political process and decision making in general. As a way of 

giving people a foothold into getting involved in the political 

process it was a great event that was a well-attended and 

well received.

After this we had the highly anticipated Socialism vs. 

Capitalism Debate. Earlier in the year I had organised with 

some students from the Freedom and Prosperity Club 

situated in Sydney to come over to Perth to promote their 

newly formed club at UWA and to engage in a debate with 

some socialist students. The topic was “Has Capitalism 

Failed”. This topic was great as Australia was beginning to 

come out of the Global Financial Crisis. It was a highly though-

provoking debate that raised a number of philosophical 

questions surrounding liberal theory and socialism. Again it 
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was one of the largest events ever put on by the UWA Politics 

Club. 

We then held our first social event for the year in conjunction 

with the UWA United Nations Youth Association titled Bowling 

for Ban Ki. Following the success of the same joint event last 

year UNYA and UWA Politics Club put on a fun filled social 

evening at the Claremont Bowls Club. It was a great way for 

members from both clubs to interact and meet new friends. 

Following this social event we had the launch of State 

Magazine issue 7. To launch the magazine we had Australian 

Greens Senator Scott Ludlum in attendance. He hosted an 

extremely interesting round table discussion on sustainability 

in an era of city growth. State issue 7 was another fabulous 

issue put together by our new Publications Officer Amanda 

Robideau in conjunction with the newly formed position of 

Head Editor filled by Rebecca Anderton. This issue focused on 

topics from gay marriage to the Arts Union Mock Parliament 

to issues surrounding the Federal Parliament’s Questions 

time.

With the upcoming US Elections we then held a joint event 

with the US Consulate here in Perth which focused on what 

to expect from The 2012 US Election. We were fortunate 

enough to have US Consul General Ms. Aleisha Woodward 

and Professor David Denemark speak and take questions at 

the event. Their speeches focused on what we can expect 

from President Obama and Republican candidate Mitt 

Romney as well as where the battleground States are likely. 

This event really provided our members with the opportunity 

not only to engage with two very well informed professionals, 

but also provided insight as to what can be expected over 

the coming month in the lead up to election day. On this 

topic we also jointly chaired an event with the Australian 

Institute of International Affairs which featured a number of 

leading American academics and the US Consulate. 

Finally we held our extremely successful “Don’t join a party, 

have a party” UWA Politics Club Cocktail Party at the 

Conservatory Rooftop Bar. The event was a huge success for 

us, selling out in 2 hours. Because of this fact our planned 

cocktail party for this semester 2 has deliberately taken this 

consideration into account when selecting a venue. Overall 

it well balanced semester that covered a range of topics 

in a variety of formats involving a range of people all from 

different political backgrounds.

Semester 2 was kicked off by the by the launch of State 

Magazine issue 8.  Again it was another great issue put 

together by Amanda and Rebecca. This particular issue 

celebrated the 40 anniversary of Australian-Chinese 

diplomat relations and featured an interview with form 

Foreign Affairs Minister Alexander Downer. For the launch we 

were fortunate enough to the State Leader of the Opposition 

the Honourable Mark McGowan MLA. His speech focused on 

the Australian-China relationship followed by his involvement 

in politics. It was great to see such a prominent political 

figure engaging with young people especially given that 

they often tend to be left out of any political debate. 

Next we held our annual Liberal vs. Labor debate. Here our 

budding politicians debated the topic that “The Rich should 

be Taxed More!”. It was hard to say who came out victorious, 

but judging from the audience’s reaction it was a highly 

provocative, but extremely entertaining and engaging 

debate. I would like to thank the Young Liberals and Young 

Labor for supporting this annual event.  Following the debate 

we organised a joint event with the UWA Computing Club 

which focused on internet security and the new high-speed 

internet system being rolled out across Australia. For this 

event we got back Greens Senator Ludlum who is also the 

Greens Spokesperson for Broadband, Communications and 

the Digital Economy. The event was chaired by Policy VP 

Tim Sondalini. The event was fantastic joint event and was 

extremely informative for members from both clubs.

Our final event to date was the 2012 Guild President Debate 

between Star Candidate Cameron Barnes and Liberty 

Candidate Ben Watson. This would have had to of been 

the biggest event that the UWA Politics Club has ever 

hosted. We estimated around 250 people to have been in 

attendance. With the assistance of the Arts Communication 

Office we were fortunate enough to capture this historical 

moment and upload it to YouTube with the links being sent 

to all students. It was a fabulous event, one that we hope to 

continue to hold. I would like to acknowledge the Western 

Australian Electoral Commission for their support in helping 

us put on this fantastic event!

Our last event, before the goes to print, was Mock Parliament! 

It was an extremely successful night full of passionate and 

well informed political debate, quirky tweets online, laughs, 

food and most importantly fun. We debated motions on 

everything from public vs. private health care, axing the 

SSAF, using the AFP to enforce the Sex Discrimination Act 

and calling on the military to alleviate industrial action. A big 

thank to all the political parties for getting involved and also 

to Dr. Dennis Jensen MP for opening proceedings!

Our remaining events for 2012, which happen after this goes 

to print, are our AGM and Cocktail Party! Irrespective of what 

happens at the AGM and whether I am fortunate enough to 

lead the club next year, the UWA Politics Club will still be here 

at UWA. Thus, I look forward to having you on board in 2013 

for what should be another massive year regardless! Thank 

you all once again and I can’t wait to see you all next year.

Cheers,

Angus Duncan

President 2012
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Editorial
Hello and welcome to Issue 9 of State Magazine! I know I 

say this every time, but I think this issue has been the best 

one yet! I would like to say thank you to every single student 

who contributed to this issue. I obviously couldn’t have done 

it without you!  I am so proud of what State Magazine has 

achieved in 2012, and I look forward to the future issues.

In this issue I decided to focus on the 

upcoming United States Presidential 

Election, and by the large number of articles 

recieved on this topic, I know there are 

many students eagerly awaiting the result 

on November 6. In this election, incumbent 

Democratic President Barack Obama is 

running for a second and final term against 

his opponent, former Massachusetts 

Governor, Republican Mitt Romney. By the 

time you read this, the Presidential and Vice 

Presidential Debates would’ve concluded, 

and there will be only 6 days left until 

Election Day. 

We are heading towards the end of 2012, 

and like every other year, the UWA Politics 

Club is holding their AGM this week.  I will  

start by thanking every single person on the UWA Politics 

Club Committee for all their hard work and dedication 

this year. I would especially like to thank Angus, Aaron and 

George for all of their support and assistance this year. I have 

really enjoyed being part of such a great group of people! I 

would also like to wish the incoming committee all the best, 

and hope they enjoy being part of a great and successful 

club! 

I cannot forget about my Head Editor, Rebecca Anderton. 

She has been an absolute star and done a great job this year! 

Also a HUGE thank you to our sub-editors Ben Buxton and 

Meg Keyes. We have had such a large number of articles 

submitted with each issue, and you guys have done a great 

job!

This year, State Magazine has been very fortunate enough to 

work with The Political Bouillon, who are an independent online 

journal linking Concordia and McGill Universities in Canada. 

We have established an ‘article exchange’ with them to 

expand readership to an international level. This is a fantastic 

opportunity, and establishing some kind of collaboration with 

students across the globe can really broaden our audience. 

I am really thankful that I got the chance to meet Isabelle 

from The Political Bouillon, and I’d like to thank her for all her 

help and guidance. For more information on The Political 

Bouillon, go to: <www.thepoliticalbouillon.com>.

This  semester at UWA has been a big one. Unless you’ve been 

living under a rock, you would’ve been aware of the Guild 

Elections that took place from November 17th-20th. After 

a long and stressful week of campaigning, 

Cameron Barnes (STAR)  was voted in as 

the 100th Guild President. Be sure to read 

more about the Guild Elections in this issue. 

With less than five months until the State 

Election, all parties in Western Australia 

have been stepping up their campaigning 

efforts. On August 25th, the Northern 

Territory held its general election, which 

elected all 25 members of the Legislative 

Assembly in the unicameral Northern 

Territory Parliament. After eleven years in 

government, the Australian Labor Party 

was defeated by the Country Liberal 

Party led by opposition leader Terry Mills 

with a swing of four seats. Most recently, 

the Australian Capital Territory held their 

general elections. While the votes are still being counted, it’s 

looking like the Liberals will receive 8 seats, Labor 7, and the 

Greens 2. 

A lot has happened in Federal politics since the last issue. 

On October 9, Peter Slipper announced his resignation 

after motion of no confidence in Parliament was defeated 

by one vote (69/70) earlier in the day. Later that evening, 

Anna Burke was nominated and elected the new Speaker 

of the House of Representatives unopposed. On this same 

day, Prime Minister Julia Gillard delivered a now famous 

speech, slamming Opposition Leader Tony Abbott for being 

a misogynist.  Recent Newspoll rating from October 9 show 

ALP – 33% (-3), L/NP – 45% (+4), GRN – 10% (-2) with a two 

party-preferred rating of ALP – 46% (-4), L/NP – 54% (+4). 

With a federal election still over a year away, these numbers 

can still go anywhere. 

So that’s it. Thank you to all our readers and contributors 

who have made State Magazine so successful. I look forward 

to seeing what 2013 will bring! 

Amanda Robideau

Publications Officer
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America Cannot Afford Romney

With mere weeks left on the countdown timer until election 

night, the US Presidential race is nearing its closing lap, and 

what a journey around the track it has been.

The ‘official’ part of final campaigning kicked off on October 

3, with President Barack Obama and Governor Mitt Romney 

facing off in Denver, Colorado for the first of three debates. 

For many punters, what eventuated that evening was 

what no one expected: it certainly, as the Washington Post 

suggested, was not the two men we had gotten to know over 

the previous 18 months of campaigning. 

Obama, struggling to eschew the stigma that surrounds 

the re-election prospects of Presidents overseeing high 

unemployment rates, has been on a yearlong mission to not 

only point out that his plans for jobs growth have resulted 

in the creation of 31 million private sector jobs but also to 

paint a picture of stark contrast between him and his GOP 

would-be.

The President had a wonderful story to tell: here stood a 

GOP Presidential contender who was the very embodiment 

of Wall Street and a relentless and unfeeling venture (or 

vulture, if you like) capitalism. A former CEO of a company 

that bought off American enterprise for base rates and 

exported jobs overseas; a man who so distrusted the health 

of the American economy that he chose to keep his minted 

dollar bills in Cayman Island bank accounts, and, perhaps 

most woundingly, a man who said that the now prospering 

Detroit auto-industry should simply be left to go bankrupt.

This was in fact, amid the dreary depths of the intellectually 

barren and shamelessly two-faced GOP field, the best the 

Republicans had to offer. 

The Obama campaign would have been barking mad not 

to capitalise on the embodiment of greed and unpatriotism 

that was running against the incumbent. On this score, they 

did not disappoint. Obama’s attack ads on Romney’s record 

as a CEO and general maker-of-money was halted only 

during times when the Republican nominee was too busy 

being his own worst enemy.

From the early beginnings of 2012 the Obama campaign 

had so successfully deflected the apparent shortcomings 

of the economy that might be cursorily attributed to his 

administration to the values and economic plan (or lack 

thereof depending on your beef) of his Right wing opponent, 

that the polls were producing early results in favour of his 

re-election.  

Even key states like Ohio and Florida began to show healthy 

signs of improvement in the President’s favour.

The narrative success of the Obama mission was intensified 

when the decision was made by the GOP and Romney to 

select Paul Ryan as his Vice Presidential running mate. For 

the Democrats, this was a dream come true. 

Ryan represents the fringes of the Randian Right wing in the 

GOP: his budget ‘plan’ represents the sterile brand of market 

economics that is currently savaging Ireland. For Obama 

and Vice President Joe Biden, this represented another great 

opportunity to frame the national conversation around the 

economic terrorism of the Tea Party and the anti-freedom, 

anti-opportunity fringe Right.

America 
Cannot 
Afford 
Romney 
By Mitchell Goff
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The October 3 debate was not a showcase for these two, 

very different stories. Instead, Barack Obama looked tired, 

his words were monotonous and his demeanour was 

almost defeatist. Romney, by contrast, was warm, spirited 

and assertive managing to communicate a persona to the 

viewing audience that had been absent all election season.

It was widely believed that Romney, if only as a result of 

Obama’s poor showing, claimed victory in the October 3 

debate yet the Gallup tracker still put Obama 5 points ahead 

among registered voters.

The second presidential debate told the converse story.

The showing by the two men on October 16 resurrected 

an Obama that was sorely missing in his first. Working 

off the back of two weeks’ worth of analysis on Romney’s 

eleventh hour policy back flips, Obama had both the record 

and momentum to give him the edge when the two met in 

Hampstead, New York. 

Once again we were given a preview of what a Romney 

presidency might look like and this time Obama was pointing 

it out: the fact that Romney wants to spend $5 trillion for 

the military when they haven’t asked for it, the fact that he 

wants to extend the Bush tax cuts to the tune of $1 trillion and 

a further $2 trillion in tax cuts without, apparently, resulting 

in a tax increase on the middle classes. Contrary to Romney’s 

protestations there is no study, no economist indeed no set 

of mathematics that allows this sort of spending while trying 

to cut the deficit.

Despite Obama’s victorious performance, the Gallup tracker 

now has Romney two points ahead on 48-46, the converse 

of the reaction we witnessed two weeks earlier. 

Historically speaking, Presidential debates, unless they mark 

significant changes in policy, rarely influence the decision of 

voters when it comes to the day itself. In this sense, debates 

are far more valuable in their theatre than their substance 

(which should come as no real surprise).

What Obama really needed to do following his disappointing 

inaugural performance was rouse the base and give those 

college kids and true believers a reason to believe once 

more. Against that measure, I don’t think there can be any 

doubt that Obama managed to do just that.

Despite the alarming poll numbers, unemployment is tracking 

down particularly in key states, Ohio in particular has a 

jobless rate of 7% which is 2% lower than when Reagan won. 

The truth is that the benefits of a slow recovery are erratic 

and inconsistent by their very nature. The sheen and glamour 

of the Obama 08 campaign would seem complacent and 

irresponsible today. 

If Obama can continue to run a disciplined campaign 

focused on, not away from, the economy; if he can eschew 

the temptation to merely build momentum off Romney’s 

latest back flips and gaffes (such as that time in debate 

two when he confirmed he did want General Motors to go 

bankrupt) which run the risk of making his campaign look 

condescending and petty, then he should hopefully secure a 

second term.

The truth of the matter is that America literally cannot afford 

Willard Mitt Romney.
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State Magazine was very fortunate to be given the 

opportunity to interview Aleisha Woodward, the U.S. Consul 

General to Perth.  As part of her job as the U.S. Consul General 

to Perth, she is responsible for maintaining contact with 

senior Australia officials (both State and Federal), keeping 

the United States Embassy and Washington informed of 

any political, social and economic developments affecting 

U.S. interests, and representing the United States at public 

functions. 

UWA Politics Club President, Angus Duncan and Publications 

Officer, Amanda Robideau met with Ms Woodward to discuss 

the upcoming United States Presidential Election.

STATE: As an overview what have been the key issues of this 

election?

“Well I think the main one is the issue that fundamentally 

divides Republicans from Democrats – and that’s a 

difference what each party believes the role of the Federal 

Government should be, or how big the role of the Federal 

Government should be. In general, Democrats believe 

that the government needs to step in to get people to do 

the right thing, and the free-market isn’t going to solve all 

problems. Whereas Republicans believe the government is 

part of the problem, and if government would just step aside 

and let people get on with things, the free-market will be able 

to solve most problems. 

And so I think you are seeing this played out in this election in 

many ways – I think that’s what is underlying the discussion 

of healthcare, in response to President Obama’s passing of 

the Affordable Healthcare Act. I don’t know if you noticed 

in the debates, one of the things that Governor Romney 

talked about was the fact that this issue should be left to the 

individual states. The Republicans in general, argue that the 

Federal Government should do as few things as possible, and 

that as many rights and responsibilities as possible should be 

reserved for the states. So it’s a difference in philosophy, and 

I think that’s similar to every Presidential Election for the last 

50-60 years.

The big issue in every election is, of course, the economy. 

It’s going to be interesting to see what happens. The 

unemployment figures came out last week – it’s dipped 

below 8% to 7.8%, but the economy is not doing as well as we 

would all like it to. So people are going to be looking at their 

pocketbook and saying “Am I better off now than I was four 

years ago?” That has a big impact; we call it the pocketbook 

vote. It has a huge impact on what people will vote for. “

STATE: Is this really an election that will determine the future 

of America as Romney put it or is that just political spin?

“To some degree it’s hyperbole, but every election matters. 

If we didn’t believe that elections matter, we wouldn’t 

live in a democracy – we would find some other form of 

government. We believe that elections matter, and through 

choosing our leaders we shape the path that our country is 

going to take. I think every single election matters – whether 

it is the defining moment of America? I don’t know, fifty 

years someone will be able to determine that. One of the 

reasons that Governor Romney is talking in those terms is 

that American’s don’t have compulsory voting. You have to 

motivate your party members to actually get them to the 

polls and vote. So Romney has to motivate people and make 

An Interview with US Consul General 
to Perth, Ms Aleisha Woodward
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them think it really matters for them to get in their cars, drive 

to the polling station and vote”. 

STATE: What criticisms has President Obama had to deal 

with during this election? 

“I think there are a number of people who have commented 

on this, the first is obviously the economy. The President has 

been the first to say that the economy has not recovered 

as quickly as we would have all liked. That is going to be 

one of the biggest things he is fighting against. If you look 

at the history of unemployment and favourability ratings – if 

President Obama wins, he wins with the worst statistics in 

living memory. He is, in some ways, an uphill battle. According 

to the polls, he seems to be doing okay. 

Another thing that is going to be a challenge, especially 

for President Obama is motivating people to go vote. In 

2008 we saw unprecedented turnout from groups that 

are traditionally underrepresented – 

young people and African Americans. 

It is going to be a challenge for the 

President to encourage them to get 

out and vote again. Perhaps a little 

bit of apathy has set back in. Back 

in 2008, the President was running 

as the ‘change candidate’, but you 

can’t be the change candidate when 

you are the incumbent. It’s a little bit 

more difficult to inspire people that 

things are going to change when 

you’re running as an incumbent on 

your record”.  

STATE: Is voter turnout going to have an impact on the 

election? How does each party get people out to vote?

“I think there are a number of ways – a lot of phone calls are 

made, a lot of door knocking, a lot of reminding people that 

“Hey everyone, remember the election is November 6th”. With 

younger people there are rock concerts like Rock the Vote 

campaign, and many things like that. Voter turnout is a big 

deal. Traditionally lower voter turnout favours the Republican 

Party, because some of the most underrepresented groups 

are the young people and minorities that tend to vote for 

the Democratic Party. But both of them have to get in and 

inspire their people to vote. In the United States, voting day 

is on a Tuesday. The first Tuesday after the first Monday – 

it’s written in. A lot of people have asked me why they don’t 

change it to a Saturday or a Sunday? Because it’s written 

into the Constitution, and changing the Constitution isn’t an 

easy thing. The polls are open early in the morning, and they 

close relatively late in the evening. Employers are required to 

give time off to vote. You come back from lunch with a little 

‘I Voted’ sticker. There’s an effort to make it socially valued if 

you do go and vote. At the end of the day, that’s all you can 

do.” 

STATE: Turning to foreign policy, are we likely to see any 

drastic changes in American foreign policy under a Romney 

regime?

“No, in a word. I don’t think that there will be a dramatic 

difference. The saying has always been that ‘politics stops 

at the waters edge’. In the United States, politics are a 

domestic thing, but once you get to the waters edge, i.e. the 

coastline, it’s national interest. National interest is the same 

whether you are Republican or Democrat.  Of course you’ll 

see a shift in areas of focus, a shift in some of the rhetoric and 

some of the programs, but it won’t fundamentally change 

our foreign policy because of our national interest will be the 

same regardless.

I don’t want it to sound like there will be no impact, because 

the President sets the agenda, chooses the Cabinet and 

the politically appointed leadership in every Executive 

department has an impact, but it’s 

not a black and white change”.

STATE: Medicare has been a hot 

topic this election, why do both of 

the major parties have such differing 

views on health care? 

“It is important to understand how 

we got here. My understanding is, 

that healthcare became tied to 

employment in the United States 

in World War II. There were caps 

on salaries that could be paid. So 

companies were looking for innovative ways to attract and 

retain quality workers, while working within these salary 

caps. So someone got this great idea of paying their health 

insurance.  So from then on, health insurance has been tied 

to employment in the United States. Because we did have a 

reasonable system of health insurance for the vast majority 

of people, there was never a huge ground swell of support to 

nationalize healthcare as there is here in Australia. 

If you watch the first Presidential Debate, they spoke 

about this to some degree. It gets back to the difference 

between Republicans and Democrats. Democrats believe 

the government needs to step in to solve some problems, 

Republicans believe that if you leave it to the market it can 

figure it out, or in the issue of healthcare, it’s an issue for the 

states to decide. It gets back to the fundamental difference 

in philosophy”. 

STATE: What have the Presidential Debates demonstrated to 

American voters?

“There is a lot of literature about ‘do the debates matter?’ 

‘Do they have any impact on the election?’ Do debates win 

elections? Probably not. But it’s one of the few times that 

large sections of the American population gets to see the 

“If you look at the history 
of unemployment and 
favourability ratings 
– if President Obama 
wins, he wins with the 
worst statistics in living 
memory. He is, in some 
ways, an uphill battle”. 
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Presidential candidates unfiltered, for significant amounts of 

time. If you go to a campaign event, or see media coverage, 

it’s snippets or sound bites. You don’t get to see how they 

interact with someone they don’t agree with. In essence, it’s 

a ninety-minute job interview with the next candidate right 

there next to you. Sixty seven million American’s tuned into 

the first Presidential Debate – that’s 40% of the American 

population. I think that American’s like that opportunity to 

check out the candidates in their authentic, unscripted 

environment.

The thing that seems to have most of an impact from the 

debates isn’t what they say; it’s the non-verbal interaction. 

There was a debate, the Gore-Bush debate, where Gore 

continually interrupted Bush and at one point was seen to 

be rolling his eyes. I think he had a significant lead before 

the debate, but over the next few weeks it dissolved. People 

were able to see that non-verbal interaction and were 

turned off by it. I don’t think anyone would argue that there 

is a direct correlation between performance in the debate 

and the performance of the election, but it’s one of the 

few opportunities American’s get to see their candidates 

unfiltered and unscripted”.

STATE: Where are the key battle states? 

“This year there are a number of them, but based on the 

recent polling, it looks like Ohio is no longer in the swinging-

state category. It looks like Colorado is going to be a big one 

– Iowa, Florida, North Carolina and Virginia. This is going to 

be where the election is going to be decided. 

STATE: What have been some of the highlights of the times 

you have gone to vote on Election Day?

“Actually, I have only been in the United States for one 

Presidential Election. Since I have been able to vote, I have 

been outside of the United States for the vast majority of the 

elections – I vote by mail. It was only in 2008 that I was able 

to go down to my polling station. My friends thought I was 

weird because I was so excited, but it was nice to be there 

and get my little sticker. Of course, a lot of the impetus behind 

the American Revolution was the fact that we didn’t get the 

opportunity to vote in elections for the British Parliament. 

So it’s always been a huge emphasis in the United States 

to make voting available for everybody. Voting by mail, 

absentee ballots, has always been an integral part of the 

American election process. 

You register with your county, because you don’t just vote 

for President for Vice President, but also your House of 

Representatives Member. A third of the people are voting 

for their Senate member, half are voting for their Governor, 

most people are voting for their State Legislator, all the way 

down to things like the Supreme Court Justice or the Public 

Utility District Commissioner. These are all the things that 

I am supposed to vote on. To be honest, I don’t stay very 

well abreast of a lot of local issues, so I end up voting just on 

statewide or Federal issues. There’s a lot of stuff that goes 

into Election Day that a lot of people don’t realize. 
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Nearly four years ago, on November the 4th 2008, a total 

of 132,618,580 U.S citizens voted in the Presidential election, 

which saw Barack Obama succeed in becoming the first 

African American to hold the office of President of the 

United States.  The voter turnout was a mere 56.8%. This is 

a very poor showing by Australian standards, but incredibly 

this was the highest turnout percentage since 1968, when 

Richard Nixon narrowly defeated Hubert Humphrey.  In the 

four years that have passed with Obama in charge, he has 

had a considerable impact in domestic affairs, but more 

significantly, on international relations and world politics.  

The President of the United States is today so much more 

than the leader of a country.  

They are the face of worldwide democracy, peace, prosperity 

and justice.  So much of what Obama has done has been for 

the good of the world, not just for America.  The power in 

the hands of man in this position is huge.  What must be 

avoided, however, is this power falling into the hands of the 

wrong leader.  An argument can be made that 57% of the 

population of just one country alone is not enough to give 

someone the keys to the White House.  As the head of a world 

superpower, a greater mandate is surely required.  There are 

several suggestions that have been made to rectify this, 

some logical, others very radical.  I will look at some of these 

suggestions and examine what method will best ensure the 

success of the US as a global superpower, and also how to 

best maintain essential democratic standards, such as a 

political mandate and effective representation.  

When looking at Obama’s achievements worldwide, as well 

as what other US Presidents have done in the past and will 

continue to do in the future, it is fair to say that it is not just 

American citizens who are impacted by the US election; 

it is a worldwide occasion.  The decision to kill Osama bin 

Laden, the withdrawal of troops from Iraq, opting out of the 

ratification of the Kyoto Protocol, are all decisions which are 

having massive implications worldwide.  One suggestion 

made is that the result of the US Election should be a 

worldwide decision.  

Whilst this would undoubtedly be a radical move, there is 

some merit to the idea.  As stated previously, the title of 

President of the United States is more than just that.  They 

are the face of capitalism, and their decisions are just as 

influential on an Australian citizen as they are on Americans.  

Global Post US did a worldwide survey on people from 

over 20 different countries, and found that if there was a 

worldwide vote, Obama would win in a landslide with 65% 

support compared to 18% for Mitt Romney.  Looking back in 

time, had this method been employed, Al Gore would almost 

certainly have defeated George W. Bush in 2000.  

A Simple Majority is not 
Always Enough
By Ashley Blake



14

The effect this vote could have had on an international 

scale is undeniable.  Several crises that we are facing today 

could surely have been avoided.  Global warming, the war 

in Afghanistan, and even the Global Financial Crisis could 

theoretically have been avoided under Gore’s leadership.  

Given the effect that this could have had on countries 

such as Australia, Canada and other democratic states, 

it is reasonable to suggest that citizens of these countries 

should be able to vote in these elections.  What gives this 

argument even more credibility is the fact that nearly half 

of all Americans have no interest in who their leader is, so 

much so that they won’t even take the time to cast their vote.  

As most US citizens fit the realist model of a self interested 

voter, they would vote for the candidate that would most 

benefit them personally, at whatever worldwide detriment 

this may cause.  

Of course, it is easy to brush aside these suggestions with the 

arguments of state sovereignty and individual rights.  Other 

countries don’t have the right to interfere in the interests of 

sovereign states, therefore cannot have a say in who leads 

the country.  This is certainly a valid argument, but in the era 

of interdependence that we now live in, times are changing.  

The US has a responsibility to the rest of the world to make 

decisions in the best interests of everybody concerned.  This 

isn’t to say that Obama would do a better job than Romney; 

only that the worldwide perception is that Obama has 

changed the international political landscape for the better 

in his term of office, and most countries would be happier if 

he was in charge for a second term.  

Latest poll predictions are changing by the day, but the 

general trend is a narrow victory to Romney.  Compare 

this with the worldwide vote which sees Obama win with a 

40% margin, and it is clear there is a serious discrepancy 

between what America wants and what the world wants.  

One of the reasons for this is that Obama’s reforms, although 

undoubtedly beneficial, are very expensive.  

Although many Americans may agree in principle with 

‘Obamacare’ and other similarly expensive policies, when 

it comes to footing the bill many citizens are less inclined.  

Other nations who aren’t faced with the economic burden of 

Obama’s reformist nature would fully support this measure. 

As such, it does seem harsh to leave America stuck with a 

President they don’t really want, just because other countries 

think he’s the best candidate.

A far less radical alternative is to institute compulsory voting 

for US citizens.  This is an idea that has been promoted 

for many years, but has always fallen at the same hurdle; 

America’s rights based framework for the functions of 

society.  The US is obsessed with the notion of human rights, 

and although throughout history this has been a successful 

element of their democracy, one aspect they neglect is that 

of human responsibilities.  In Australia of course we have the 

responsibility to vote; it is seen as more of a duty than a right, 

even if it is protected by the Constitution.  In America they 

approach elections in the sense that they have the right 

to abstain from voting, rather than adopt the democratic 

process as a responsibility.  

Most of the people who don’t vote choose not to do so 

because they have no interest in politics, not necessarily 

because they want to exercise any right of abstaining.  The 

same people who would be outraged at the idea of other 

countries interfering in US politics are likely to be the ones 

who can’t be bothered taking the time to vote or to make an 

informed choice if they do vote.  

Of course, any argument about a worldwide ballot is merely 

theoretical.  It is all but impossible that a worldwide vote 

for the US President will ever occur.  The advertising cost 

in America alone is already too much; the media coverage 

necessary worldwide would bankrupt any government.  

The US Supreme Court strongly believes that common law 

principles protect state sovereignty, although other legal 

experts have suggested the 10th and 11th Amendments of the 

US Constitution also do the same.  

Either way, state sovereignty is well and truly entrenched 

in America.  Despite this, the argument that the President 

should require a greater mandate is valid, thus the proposal 

for compulsory voting.  The US has always been a country 

that neglects the idea of human responsibilities, a principle 

that goes hand in hand with human rights.  Their rights 

dependent society needs an overhaul and this is the perfect 

opportunity to do so.  

If America isn’t inclined to change its electoral methods it is 

not going to have disastrous implications, but it is imperative 

that the US does look at their role beyond the scope of 

the interests of American citizens.  If they are prepared to 

champion themselves as the “global superpower,” then they 

need to take the responsibility that the position requires, 

even if that means going against the wishes of their own 

people.  The ratification of the Kyoto Protocol, resolving 

the war in Afghanistan and healthier trade regulations with 

China are all essential international problems that need to 

be addressed, but are continually being overlooked.  

The importance of these issues cannot be overstated and 

with the responsibility of the handling of these being placed 

firmly on America’s shoulders, they need a leader with 

almost universal support, who can make internationally 

beneficial decisions.  How they choose to ensure this is in 

their hands, and although the ideas put forward are unlikely 

to be implemented, it is clear that something must be done.
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2012 Nobel 
Peace Prize: 
A Worthy 
Recipient?
By Meg Keyes

On 12 October the Nobel Peace Prize Committee announced 

that it was awarding the 2012 Nobel Peace Prize to the 

European Union (EU) for its work in advancing peace in 

Europe.  The Committee said that the EU had helped to 

transform Europe from “a continent of war to a continent of 

peace”.    

Nobel Committee President Thorbjoern Jagland 

acknowledged the EU’s current financial and social 

problems, but highlighted the EU’s work over the last sixty 

years, referring to the reconciliation between France and 

Germany post-WWII, for the incorporation of Spain, Portugal 

and Greece after the collapse of their authoritarian regimes 

in the 1970s, the EU’s eastwards enlargement and peace 

efforts in the Balkans.  However the decision has engendered 

mixed reactions, particularly in Britain where the notoriously 

Eurosceptic press has criticised the decision, which comes 

as the EU faces what the BBC calls ‘the biggest crisis of its 

history’, with recession and social unrest rocking many of its 

member states.

While the EU’s achievements are many, the Eurozone crisis 

has made the region look more divided and fragile than it 

has in several decades.  The award has been referred to 

as a ‘confidence booster’ for the region, however Jagland 

defended the committee’s seemingly counterintuitive 

decision, arguing that the committee, made up of members 

from non-EU Norway, wasn’t trying ‘to save the Euro’ or 

dig Europe out of its current crisis.  Even the EU’s biggest 

supporters acknowledged the irony of the award being 

granted in the midst of one of the EU’s worst crises and at 

a time of deep rifts between major Member States.  Cynics 

said the award was less about celebrating the legacy of 

peace and more about delivering positive public relations 

when the EU needs it most.

The award has provoked derision from British Eurosceptics 

and some right-wing Tory MPs.  Nigel Farage, the leader 

of the UK Independence Party Ukip, which seeks Britain’s 

withdrawal from the EU, allegedly remarked “this goes to 

show the Norwegians really do have a sense of humour”, 

while Martin Callanan, the Tories’ leader in the European 

parliament said that “twenty years ago this prize would 

have been sycophantic but maybe more justified.  Today, it 

is downright out of touch.”  The Independent stated that the 

Nobel Committee was “quite right” to give its 2012 peace 

award to the EU, saying there could be no better time to 

remind people of the muddle achievements of the EU and to 

warn of the dangers represented by its gradual dissolution 

or collapse.

Reactions from Continental Europe have generally 

been more positive, with EU Commission President Jose 

Manuel Barroso calling the award “a great honour”; while 

European Council President Herman Van Rompuy said it 

was recognition for the work of “the biggest peacemaker 

in history.”  French President François Hollande said the EU 

needed to show it was “worthy” of the award.  However not all 

reactions from the Continent have been favourable.  There 

was astonishment from some in Greece.  Panos Skourletis, 

spokesman for Syriza, the main opposition party said, “this 

decision cheapens the prize and more importantly harms 

the institution of the Nobel peace award.”  Dutch Eurosceptic 

Geert Wilders was also unimpressed, while Jean-Luc 

Mélenchon, leader of France’s far-left Front de Gauche, 

called the award an example of “black humour”.

It has not yet been decided who will actually pick up the 

award, presented in Oslo on 10 December, or what the EU will 

do with the US$1.2million prize money.  The EU would have to 

win the prize for 541 495 years in a row in order to finance its 

flagship bailout fund with the prize money.
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In an age of complex new social media platforms and 

communication devices, such as Facebook and Viber/

Whatsapp, it is ironic that the villains of today are still being 

caught out by old technology.

First, it was Alan Jones.  Caught saying that Julia Gillard’s 

dad “died of shame” by a reporter with a voice recorder, at a 

Sydney University Liberal Club function.  

And then it was Peter Slipper’s turn to step up to the crease.  

With a text message to a former staffer referring to female 

genitalia as the fleshy part of a certain crustacean.

It is hard not to describe Slipper’s texts as merely 

extraordinarily silly.  They are the bread and butter of 

playground humour for pubescent boys.  But it is also worth 

nothing, not in Slipper’s defence but to understand the full 

context, that these sort of references are also the domain of 

a wider and older demographic.  To put it simply, it is not the 

first time that the likeness of genitalia to inanimate objects 

has been made.  

Australian journalist Mia Freedman’s self-proclaimed 

women’s website on news/style/relationships, mamamia.

com.au, published two articles in 2010 entitled “10 things 

that accidentally look like vaginas” and “Clouds that look 

like penises”.  Mamamia isn’t a fringe site.  According to its 

management it has 500,000 readers and over 12 million 

page views per month.  Further, “it is also a national daily 

radio show on the Today network, Mamamia Today”.  

What were the reactions of readers: shock, outrage, 

disgust?  Well, not really.  The great bulk of comments said 

it was lighthearted and brought a smile to their day. Several 

commented on the article with their own suggestions of other 

inanimate objects that share a resemblance to a vagina.  Jane 

wrote, “check out the vagina tree in Kellet Street [Sydney]” 

and Bee, commenting on a suggestion that the article was 

somewhat sexist wrote, “Loved this Mia [Freedman]. I call 

bullocks on the sexist remark too!”  Ruby Napoli wrote, “Ooh I 

have another one…big, juicy NZ mussels. Classic vaginas.”  To 

a comment arguing that this article was silly, several other 

commenter’s hit back with proud acceptance of this saying 

it was the sort of things they giggled over with the girls after 

a few glasses of “bubbly”.

One must wonder if Slipper had had a few of those glasses 

of “bubbly” because the texts smell like the vomit of teenage 

boys after their first barcardi breezer.

“Funny how we say that a person is a c**t when many guys 

like c**ts”, Slipper texted in what is a very rare insight into 

OPINION: Say it, don’t 
spray it: the immoral 
lesson of the Slipper 
and Jones affairs
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the working of his deeply analytical mind.

And, his apt description, directed to then-staffer James 

Ashby that:  “They look like mussell (sic) removed from its 

shell.  Look at a bottle of mussel meat.”  I might suggest to 

Peter that just because James Ashby is a homosexual, does 

not necessarily imply he doesn’t know what a vagina looks 

like but I’m just spit balling here.

What is more surprising than the content text messages is 

that Slipper did not finish the texts with a “haha” or a “lol”, or 

some sort of emoticon. The mussel comments were not sexist 

or misogynist, just silly.  On the other hand, Slipper’s texts 

that reference Sophie Mirabella as a “b[i]tch” and describe 

Mal Brough as a “c**t”, are just not cricket given his position 

as Speaker, or maybe even just generally as a decent human 

being. End of story.  

Jones’ gaff was not creative or witty, or an original thought.  

It was merely a matter of time before a B-grade stand up 

comic felt that it was no longer “too soon” to employ the 

death of Julia Gillard’s father into a crass one liner to end his/

her career.  Fortunate for them, Jones stole the limelight and 

simultaneously saved the career of that fledgling comic.

The reaction to Slipper and to Jones went expectedly.  

Both sides of the political fence came out saying they did 

not condone the comments of each of the villains, but it 

didn’t stop there.  The Government began to spin the Jones 

comment as a sexist attack on the Prime Minister caused by 

the misogynist environment created by the negative Abbott 

led Liberal Party.  In effect the Government’s line became: 

Tony Abbott and the Liberal Party hate women.  

No sooner had the airwaves begun to settle from the Jones 

affair, than Tony Abbott came barnstorming out to make 

the case for Slipper to be dethroned for his “vile anatomical 

references”.  The fact the Government did not agree on 

removing Slipper meant that, in the eyes of the Opposition, it 

was actually the Julia Gillard and the Labor Party that hated 

women more.

What do these comments say about the state of Australian 

politics or society in general? Is it, if we are to believe Tony 

Abbott and Julia Gillard who appear to be on the same 

bandwagon, that Australian politics and commentary is full 

of misogynist lunatics?

The way political discourse in this country is shaping up you 

might be mistaken to believe that the party who can prove 

the other hates women more wins elections in Australia.  

Gillard brought out all stops, in a preview of what can be 

By Zach Cole
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expected before the next election, and deployed the A-bomb.  

Abortion.

Suddenly, what were short comments by two villains have 

sparked a greater debate on Australian culture.  That is not a 

bad thing, but it isn’t genuine debate.

The saddest thing about these two sets of comments is 

not their inappropriateness.  It isn’t the fact that making a 

joke about someone’s dead father sits firmly on the bottom 

of the barrel of low. Additionally, with respect to Slipper’s 

statements, that a MP was sending messages of that ilk in the 

same breathe as discussing representing his constituents.

The saddest thing is the wrong moral that will be learned.  

The moral of the Jones and Slipper affairs should be simple: 

people should be respectful, polite and tolerant.

The moral that will be learned is that which is taught to 

young political aspirants, students wanting to make it big 

in commerce or law, and to anyone 

aiming for a position in the public 

spot light.

That moral is: don’t write something, 

or say it where it might be recorded, 

if you wouldn’t want to see that same 

thing written on the front cover of the 

newspaper. That moral is immoral. It 

is wrong.  It suggests that it may be 

ok to hold views that are unethical, 

immoral or downright disrespectful, but that they should just 

be hidden.  Make sure it doesn’t get out, they say.

Slipper and Jones have both come out with, although in 

different degrees of sincerity, a form of regret for their 

statements; but what do they regret? Saying them, or the 

fact that they got out?

They failed to take heed to the lessons of history.  Slipper is 

probably thinking to himself, why didn’t I take the lessons 

of the Weiner debacle? Logic suggests that more of this 

can be expected.  Think 50 years ago. The only things 

that were recorded were those things written down. Now 

a mass of communication, not just on text messages, but 

social networking sites form an impenetrable database of 

everything anyone has ever said.  Young political “movers 

and shakers” form political dirt files on possible future 

political opponents.  They form files on friends because, 

who knows, they might one day tussle for a pre-selection, or 

heaven forbid, the office of Prime Minister. 

For too long public figures have maintained and perpetuated 

a double standard:  a censored public image and a raw and 

opinionated private life. That was easy in an era where the 

only news travelled by paper. Nowadays, it’s not so easy.  The 

double standard is being found out.

The solution is simple. Pick one standard and stick to it. Abide 

by the simple morality that people should be respectful, 

polite and tolerant.  If that means that saying genitalia looks 

like some other inanimate object is just tongue in cheek, then 

say it!  It just means don’t run away from it from when others 

hear.  On the other hand, if you believe that referring to a 

female member of parliament as a “b[i]tch” is not respectful, 

polite and tolerant, then not only should you not text it, 

Facebook it or even say it to close friends, but you should 

not even think it.

It is an inherent contradiction in Australian political discourse 

that it is seemingly acceptable for individuals to vent their 

private views in private and then put on a different face for 

the cameras. That concerns only arise when it “gets out”.  

It is the shocking reason why individuals at a University 

mock parliament requested that the event not be recorded 

for fear that what they might say 

would damage their future political 

ambitions.  

The same reason why Kevin Rudd 

was regretful, that a video of 

him venting his frustration whilst 

recording a Chinese language, 

message went public. Perpetuated 

by the same immoral: don’t have 

anything recorded that you wouldn’t 

want to see in the newspaper.  Say it, but just don’t spray it.

The problem with my argument, that people should only 

act with respect, politeness and tolerance, and should say 

what they feel, is that it only works if everyone does it: 

citizens, the media and political figures.  As soon as the 

media sensationalizes a comment, or a politician gives 

too much undue weight to some statistic or factor, what 

results is a simplified and overly politically correct system of 

governance.  None can be more so than the endless crusade 

for the “budget surplus” as if that in itself is the only factor 

in assessing good economic governance.  That if the surplus 

box is ticked the image of economic proficiency is achieved.

The Australian political dimension forces participants to 

play the man, and not the ball.  It is an environment where 

mediocrity and blandness dominate. A system based on 

trying to create the image that one is right, rather than 

actually being right.  Sadly, where how well they “sheep” 

measure the success of a political operative: never being the 

first, never being alone and never making much difference 

to the world.

Slipper and Jones have both 
come out with, although in 

different degrees of sincerity, 
a form of regret for their 

statements; but what do they 
regret? Saying them, or the 

fact that they got out?
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For the second time within a year, the students of UWA have 

overwhelmingly voted for change, with STAR Presidential 

candidate Cameron Barnes beating Liberty’s Ben Watson   to 

become the 100th Guild President. 

Barnes achieved a 9% swing over Watson, with a swarm of 

STAR candidates following him into office limiting, the Liberty 

incumbents to just one term in office. 

Barnes said on the morning following his election that it was 

still sinking in.

“All I can say right now is that I am so honoured and proud 

of the STAR 2013 team. On the last day, Council candidates 

were just running handing out one another’s how to vote 

cards. The whole focus has been on the team and what 

we want to achieve together. I’m so excited that students 

have given us the great privilege of being able to achieve 

those things.”

Liberty’s Ben Watson said the result was disappointing, 

telling supporters in his concession speech that they can be 

proud of standing for their values.

“No loss is permanent, as long as there are students at 

UWA who want a Guild that provides services they want 

and not what STAR thinks they should want, Liberty will 

exist and fight on. Thank you all for your efforts.”

There was some solace for Liberty, as they retained the 

Women’s Officer position, with Sophie Liley beating 

Independent candidate Anita Creasey by just over 100 votes. 

The incumbents also kept 3 Guild Councillor positions.

STAR has a clear majority on council, wielding 10 Guild 

Councillors and the entirety of the voting executive. 

So how did we end up here? In what’s been described as the 

dirtiest campaign in a long time, let’s look back at the key 

issues.

Policies

The major policy issue was catering. STAR developed a “if 

you can’t beat them, join them” policy, announcing that 

Rocketfuel would stay, with the current Guild outlets being 

refurbished and would compete with one another. Liberty, 

obviously buoyed by the success of Rocketfuel this year set 

their sight on opening a Subway and a Nagano Sushi on 

campus.

An additional issue for both major tickets was the controversial 

SSAF. The compulsory fee that has angered students, lead 

Liberty to declare it will continue lobbying against the fee. 

STAR took a different view by saying that there’s very little 

that can be done about the Federal legislation, and that 

UWA should rejoin the NUS and assures students that the 

money will be spent properly.

This year was the first in which the two Presidential 

candidates faced each other in a debate and were able to 

discuss the policies that both tickets were running with. Run 

by the UWA Politics Club, the two candidates both performed 

in front of a crowd made mostly out of Liberty and STAR 

candidates, who whooped and cheered whenever their 

candidate finished speaking; it was clear from looking at the 

audience that no minds were changed that day.

Liberty Falls
By Dylan Caporn
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The Booths

Last year one of the bigger issues on the booths was the 

rain that washed out most of the third day of polling. This 

year, while there was rain forecast, it was not to be, with 

candidates campaigning in mostly sunny, warm weather.  

By Monday at 5pm, both sides were firmly of the opinion that 

STAR had won the day, out polling Liberty on both the Oak 

and Reid booths. A common consensus is that Liberty weren’t 

organised, and STAR candidates were more enthusiastic and 

engaging on the day, and theme that emerged throughout 

all of polling week

Tuesday, and a low turnout at the Business booth has led 

many to believe that STAR has either kept it close or even 

come in front there. However, Liberty had performed better 

on Tuesday, then Monday, bridging a substantial gap. 

The Business School booth proved interesting once again. 

Usually considered a Liberty stronghold, STAR split the 

booth by running several well-known economics students, 

including Rob Purdew, ECOMS Education Vice President, as 

their Treasurer. Some consider the booth to be even won by 

STAR. 

By the end of Wednesday the numbers were showing a very 

strong turnout, with approximately 3,300 votes cast by the 

end of the third day of polling.

Finally, Thursday, and a last minute scare for STAR as a bloc 

of voters descends from Currie Hall all intending to vote for 

Liberty, winning the Reid Booth for the incumbents for the 

afternoon.

Last year, it was clear that Liberty had a substantial lead 

on the final day of polling due to the fact that their Welfare 

Officer candidate, Siamak Saberi, was the President of 

the University Dental Students’ Society. This year, with the 

current President, Luke Rodman, on the ticket, STAR easily 

won the booth, and Rodman won a seat as a Guild Councillor.  

Surely however, the best part of this year was the voter 

turnout. Over 4,000 voters came out to make a choice 

for Guild. While this is directly related to the number of 

candidates that ran in the election (a 29% increase in both 

the number of Guild Council candidates and voters can’t be 

thrown aside as a mere coincidence), there is now a fierce 

competition on campus for control of the Guild.

Behaviour on the booths has been another focal point this 

year. Loud personal insults hurled between candidates 

ranging from their ideology to their families. This year many 

candidates were removed from the booths for periods of 

time as punishment for breaking the regulations.

Despite ambitions for a clean campaign, it seems that not 

all is squeaky clean. One look at the posters see Progressive 

Voice saying that STAR’s catering plan would cost $1.5 

million, and poses the equation “STAR supports the NUS + 

NUS supports the SSAF = STAR supports the SSAF?”

That’s not to say that STAR was entirely clean. A poster 

released specifically for polling week attacked Ben Watson 

for not attending most Ed Council meetings throughout the 

year said the incumbents ”sold out students behind closed 



21

doors “ in regards to catering, as well as accusing them of 

using Guild resources for re-election.

To see this attitude of dirty campaigning, I decided to head 

to the booths on the final day of polling to see what the 

atmosphere was like.

The involvement of the WAEC in the process was questioned 

this year, with Liberty raising the impartiality of the Returning 

Officer, Ron Camp. Current Guild President, Matthew 

McKenzie when contacted by The West Australian said that 

Liberty had copped an unfair hit from the election committee 

and that the whole election had been a bit of a “shemozzle”.

The result is disastrous for Liberty. 

It is clear that disorganisation plagued Liberty from the very 

start. One look of the broadsheet sees 27 Liberty candidates 

without any details as to why they are running, compared to 

just one STAR candidate. 

To put it simply, they lost their winning campaign strategy 

this year, and STAR picked it up. The strategy mainly revolves 

around a central, uniting presidential candidate. In 2011, that 

was Matthew McKenzie, the saviour who brought Liberty the 

elusive president’s office and a majority of Guild Council. 

However there is a very different story in 2012. Barnes has 

used the techniques McKenzie used to unify and motivate 

Liberty last year this year to keep his candidates inspired. 

Each morning before polling, the STAR team would group 

together in a circle and listen to both Barnes and Campaign 

Manager Priya Brown rev them up for the next seven hours 

of polling, something that is vital to keep candidates happy 

on the booths.

Looking to 2013

So what can we expect from Liberty next year? It is an uphill 

battle for them with just 4 members on Guild Council. 

They face a difficulty in picking a candidate. Whereas in 

previous years the candidates were obvious (both McKenzie 

and Watson were the standout choices), next year their 

candidate for President is not as easy. It’s important to note 

however that the performance of every member of the Guild 

Council, from both sides, will be monitored to see what sort 

of talent exists.  

Timing will also hit the tickets hard for next year. With a 

Federal election expected between August and October, 

several keys figures from both of the main tickets will no 

doubt have some more important politics to worry about. No 

doubt the Guild Council will want to avoid conflicting dates. 

For both Liberty and UWA Students, next year will determine 

whether we have another fifteen years of STAR in power, or 

whether we have one year terms between each ticket. One 

thing is for sure; STAR cannot treat Liberty like a joke. They 

have proven what they’re capable of, and our campaigns are 

better off for the competition. 

But the responsibility now lies with STAR to follow its election 

promises. Keeping Rocketfuel is an important one to stick 

to, especially if Liberty becomes stronger next year. Should 

they remove the independent coffee stall from campus, they 

will face a strong political backlash. 

For now, I’m just glad I can walk past Reid without being 

stopped by any of them.

Dylan Caporn is the Editor of The Body Politic - Australia

http://bodypoliticaus.wordpress.com/
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It’s safe to walk past Reid and Oak again
By Ben Watson

It’s time to reflect on this year’s Guild elections and look back 

at what was good about the campaign and what was bad. 

While I am disappointed that I will not be able to see my 

vision for this campus become a reality, I must congratulate 

Cameron Barnes and the STAR team for a very well-run 

campaign. 

It was an absolute honour to run for Guild President for 

Liberty and I would like to thank my wonderful team. For 

the early mornings, for the late nights, for battling sickness 

to campaign, for standing out in the sun and in the rain for 

keeping a smile on your face no matter how tired you were. 

Thank you, most of all, for your loyalty and friendship.

While we did not achieve the result we hoped for, we can 

take great solace in the fact that more people than ever 

before voted in Guild elections. If there is one thing we can 

take away from this year, it is that more and more students 

are taking an active interest in their Guild, which is something 

we can all be proud of. Gone are the days of less than ten 

percent of the student population voting. 

The additional overwhelmingly positive thing students can 

take away from the election is that Guild elections are a 

contest now, with students having a real choice of who they 

want to represent them. Gone are the days of presidential 

candidates receiving 80 percent of the vote, gone too are 

the days where one could simply work their way up through 

their party and be Guild President. Now, to be Guild President, 

candidates must appeal to more than 20 000 students to 

place their trust in them.

I am proud to have taken part in the very first Guild 

Presidential debate. I thank the UWA Politics Club for the 

opportunity to take part in this new forum. I hope that it 

becomes a permanent feature of Guild campaigns. For me, 

the debate was a great experience. I think that I was able to 

show people that Liberty and myself are not all about food 

and SSAF; we know plenty about education too. I’m sure 

a lot of people were surprised that I asked to discuss the 

teaching and learning question, and was able to create a 

real difference between the philosophy of Liberty and STAR 

on the subject of education. 

It showed that I knew about base funding and its effects, 

open online courses and their potential impact, tutor quality 

and assessment weighting and how to improve them, 

and how the transition to new courses can be effectively 

managed. Cameron and STAR expected he would ‘smash’ 

me on education but, if I may say so myself without sounding 

too arrogant, I more than held my own. 
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This year’s campaign also continued a positive trend in Guild 

politics, that of involvement of a broader cross-section of 

students. This year Liberty assembled a group of students 

from all faculties, all colleges, and a wide variety of clubs 

on campus. The involvement of students who are from all 

faculties brings new perspectives to the Guild and achieves 

representation for more students. 

However, one trend that I would caution against is what I 

see as a growing politicization of Faculty Societies. I believe 

that the Guild parties should not try and insert their own 

people into Faculty Societies. What makes candidates from 

leadership positions in their faculties so great is that they 

have an organic understanding of the issues facing their 

fellow students and an innate connection with them – that is 

something that cannot be replicated by through implanting 

Guild hacks into the Faculty Societies. 

Faculty Societies getting more involved in the Guild and 

bringing their knowledge and expertise with them is great, 

trying to place people from the Guild into Faculty Societies 

with the aim of sending them back to the Guild is not so 

great. I would also caution Guild hacks from attempting to 

intervene in College elections, the Colleges hate this and it 

is not a way to win friends or influence people’s opinions. 

Again, in this case, organic involvement from people from 

the colleges who are eager to get involved is far better for 

the Guild and for Colleges. 

I’m extremely proud of the Liberty candidates that will be 

on Guild Council next year: Julian Rapattoni, Cam Payne, 

Dumi Mashinini and Women’s Officer Sophie Liley. I know 

they will fight for my vision for campus and Liberty’s vision 

and represent the thousands of UWA students that voted for 

Liberty. They are great ambassadors for students and solid 

citizens. I know that Sophie, as Women’s Officer will continue 

to move towards making the Women’s Office relevant for all 

women, not just the fringes. Liberty’s Councilor’s will ensure 

accountability and that all motions are debated thoroughly 

in the interests of UWA students.

Make no mistake though; Liberty will live to fight another day 

for the campus we want to see. We will be back next year, 

stronger than ever. And the Guild will be stronger for that.

We may not have got the result we hoped for this time, but 

freedom never dies and Liberty is forever.
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Whilst drinking my flat coke and watching bad Foxtel 

documentaries, I decided to research an accused thorn 

in the side of the United States and see if all the fuss is a 

reasonable assumption of the Venezuelan’s character, 

Hugo Chavez. Depending on your political inclination or 

country of birth, you would probably either consider the 

man a saint or a sinner. He is a politician with a mean streak 

who is never afraid to ruffle a few feathers. 

He boasts an improving economy that benefits state profits 

but relies heavily on the price of oil. Additionally Chavez 

has increased spending on social policies, committing 60% 

of his government revenue to the cause. Anyway, I will have 

a look at his record and see if we should feel bad either 

loving or hating the man.

Historically (since 1959) the political stone in the boot of 

the United States has been the communist ruled Cuba, just 

off the coast of the Sunshine State Florida. The emerging 

pain in the region of Latin America is the Chavez ruled 

country of Venezuela. Unlike Cuba, Venezuela has vast oil 

reserved that, since Chavez’s reign began, has improved 

the economy of the nation – until the global financial crisis 

where inflation began to rise and the economy went into a 

recession. Chavez was elected to his office in a democratic 

election and has been re-elected three times. 

Similar to Cuba, Chavez has a socialist centred political 

agenda raising the living conditions for the poorest of 

his constituents.  Hugo has created socialist policies 

focusing on the health and education sectors but despite 

this, poverty and crime are still extremely prevalent in 

Venezuelan society. He invented the political philosophy 

of ‘Bolivarianism’ for which he employs a nationalistic, 21st 

Hugo Chavez: Titan or Tyrant?
By Callan Tree 

Twitter @CallanBTree
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century version of democratic socialism. 

The improvement in the country has created a great 

amount of wealth for the Venezuelan government for which 

it is able to spend more on defence. This rise in defence 

spending along with a reportedly US$4 billion loan from 

Russia, for the modernisation of its army, has worried many 

in the United States. Factions in the US have accused the 

Venezuelan government of supplying the revolutionary 

organisation FARC with weapons. 

The U.S. has created an embargo on military equipment 

to the Venezuelan Government, which has forced Chavez 

to look elsewhere, such as Russia, China and Iran. These 

countries have been happy to equip Venezuela with many 

missiles, top of the line radar, fighter jets and helicopters. 

The rise of military power in Venezuela is considerable, but 

considering the strength of the U.S. military any attack on 

the United States or her close allies in the area would surely 

be suicide. In my opinion, conservative writers need not 

worry. These American writers still consider the economic 

improvement and difference of opinion in ideologies 

in Venezuela to be an automatic threat to its regional 

dominance.

Venezuela, although historically diplomatically sociable to 

the U.S., has recently had strained relations with the super 

power. The Chavez government has been critical of United 

States’ assassination of Osama Bin Laden and the NATO 

invasion of Libya that ended in the death of his former 

friend Muammar al-Gaddafi. On the other hand, it was the 

first foreign nation to offer humanitarian aid in the wake 

of hurricane Katrina, which ultimately was rejected by the 

American government. 

Does this sound like the actions of a state that is accused 

of having involvement with terrorist organisations such as 

Hezbollah and is considering buying missiles from Iran that 

could be used against the United States? Or maybe it was 

a way to gain support from the American public in the wake 

of a poor natural disaster rebuild by the Bush Administration. 

Either way, Venezuela was awarded a gold star in the eyes 

of the international community for its actions post-storm. 

According to his own website, Mitt Romney considers the 

socialist oppression of the people of Venezuela and Cuba 

to be detrimental to their own lives and goes as far to say 

that these nations have “provided a safe haven for drug 

traffickers, has encouraged terrorist organisations and 

has even invited Iran” into the region. According to his 

view, Barack Obama has neglected the democratic allies 

such as Columbia while “reaching out to nations that are 

working against our interests and values”. As far as fixing 

the socialist problem in the region, Romney keeps his cards 

close to his chest, instead promising to improve trade 

relations with his liberal cousins as well as containing drug 

cartels and organised crime in the area.

Obama has taken a less aggressive stance towards Chavez 

and his socialist policies. His foreign policy in general has 

been more liberal in dealing with policies and ideologies 

the American government disagrees with. A White House 

spokesperson offered their congratulations on the result 

of the election contested earlier this month. His views are 

different to a number of American writers that have labelled 

Chavez a ‘dictator’ and the election fixed. This being said, 

generally the relations between the two have been okay – 

disregarding a bit of harmless banter. 

Oliver Stone considers the hostility of the press on Chavez 

as a Neolithic interpretation due to his masculine, ‘bear-

like’ appearance.  There are times where he has appeared 

arrogant in the international press, for example reminding 

President Obama that he should look internally before 

criticising others, after Chavez was criticised for his 

dealing with Cuba and Iran. Chavez has also called Hillary 

Clinton a spy who works for the State Department and then 

challenged her to resign. 

The list goes on and on for example referring to the George 

W. Bush as the “devil” and Tony Blair as an “imperialist 

prawn”. With all this aggressive verbal bashing of hostile 

world leaders, this suggests a level of arrogance and 

invincibility on the personality of the world leader. Maybe 

he is just a flamboyant public speaker who sometimes lets 

his emotions get the better of him. 

Hugo Chavez is a controversial figure in the international 

arena, his socialist ideals and loud mouth has meant he will 

be a prominent figure in the annals of early 21st century 

history. Personally, I like free market capitalism as much as 

the next guy, but surely if his socialist agenda continues 

to be successful in improving the lives of the Venezuelan 

people, then a simple ideology is no reason to condemn the 

man. I hope he continues to fight crime and corruption that 

currently plagues the nation. 

The major reason for his dealings with countries such as 

Cuba and Iran seems to be a direct challenge to perceived 

American imperialism and global policing of the international 

arena. Venezuela has no direct threat to the United States 

but its prosperity may bolster its influence in the South 

American region. Hugo Chavez is not an expansionist; he 

instead uses diplomatic channels in his border disputes 

with both Guatemala and Columbia. Chavez in my opinion 

is not a tyrant but he could be considered a titan, he is a 

popular, larger than life personality and as a general rule 

has a positive impact on the people of Venezuela.
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The Political 
Economy of 

Paul Ryan
By Francis McLoughlin

L
et me begin with a little character assassination. Not 

only is Paul Ryan, the GOP’s Vice Presidential candidate, 

not a profound political thinker, he is —shockingly— 

thoroughly unprincipled. His voting record is conspicuously 

inconsistent on one significant point. The GOP’s PR firms 

may market Mr. Ryan as a tough, austerity-minded man of 

anti-collectivist, anti-labour principle, but he is far from. To 

take just one instance of his posturing as a man of principle, 

the 2005 speech he delivered to the Atlas Society, an Ayn 

Rand-fan club, saw him take the fight back to basics: “The 

fight we are in here, make no mistake about it, is a fight 

of individualism versus collectivism”. Mr. Ryan, this great 

individualist, has the good fortune of being a scion of a 

family that was part of the so-called Irish Mafia which built 

Wisconsin. 

In 1884, his great-grandfather founded Ryan, Inc., a national 

construction firm, which is still run by his family (not his 

immediate family, I should clarify, but beloved relations no 

less). Now what other explanation could one possibly come 

up with to account for a curious little discrepancy between 

word and deed, when perusing Congressman Ryan’s voting 

record, and finding that he has consistently broken with his 

party to vote to protect the wages of unionised construction 

workers, if not that the Congressman’s family’s firm relies 

heavily on this labour, and would suffer if the wages were 

not protected? One can thank Mother Jones magazine for 

bringing this detail to our attention. 

In a joint-interview with his running mate on 60 Minutes 

soon after his nomination, Mr. Ryan treated his interlocutor 

to a boiler-plate phrase: “What I see is a new amount of 

crony capitalism... but the President has brought this to a 

whole new level. President Obama is picking winners and 

losers based on connections... We want to get Washington 

out of the business of picking winners and losers...”. “And 

what”, a reporter might have ventured to ask the Vice 

Presidential candidate, “about your seeming tendency to 

vote on legislation based on the interests of his family’s 

business”? Alas, prime-time television in the United States is 

not a place in which the elementary claims of civil servants 

undergo cross-examination. But so much for Mr. Ryan’s Ayn 

Rand-inspired anti-collectivism. As for the claim that he is an 

intellectual, I don’t know the guy, and don’t wish to presume, 

but somehow I doubt he has committed much thought to 

the fundamental inconsistencies between the doctrine of 

his alleged hero Thomas Aquinas and the cheap screeds of 

Ayn Rand. Have you? For one thing, Thomas was opposed to 

usury, whereas Rand was a defender of unbridled capitalism. 

Thomas was for morality based on natural law, Rand for 

ruthless self-advancement and godless materialism. Is it not 

too much to ask that the question be put to him: How do you 

reconcile such contradictory positions? See what he says, 

beyond the vacant stare.

Mr. Ryan and his colleagues are best known for their thoughts 

on what to do about the government safety-net program 

for retirees—what is commonly termed ‘Social Security’. 
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This program provides the majority income for nearly two-

thirds of America’s elderly, not to mention the only income 

for one-fifth. David Stockman, that ol’ supply-side guru for 

the Reagan administration, has suggested recently that 

“A true agenda to reform the welfare state would require a 

sweeping, income-based eligibility test, which would reduce 

or eliminate social insurance benefits for millions of affluent 

retirees”. Mr. Stockman, who served as director of the Office 

of Management and Budget from 1981 to ’85, wrote an Op-

Ed piece in the New York Times titled ‘Paul Ryan’s Fairy-Tale 

Budget Plan’, in which he pointed out that: 

“…the supposedly courageous Ryan plan would not cut 

one dime over the next decade from the $1.3 trillion-

per-year cost of Social Security and Medicare. Instead, 

it shreds the measly means-tested safety net for the 

vulnerable: the roughly $100 billion per year for food 

stamps and cash assistance for needy families and the 

$300 billion budget for Medicaid, the health insurance 

program for the poor and disabled”. 

And this critique comes from a Reaganite ideologue of trickle-

down economics, who sneers that Mr. Ryan’s “…phony ‘plan’ 

[tries] to solve the entitlements mess by deferring changes 

to social insurance by at least a decade”. And now a word 

from the other corner. Paul Krugman charges that:

“[Mr.] Ryan basically proposes three big things: slashing 

Medicaid, cutting taxes on corporations and high-income 

people, and replacing Medicare with a drastically less 

well funded voucher system. These concrete proposals 

would, taken together, actually increase the deficit for 

the first decade and beyond”. 

Thus, Mr. Krugman, the New York Times’ in-house Keynesian 

liberal, concludes, “All the claims of major deficit reduction… 

rest on the magic asterisks. In that sense, [Mr. Ryan’s] isn’t 

even a plan, it’s just a set of assertions”. One loves it when the 

centre-Right and the centre-Left come together to savage 

the racketeering of the Washington permanent governing 

class.

In 2005, Mr. Ryan and his colleagues pitched their plan to 

privatise Social Security to President George W. Bush, 

whose first term had been given over almost exclusively 

to managing the campaign in Iraq. Under Mr. Ryan’s initial 

version, American workers would be able to invest half their 

payroll taxes (which fund Social Security) in private accounts. 

The New Yorker’s Ryan Lizza was good enough to rebut the 

advertised virtues of this arrangement, in what is probably 

the most comprehensive piece a magazine has run on Mr. 

Ryan so far, contending that “As a plan to reduce government 

debt, [Mr. Ryan’s plan] made no sense. It simply took money 

from one part of the budget and spent it on private accounts, 

at a cost of two trillion dollars in transition expenses”. Again, 

where is that big tough austerity-minded debt-slayer who 

wants nothing more than to turn the cold shower on the 

United States? All one seems to see in the figure of Mr. Ryan is 

an attempt to privatise the measly crumbs thrown to single-

mothers and the like in the process of expanding the deficit! 

Though you might think it at first glance unrelated, I invite 

you to study the following passage from Mr. Lizza’s New 

Yorker profile of the man: 

“…the summer of 1986 brought a life-changing event. 

One night in August, [a 16-year old Paul Ryan] came 

home from work well past midnight, and he slept late the 

following morning. His mother was in Colorado visiting 

his sister, and his brother, who had a summer job with 

the Janesville parks department, had left early. Paul 

answered a frantic phone call from his father’s secretary. 

“Your dad’s got clients in here,” she said. “Where is he?” 

Paul walked into his parents’ bedroom and thought his 

father was sleeping. “I went to wake him up,” he told me, 

“and he was dead.” 

“It was just a big punch in the gut,” [Mr.] Ryan said. “I 

concluded I’ve got to either sink or swim in life.” 

The story recounted by Mr. Ryan here is supposed to 

represent one of those—indeed, as the magazine puts it—

“life-changing” moments that alter a trajectory, and even 

shape a career. The underlying message is impossible to 

miss: Mr. Ryan became a libertarian—“I’ve got to either sink 

or swim in life”—when his family’s breadwinner passed on. 

What he fails to mention is that it was Social Security that 

prevented his family from being demoted from inherited 

riches to... rags.

That intervention by the government to save Mr. Ryan from 

dropping down a class or two may not have stopped him 

from advancing plans to dice future Medicare, nor has it 

given him cause to think twice about serving the interests 

of Big Government-protected health insurance firms through 

a voucher system that would subject the elderly to ever-

higher co-pays. Mr. Ryan’s greatest success to date lies in his 

pushing of this proposal onto a bipartisan plate: Our hero’s 

set of assertions (as Mr. Krugman termed the Ryan Plan) has 

found an audience… in the White House! Indeed, the present 

incumbent for the Oval Office has had some very nice things 

to say in praise of chef Ryan’s austerity dishes. 

On 29 January 2010, President Obama spoke before the 

House Republicans at their retreat in Baltimore, telling them, 

“I think [Mr. Ryan] has looked at the budget and has made 

a serious proposal. I’ve read it. I can tell you what’s in it. And 

there’s some ideas in there that I would agree with…”. That 

did not stop Peter Orszag, the administration’s then-budget 

director (now with Citygroup), from rejected the Ryan Plan, 

however, and telling the press that the proposal would 
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turn Medicare “into a voucher program, so that individuals 

are on their own in the health-care market”. As numerous 

economists have pointed out, over time the program, should 

it be implemented, will not keep pace with rising medical 

costs, forcing seniors to pay thousands more dollars every 

year for health care. According to the Urban Institute, Mr. 

Ryan’s “block grant plan alone would lead states to drop 

between 14 and 27 million people (the poor and those with 

disabilities) from Medicaid by 2021”. 

But that was then: January 2010. As Secretary of Treasury 

Timothy Geithner illustrated in his 6 January letter to 

Congress, the U.S. debt level was rapidly approaching 

its ceiling—then at $14.3 trillion—and “Never in history has 

Congress failed to increase the debt limit when necessary”. 

In fact, 

“Failure to raise the limit would precipitate a default 

by the United States. Default would effectively impose 

a significant and long-lasting tax on all Americans and 

all American businesses and could lead to the loss of 

millions of American jobs. Even a very short-term or 

limited default would have catastrophic economic 

consequences that would last for decades. Failure to 

increase the limit would be deeply irresponsible. For 

these reasons, I am requesting that Congress act to 

increase the limit early this year, well before the threat of 

default becomes imminent”. 

The GOP didn’t much care that hundreds of thousands of 

federal workers would have been sent packing. Nor was 

it concerned about the contribution such unemployment 

would, in turn, make to the debt. Mr. Ryan was adamant that 

his $4.4 trillion deal to cut the deficit be passed, and as the 

threat of a total government shutdown at midnight of 8 April 

loomed, the Democrats threw in the towel. Come August, the 

Democrats in Congress were lopping away at infrastructure 

and public housing programs (not quite WPAs, but projects 

of that tendency). 

Mr. Orszag was all on board, saying that “reforming [Social 

Security] could help the federal government establish much-

needed credibility on solving out-year fiscal problems”. In 

other words, the GOP have spread their propaganda so 

thick, and the Obama administration’s stimulus bill was so 

weak, that it’s became good PR for the Democrats to go 
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As a woman, I cannot express in adequate words my 

disappointment that Julia Gillard has set the feminist 

movement back and era or two by relying on a victim 

mentality in order to launch a smear campaign on politicians 

in the Opposition.

To have women’s issues and feminism debated so 

passionately by our politicians is a great thing; however 

the context in which this debate occurred is appalling. 

To deflect from the glaring hypocrisy of supporting Peter 

Slipper as Speaker despite the allegations against him in 

our courts of law by using feminism is unwarranted and, 

frankly, embarrassing to the women of Australia. To continue 

to endorse Peter Slipper, who has demonstrated to be one 

of the biggest misogynists of all, in light of those foul text 

messages where female genitalia was referred to in the 

most unsavoury manner, is a disgusting display of hypocrisy 

by the Prime Minister and has done nothing to promote 

Australian society to take a positive step to denounce sexism. 

 

While I, by no means endorse some of the comments that 

Tony Abbott has made in the past regarding abortion, 

women in modern society, etc; to have our first female Prime 

Minister stand up and give such a tirade on the issue as a 

means of masking the other issues at hand is, as previously 

mentioned, embarrassing for all women and all Australians. 

I feel that Gillard has disgraced feminism and women in 

modern society by bringing up the issue as a means to 

support Mr Slipper. 

My overall criticism of Ms Gillard’s vicious tirade is that she 

relies heavily on a victim mentality to purport the issues 

that women in everyday society face. Yes, women have 

been discriminated against in society for many of years, 

however in modern society, it is evident by the number of 

female tertiary students, women in professional roles and 

even women in what were traditionally male-dominated 

fields such as law, business, and even as tradespeople; that 

women now have the same opportunities available to them 

that are available to men. I will not be as bold as to say that 

sexism does not exist in the workplace however; there are 

adequate measures as required by legislation such as the 

Racial Discrimination Act and the Equal Opportunity Act that 

allow any employee, man or woman, to resolve issues that 

arise from sexism. 

To add further salt to the wound opened by Gillard was 

the fact that a mere few days later, after her speech that 

Australian politicians and Australians as a whole should 

actively fight against sexism and misogyny; we hear that 

several members of her own front bench, including Wayne 

Swan and Tanya Plibersek were present at a union function 

where a comedian made overt and disgustingly crude 

comments about Tony Abbott’s chief-of-staff. None of these 

politicians took an active stance to condemn the comments 

except to bleat feebly after the event that the comments 

were off-colour. 

In order for any real action to be taken to advance the 

women’s movement and push for an eradication of sexism in 

society, the move needs to be taken where our society does 

not see the message being given as a half-hearted attempt 

to deflect from a larger issue at hand; or when it is delivered 

in the face of hypocrisy. Advocates of women’s rights need a 

leader, not a victim.

By Rebecca Anderton

My two cents 
on the so-
called gender 
wars
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It doesn’t take an erudite individual or even an avid reader 

of American politics to see that Mitt Romney’s campaign 

is terminally ill. He began as a clear choice for the GOP 

candidacy. I say a clear choice because even the radical 

wing of the Republican Party couldn’t see a viable alternative 

to this mellifluous-toned-fake-tanned-multi-millionaire. Yes I 

am still talking about Mitt Romney and not Donald Trump. 

Now, let me just state that this article wasn’t written for the 

(sole) purpose of disparaging Mr. Romney and his ideas. How 

easy that is to do is self-evident. However, what I do intend to 

elucidate in this article is the definitive culmination of a good 

political agenda turned noxiously sour.

One of the most ‘cringe-worthy’ moments I have witnessed 

in my short life as a student of Political Science was the 

moment when Rick Perry the governor of Texas - during a 

debate for the GOP candidacy! - Couldn’t remember the 

three agencies of government he would “do away with”. This 

was broadcasted live to the entirety of the United States 

and subsequently the world. Now, Mitt Romney’s campaign 

hasn’t had a ‘Perry’ moment as yet. Some would argue the 

47% fiasco was pretty close to a campaign capitulation. 

However, this is the trend in politics, one day you’re up the 

next day you’re down. Karl Rove recently argued this in an 

opinion piece written for the Wall Street Journal. 

He postulated that Romney was in a precarious position no 

doubt, but then so was Obama only weeks before with his 

“you didn’t build that” gaff. It’s quite obvious that when an 

individual is put under such intense scrutiny and extreme 

emphasis pointed towards every gesture of the hand or 

every sniff of the chair that one is liable to ‘gaff’. There is 

no question about this; the primary discussion point is how 

major the gaff will be and how the candidate can react to the 

media coverage that will follow. 

I originally thought (as did many others) that the selection 

of Paul Ryan as Romney’s Vice Presidential candidate was a 

bright choice. However, Mr. Ryan – after staking his claim for 

bold economic reform – has been muzzled by the Romney 

team. They are using him sparingly as they are Ann Romney; 

the already tiresome promulgator of the ‘women for Romney’ 

strategy. If Mitt Romney doesn’t woo Florida during the 

election and their 29 up-for-grabs electoral college votes are 

lost I have a feeling that many will claim Marco Rubio would 

have been the smarter choice for the VP position. Time will 

tell whether the advisory team that includes members of 
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When ‘no 
apology’ turns 

into several 
apologies

By Jesse Rutigliano

the former Republican Presidential candidate John McCain’s 

campaign have improved or gotten it all wrong again. 

So what are the ‘new’ ideas coming out of the Romney 

campaign? Are these the same ideas that have FOX news so 

enthusiastic? If you’ve been watching the American political 

panel shows on networks like CNN, CNBC, FOX, C-SPAN and 

even online with MSNBC you would have noticed a trend in 

Mitt Romney’s economic theories. I say theories in the sense 

that he has been theorizing how to make himself look good 

and who to drop the blame on. 

First of all he is trying to pin the majority of the economic 

turmoil that exists in America on President Obama. This 

coupled with a regurgitation of “Are you better off than you 

were four years ago?” really gets the big boys in Texas going. 

The fact of the matter is there isn’t much to be enthusiastic 

about if you’re involved in the Romney campaign. Paul Ryan’s 

economic policies that had the Republicans so thrilled will 

be lost when combined with Romney’s not yet revealed 

economic plans. We must all remember who is calling the 

shots here (well in public at least). Mr. Romney also wants a 

larger tax break for the top 25% - this is of course to stimulate 

small business and allow for more venture capitalist firms to 

invest. However, this does not look good to the public when 

you’re a multi-millionaire former CEO of a private equity firm 

and the top 25% is littered with close friends. 

As I stated in the opening sentence of this piece, Mitt Romney’s 

campaign is terminally ill. No amount of aggressive flourishes 

in the debates will amend the fact that Obama is up over 4% 

in most of the battle ground states and around 6% nationwide. 

These kinds of percentages so late on in the election process 

are winning ones. Mr. Romney’s promises are ambiguous and 

unnerving. However, it is true that Obama’s numbers aren’t 

flattering. Unemployment is still hovering around 8%. The 

fact of the matter is whoever wins this Presidential election 

the result for America will be positive… at least in the short 

term. 

Mitt Romney will without a doubt put policies in place to 

revive the economy. President Obama will most likely be 

given some form of bi-partisan support in order to stimulate 

the economy and maybe even be allowed the opportunity 

to deliver on his promise of ‘hope’ that the right has denied 

at every turn. The good news for Australia in all of this is that 
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along with the Ryan Plan. That way, the financial institutions 

that support Mr. Obama can rest assure that their best 

interests are secure in the face of further fiscal problems in 

the coming months.

Before Mr. Ryan was crowned the GOP’s Vice Presidential 

candidate, the Romney Plan had three goals: 1) to lower 

tax rates by 20 percent, drop the corporate tax rate to 

25 percent, and eliminate the estate tax and alternative 

minimum tax; 2) to raise the same amount of revenue it did 

before by removing tax expenditures (all the exemptions, 

deductions, and credits in the tax code that are tantamount 

to government spending); and 3) to maintain the existing 

level of progressivity by ensuring that the top one percent 

pays no less in taxes and everyone else pays no more. 

But as at least three economists have 

pointed out (at the time of writing), 

it is mathematically impossible to 

do all three. If it came down to it, Mr. 

Romney would have been likely to 

opt for the first two and throw the 

third to the wind, having no desire 

to cut tax expenditures for savings, 

capital gains, and dividends, which 

go overwhelmingly to the top 

one percent. Also, as economist 

Mike Konczal pointed out vis-à-

vis the Romney Plan’s prospective 

privatising of Social Security: 

“A privatised welfare state 

administered through these 

coupon-like mechanisms, compared to public ones, 

involve less compulsory risk-pooling and more 

individualised risk-bearing, which tends to benefit those 

who are better off”. 

All in all, if implemented, Romney’s plan would see the top 

0.1 percent gain an average 4.4 percent in after-tax income, 

and the 0.9 percent under the cream some 3.5 percent, while 

everyone else lost 1.1 percent. The Ryan Plan is even more 

extreme, as the Wall Street Journal reported: 

“In his 2010 “Roadmap for America’s Future,” [Mr.] 

Ryan proposed eliminating taxes on corporate income, 

estates, dividends, interest and capital gains. He would 

simplify the individual income tax system into a two-rate 

structure topping out at 25 percent and impose what is 

effectively an 8.5 percent value-added tax”. 

Of course, one can glare at such a callous shifting of the 

burden from rich to poor. But really all that is beside the point: 

The United States sees so much tax-evasion on the part of its 

elites that only a flat-tax along the lines of that which Jerry 

Brown proposed in his 1992 Presidential campaign would 

suffice to truly ‘simplify’ the relationship between American 

citizen and the IRS, collapsing a huge portion of the parasitic 

tax-advising class of corporate lawyers and accountants in 

the process. 

Turning once again to the aforementioned article on Mr. 

Ryan’s ‘Fairytale Budget’, Mr. Stockman quite unexpectedly, 

yet welcomingly, ends with a resounding defence of the 

FDR-era Glass-Steagall Act, repealed under the Clinton 

administration. It’s worth quoting in full: 

“...the giant Wall Street banks remain dangerous quasi-

wards of the state and are 

inexorably prone to speculative 

abuse of taxpayer-insured 

deposits and the Fed’s cheap 

money. Forget about ‘too big to fail’. 

These banks are too big to exist—

too big to manage internally and 

to regulate externally. They need 

to be broken up by regulatory 

decree. Instead, the Romney-Ryan 

ticket attacks the pointless Dodd-

Frank regulatory overhaul, when 

what’s needed is a restoration of 

Glass-Steagall, the Depression-

era legislation that separated 

commercial and investment 

banking”. 

Many Reaganites turned to economic populism at the close 

of their rather unwholesome era, Paul Craig Roberts being 

a case in point. With the fiscal conservatives of Mr. Ryan’s 

kidney attacking (probably correctly) bank-regulation as 

redundant, it’s gratifying to hear a free-marketeer like Mr. 

Stockman calling for features of the New Deal measures 

which renewed the American economy with WPAs and 

which nationalised insolvent banks in the 1930s instead of 

bestowing them with tax-payers’ money with which to bid on 

toxic assets at ‘market’ prices. 

Mr. Ryan and his silver-tipped frontman, on the other 

hand, are now being plied with cash by the same financial 

institutions (Goldman Sachs perpetually ahead of the rest) 

that backed President Obama in 2008. As a point of fact, the 

Romney campaign received a sudden $3.5 million advance 

by those affectionate corporate PACs on the day Mr. Ryan 

was announced as his running mate. Need one ask why?

No amount of 
aggressive flourishes 

in the debates will 
amend the fact that 
Obama is up over 
4% in most of the 

battle ground states 
and around 6% 

nationwide. 
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I 
am incredibly honoured and privileged to have been 

elected as the 100th Guild President.  In this article I will 

talk about my experiences in the election campaign and 

my plans for the Guild in 2013.

My experience of the campaign

The election campaign was simultaneously the worst and 

best experience of my life.  6 months of work recruiting 

people, consulting key stakeholders, writing policy and 

creating election materials all culminated in two very intense, 

sleep deprived weeks.  The excitement in the STAR camp was 

nothing short of inspiring.  Every morning of campaign week, 

people would rock up at 7am to distribute materials and plan 

our messaging strategy for the day.  We ate meals together, 

practiced lecture-speeches together and supported one 

another like a family.  The first day of polling week, the whole 

team gathered in a circle and I spoke about how proud I was 

of STAR and how excited I was to see a generational change 

on the horizon.  Everyone started chanting “Yes We Cam” at 

the top of their lungs in a moment that will stand out as one 

of the best of my life.

I had hoped that this would be a much more ‘clean 

campaign’ than in previous years, and in some respects 

that was true.  Priya and I were very careful to play by the 

rules and to ensure that the team avoided personal attacks 

or unwarranted negativity.  Liberty was unhappy with some 

of the criticisms we lobbed at the Guild, but I think that for 

the most part these criticisms were based on policy and 

made professionally.  As an opposition ticket we needed to 

articulate why students should change the direction of the 

Guild, and I’m proud that we did that whilst also pushing 

positive messages for change.  Our messaging strategy was 

based around every candidate using two key lines- one line 

about why change was needed and one line about what 

kind of changes people could expect from STAR.  Education 

and welfare featured heavily in our positive lines.

Unfortunately, I had to deal with some underhanded tactics 

from senior members of Liberty and the sham ‘Progressive 

Voice’ ticket.  An attempt to run an exchange student called 

“Cameron Barnes” against me to split my votes made the 

inside cover of the West Australian.  Banners were placed 

on Stirling Hwy claiming that “STAR = SSAF” and “STAR is 

against better food on campus”.  Fake leaflets claiming to 

be authorised by Priya were distributed around campus with 

lies about STAR policy.  Perhaps the worst incident, however, 

was when my campaign manager was publicly attacked 

on facebook about an Arts Union matter (which should 

be beyond Guild politics).  These kinds of examples turn 

regular students off Guild involvement, and I hope that the 

campaign bans received by a significant number of Liberty 

and Progressive Voice candidates will act as a deterrent to 

similar tactics being used in the future.

At the end of the day, the campaign ended on an incredibly 

positive note.  STARfterparty was undoubtedly the best 

night of my life, and the friendships I made will last a lifetime.  

Furthermore, since the results came out Ben Watson has 

acted with great integrity.  He called to congratulate me on 

the night and wrote a really nice post on my FACEBOOK wall.  

Ben and I worked together to ensure that things didn’t get 

too negative on the booths.  He was great at pulling people 

into line when they acted badly and communicating with me 

when he was unhappy about something.  Although there were 

some instances where people got a bit upset, the conduct on 

the booths was definitely an improvement on last year. 

My plans for next year

I want to build up every department of the Guild, give 

Guild Volunteering Hub the attention it deserves, push 

a strong education agenda through new courses and 

The best and worst week of 
my life; the 2012 Guild Elections 
and my plans for the 100th 
Guild Council

By Cam Barnes
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implement sensible reforms to food on campus.  I want to 

use innovation to make the orientation process thrive in the 

face of challenges thrown up by the University.  I want to 

push a style of governance focused on collaboration.  I will be 

implementing new collaboration grants and working closely 

with key student groups on campus to make this happen. 

Building up departments

This year a number of the ‘activist’ departments saw their 

roles and budgets in decline.  I will substantially increase 

the budgets of the Environment, Womens and Welfare 

departments in line with the ambitious plans of our new 

officers.  Dan Stone, Sophie Lilley and Cam Fitzgerald have 

all hit the ground running- expect to see some exciting things 

happening for 2013!

Making Guild Volunteering Hub a key priority

Guild Volunteering hub was originally created with three 

goals in mind: providing volunteering opportunities for 

students, enabling clubs and facsocs build up initiatives, 

and engaging with the University’s service learning agenda.  

Constraints on the hub have prevented the hub from realising 

the second and third goals.  I want to provide more funding 

and institutional support to ensure that this happens.

Delivering on a strong education agenda

New Courses will continue to have a major impact on 

students in 2013.  At present, the University Executive has 

a strongly pro-student position on implementation which 

isn’t always reflected in decisions made by faculties and 

schools.  Tom Hendo, Emma Greeney and I will use the 

Guild’s positions on Senate and Academic Council to deal 

with the multitude of implementation issues, while a strongly 

collaborative Education Council will enable FacSocs to fight 

for their students.  I will also be pursuing greater integration 

of mental health strategies with our education agenda; I 

believe that the assessment structures and student support 

provided by a faculty have a major impact on the mental 

health of students.

Reform of food on campus

In the past there has been a tendency to focus on the issue of 

‘independent’ vs ‘Guild run’ catering.  I believe that this distracts 

from the real issue of improving food across the board.  My 

decisions will be based heavily on recommendations from 

independent consultants about what is in the best interests 

of students.  As promised, I will support the continuation of 

independent vendors like Rocketfuel, but I will also improve 

the food we get from Guild Catering.  We can get the best 

of both worlds by depoliticising the situation, using expert 

advice and making practical decisions on a case by case 

basis.

Running an inclusive, depoliticised Guild

Finally, I will seek to end the practice of partisanship on 

Guild Council and attempt to harness the talent of students 

outside STAR and Liberty.  I believe there is no such thing as 

a ‘STAR Guild’ or a ‘Liberty’ opposition.  It is your Guild and 

you deserve to have a role in how it is run.  Expect to see new 

internship positions for regular students to get involved and 

an end to political practices like Cabinet meetings, political 

messages in Guild publications and bitchy comments on 

Facebook.  There are talented students in STAR, there are 

talented students in Liberty and there are talented students 

who want nothing to do with either.  I want to harness as 

much talent as possible to make the 100th year of the Guild 

its best year.
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O
pponents of same-sex marriage often argue that 

if society were to recognise unions between two 

members of the same sex, then there would be no 

logical reason to deny recognition of unions between several 

people. Therefore, they conclude, traditional marriage should 

be preserved. 

Most supporters of same-sex marriage are accustomed, 

and hostile, to such slippery slope arguments. Senator Cory 

Bernardi’s latest remarks linking same-sex marriage to 

bestiality are one such example. Malcolm Turnbull lambasted 

these as “hysterical, alarmist and offensive”. Another 

example is Shadow Minister for Families Kevin Andrews, in 

his recently released book, “Maybe ‘I do’ - Modern Marriage 

and the Pursuit of Happiness”, similarly posits a perilous 

path to polygamy. Rodney Croome, of Australian Marriage 

Equality, swiftly rebuked him for peddling “the kind of myths 

and misinformation that harms the families of gay, lesbian, 

bisexual and transgender people”.

The slope to bestiality is obviously tenuous. That animals 

cannot consent seems only the beginning of the reasons 

why we would disallow their marriage to humans. However, 

is the link between same-sex marriage and polygamy (which 

allows for both polyandry, multiple husbands, and polygyny, 

multiple wives) invalid? I would argue that it’s not a valid link 

and additionally that this is not a reason to prohibit same-

sex marriage.

In debates over same-sex marriage the most commonly 

invoked principle is equality. Same-sex couples, it says, 

should have the same recognition granted to opposite-sex 

couples: this is the essence of the fair go. Very well. So why 

not grant the same recognition to polygamous relationships? 

Equality is equality. 

When Joe Hockey stated on ABC’s Q&A that marriage is 

about providing children with the “best” circumstances (in 

his view a mother and father), Penny Wong astutely pointed 

out that “marriage has generally not been a prerequisite 

for children”. She continued to say that Hockey was telling 

gay and lesbian citizens “the most important thing in our 

lives, which is the people we love, are somehow less good 

and less valued”. If the test of marriage is based on love and 

commitment rather than gender or procreation, as Minister 

Wong stated, there is no ground to deny recognition to 

genuinely loving and committed polygamous unions.

Incidentally, it’s hard to see how polygamous families would 

be bad for children. If children can flourish in a household 

with two loving parents (opposite or same-sex), then why 

can’t they in a household with three or four? If anything one 

would expect the amount of parental time and love a child 

receives to increase in proportion to the number of parents.

We obviously can’t use the line that polygamy “threatens” 

opposite or same-sex marriages: that was rejected when 

supporters of traditional marriage invoked it against the 

potential effect of same-sex marriage. 

Of course, opponents of same-sex marriage often invoke 

religious freedom. Removing discrimination in the Marriage 

Act, they warn, would compel religious institutions to 

recognise unions that do not accord with their beliefs. Yet 

Polygamous marriage? 
We do!
By Chad Satterlee.



36

for Muslims polygamy is licensed by their religion (Muslim 

men are permitted an upper limit of four wives). Hence the 

only solution is to be consistent: permit religious ministers to 

sanction, or reject, polygamous or same-sex unions as they 

wish.

Perhaps the strongest argument against legalising 

polygamous marriage is that polygamy undermines a 

women’s status as equal citizens. It is true that a number 

of empirical studies, mostly investigating fundamentalist 

Mormon sects in Canada, suggest that some women 

enter into polygamous relationships involuntarily, and that 

competition between wives for affection and resources 

generates tension. This would seem to be a big blow to the 

case for polygamous marriage. 

There are, however, serious methodological difficulties with 

this evidence. The communities studied tend to be socially 

isolated and exist under a legal system in which polygamy 

is illegal. The question in turn becomes: how can we be 

sure the deleterious effects on women are not due to the 

social isolation, and/or rigid expectations of these sects? 

Surely outcomes would have been different if polygamy 

were legally recognised and these communities were more 

socially integrated? 

Similarly, any conclusions drawn from differential outcomes 

between polygamous and monogamous relationships in 

places where polygamous marriage is legal would need 

to be controlled for a vast number of other variables to 

be robust. Singling out polygamy, as the causal factor of 

anything needs to be rigorously demonstrated, not merely 

asserted. 

The claim that polygamy is bad for women, then, remains 

mostly speculative. And anyway, even if some women are 

coerced into polygamous relationships and are not treated 

equally, we cannot then extend this to say that all relationships 

of this nature necessarily suffer these defects, nor that every 

single woman in a polygamous marriage is subject to more 

harm than she would have been had polygamy remained 

illegal. Remember: polygamy also includes the possibility of 

women marrying multiple husbands, as well as men marrying 

multiple husbands. There is surely no reason to disallow 

recognition of every polygamous relationship because of 

certain bad cases. 

Finally, I shall address a common response by politicians: that 

there is no demand for polygamy. This is simply incorrect. 

A number of Muslim groups, represented among others by 

Sheikh Khalil Chami of the Islamic Welfare Centre and Keysar 

Trad of the Islamic Friendship Association, have already 

called for the recognition of polygamy. I also personally 

know a number of non-religious people who would embrace 

the state sanctioning of their open, group relationships. If 

polygamous marriage was discussed and debated more 

openly, it is reasonable to expect similarly likeminded people 

to emerge in support of it. Also keep in mind that a group’s 

being relatively small is no reason to deny it legal equality. 

We agreed on that in the same-sex marriage debate. 

All this leads me to believe that it is only a matter of time 

before a campaign arises in support of polygamy, and when 

we arrive at that juncture, the arguments will draw heavily 
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Get with the times: the 
climate debate is over

By Aiden Depiazzi

N
ot so long ago I found myself in the middle of a policy 

debate about direct action on climate change.  I sat 

patiently while the first speaker gathered his notes 

and prepared his statement opposing direct action policy 

in Australia, expecting to hear some of the standard logical 

concerns with a carbon tax-style approach: that the revenue 

from the tax is being spent unwisely, that the comparatively 

minimal impact that Australian policy has on the international 

system would result in no actual progress on climate change, 

etc. Ingrained in these expectations was my apparently 

naïve assumption that students intelligent enough to study 

successfully at a place like UWA would have accepted the 

conclusions insurmountable quantity of empirical data and 

scientific dialogue on the matter.

I was mistaken.

It would seem that a proportion of students – small, but 

nonetheless significant enough to warrant concern – still 

believe that the jury’s out on climate change. They cling 

to pieces of fringe science which explain away rises in 

mean temperatures as being caused by non-climatic 

factors; or which attempt to prove that the changes in 

our global environment are purely the result of a pattern 

of cyclic periodicity in climate change across the Earth’s 

biogeographic history, thereby exonerating human kind of 

causing any disturbance to the natural pattern at all.

I say “fringe science” because I mean it. There is no 

credence given to the idea that climate change is a topic 

that divides the professional scientific community 50/50. A 

study out of Stanford University – conducted principally by 

PhD student William Anderegg, colleague and disciple of Dr 

Stephen H. Schneider, one of the greatest contributors to 

modern environmental biological theory and biogeographic 

modelling – demonstrates this unequivocally. Anderegg 

sought to demonstrate the presence of a strong and 

irrefutable consensus amongst credible and expert climate 

scientists that climate change is both real and, in part, 

caused by anthropogenic factors.

Anderegg had computer engineer James Prall, out of the 

University of Toronto, construct a vast and detailed database 

of all published climate scientists, ranking them in one respect 

on expertise (how many peer-reviewed credible works they 

had produced) and prominence (how many of these works 

were cited by other expert scientists, and how many times). 

For the purposes of brevity and clarity, those sceptical of 

evidence of anthropogenic climate change are here deemed 

“unconvinced by evidence” (UE); and those supporting the 

mainstream theory are her deemed “convinced by evidence” 

(CE).

Armed with a comprehensive list of every climate scientist 

that had ever published a peer-reviewed article concerning 

climate change, Anderegg found that (1) the UE group 

anthropogenic climate change comprised only 2% of the top 

50 scientists ranked by expertise, 3% of the top 100, and 2.5% 

of the top 200; and (2) the mean number of published peer-

reviewed articles pertaining to the topic was 60 for the UE 

group and 119 for the CE group. Additionally, approximately 

80% of UE scientists had published fewer than 20 peer-

reviewed journal articles, whilst only 10% of CE scientists fell 

into this same low-publishing category.

In terms of prominence, Anderegg found that the top fifty CE 

scientists had their works cited an average of 172 times by 

other climate experts, whilst this figure was only 105 citations 

for the top fifty UE scientists. When this was extended across 

all climate scientists who had published more than twenty 

articles, the figures were similarly distributed: 126 citations 

for CE scientists and only 59 for UE scientists.

Extrapolate the evidence in a logical fashion and it’s simple 
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enough to conclude that the average climate scientist is 33 

times more likely to agree with the tenets of anthropogenic 

climate change than to dispute them; and that scientists who 

subscribe to mainstream anthropogenic climate change 

theory are twice to three times as expert and prominent as 

those who do not.

It doesn’t take a genius to go from there. Firstly, if we accept 

that the group most likely to contribute to and support 

the most correct theory of climate change is the absolute 

majority of climate scientists; and secondly, if we recognise 

that the absolute majority of climate scientists believe that 

climate change is real and being caused to a significant 

degree by anthropogenic factors; then the only logical 

conclusion is for the population to concur with the expert 

majority.

There are those who will argue that throughout the history of 

science, by the very nature and format of scientific research 

and theory, there are times when the vast majority of experts 

agree on theory A, and a small dissenting minority soon 

proves that their theory B is correct instead. For example, until 

the work of Drs Barry Marshall and Robert Warren began to 

be truly recognised by the gastroenterological fraternity, the 

vast majority of medical practitioners believed that stomach 

ulcers were caused chiefly by stress and spicy food. Over a 

brief period of time and in response to irrefutable scientific 

evidence, the paradigm shifted and we now understand that 

ulcers are caused by a particularly abundant bacterium.

The difference in the case of climate change is that the 

paradigm shift has already occurred. What may be perceived 

to be a legitimate dissenting voice on the fringes of climate 

science is in fact the last, tattered remnants of the previous 

system of thought: namely, that mankind can do whatever it 

pleases to the earth without consideration of environmental 

or climatic consequences.

The real-world analogue of the Anderegg study isn’t difficult 

to identify. It’s no secret that when organisations like the AYCC 

produce credible climate experts to give evidence in favour 

of mainstream anthropogenic climate change theory, that 

it’s people like Christopher Monckton who appear in rebuttal. 

This, I remind you, is the man who thought the solution to 

AIDS was quarantine, and who – in addition to having zero 

expertise in climate science – has repeatedly misrepresented 

the works of other scientists. Particularly disturbing is news 

that The Heartland Institute, a Chicago-based conservative 

think-tank, are producing a curriculum painting climate 

change to be a sort of controversial conspiracy; this is the 

same Heartland Institute that works with tobacco giant Philip 

Morris to try (unsuccessfully) to discredit the science behind 

the dangers of second-hand smoking.

This leads into a deeply concerning point raised in Anderegg’s 

study: that the irrefutable one-sidedness of the debate 

amongst professional climate scientists was not reflected in 

the population at large. Indeed, this is confirmed by studies 

conducted by Drs Ariel Malka and Wouter Poortinga; people 

with a non-scientific background are as susceptible to being 

convinced by the arguments of experts as they are by the 

arguments of inexpert laymen.

The results of the Poortinga study are particularly interesting. 

He demonstrates that members of the general population 

who are sceptical of, or deny, the existence of climate change: 

(1) tend to be less-educated, or educated in non-scientific 

fields; (2) tend to be middle-aged or older; and (3) tend to 

hold especially socially conservative political views.

It’s a problem that’s worth addressing. Within the climate 

science fraternity, the debate about anthropogenic climate 

change is over. Externally, the media misrepresents the 

circumstances so as to award supporters and sceptics with 

50% of airtime each. Malka shows that the effect on the lay 

population is that people begin to believe that the scientific 

community is genuinely divided on the issue.

The matter for debate should be how best to tackle climate 

change: whether or not an emissions trading scheme will 

be effective, or how to optimise the efficiency of a tax on 

carbon dioxide emissions. The climate is changing; even the 

most extreme deniers cannot refute the greenhouse effect 

or the data reflecting increases in global mean atmospheric 

temperatures.

I’ll make one concession: Poortinga’s study acknowledged 

the perception amongst the public that the dangers of 

climate change were often exaggerated. Though I accept 

this, I don’t place blame on the scientific community. Just as 

lay deniers take their refusal to accept scientific evidence to 

the extreme, lay acceptors of the evidence often to the same. 

There is reactionary extremism on both sides. Our leaders 

should be debating the solution to climate change, not the 

cause. Public pressure needs to be placed on the ignorant 

politicians, on all sides of politics, who are willing to stare 

scientific fact in the face and still fall back, illogically and 

frustratingly, on unfounded and unsupportable ideals.

The causes of climate change are matters for climate 

scientists, and they have more than reached a consensus 

view. The solutions to the problem are far more complex, but 

that doesn’t excuse the sensationalism exhibited on either 

side. The practice of proliferating unwarranted uncertainty 

in an attempt to legitimise a sceptical standpoint is getting 

nobody anywhere. Rather, it is a sober dialogue between 

policymakers, stakeholders and expert scientists that will 

produce a viable policy approach to tackling climate change.
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F
or those of you who have been following US 

presidential debates since the Repubican primaries, 

Mitt Romney’s shift from ultra-conservative GOP 

darling to his newfound moderation represents nothing less 

than a yogi-like feat of political bending. For those of you 

who haven’t been following or have only recently tuned in, 

this shift looks a little something like this: in the short time 

since the Republican National Convention, Mitt Romney has 

made a dramatic pivot from the electoral figurehead of a 

party seeking, among many things, dramatic cuts in social 

spending, increased tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans, 

and decreased, even eliminated access to abortion and 

contraception for women. 

In August, as he accepted his party’s nomination alongside 

the conservative Paul Ryan, Romney was lauded not 

just as an adherent but as the very image of his party’s 

conservatism. However, the Romney that arrived at the first 

debate in Denver just two weeks ago was very different from 

the Romney at the Convention in August. This new moderate 

Mitt, which I have chosen to call Romney 2.0, suddenly seems 

to be all about middle class values and small business. In 

light of this development, one must ask where did Romney 

2.0 come from? And, more importantly, how long will he be 

with us should he win the presidency?

In the final stretch of the general election, Mitt Romney has 

actually contradicted much of his own party’s platforms in 

an attempt to appeal to the moderates and independents. 

However, just how much of this new-found moderation will be 

tolerated by the GOP? It seems that with his decisive victory 

against Obama in the Denver debate, Romney was given a 

free pass on his stances on taxation. It seems that as long as 

his performance brought the party closer to a White House 

takeover, the actual means of getting there could be justified. 

However, in Long Island this week, Romney played the same 

moderate card, even doubling down on such rhetoric as a 

more energetic and poignantly critical Obama put him in the 

defensive. Without the same apparent success and with his 

momentum at the polls seeming to stall, conservatives will 

have sufficient cause to reign in the leash on his newfound 

moderation.

In the very first segment, he affirmed his support for an 

increase in Pell grants, which awards post-secondary 

scholarships to high school students. With regards to 

immigration, in one breath he affirmed that Obama had 

promised much and done little, though in the next one he 

advocated for a type of reform that looks like a curiously 

similar though watered-down version of Obama’s Dream 

Act. Even women were thrown a proverbial bone. Romney’s 

rhetoric regarding women’s issues seemed to fly in the 

face of the GOP platform, which decisively advocates 

the restriction of access to contraception, the defunding 

of Planned Parenthood, the overturning of Roe vs. Wade, 

and the defeat of the Lily Ledbetter Fair Pay Act as a job-

killing burden on employers. In Tuesday’s debate, Romney 

2.0 touted his record as an equal-opportunities employer 

of women (google search “binders full of women”) and 

affirmed that no employer should have the right to deny 

contraceptive coverage to women based on their personal 

views. In Tuesday’s debate, Romney sounded almost (GASP) 

like a Democrat!

The first question – where did this new Mitt come from – 

is easy enough to answer. Moderate Mitt is the result of a 

common political strategy for a candidate coming out of 

the primaries. In attempting to gain the party’s nomination, 

Romney had to pander to the fiscal and religious right. As 

with many other primaries, this last one proved to be a 

game of conservative one-upmanship: whoever could be the 

most conservative and still be seen as a credible opponent 

The New Moderate Mitt 
Romney: Political Rhetoric in 
an Era of Post-Truth Politics

By Alana Jesse - The Political Bouillon
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against Obama wins. Now that the fight for the nomination 

is over, Romney can theoretically assume that he can count 

on the votes from the far right and then must appeal to 

independents and moderates. 

The result, as we’ve seen, is the type of rhetorical duplicity 

that has plagued the general election debates thus far. In 

the time between the Convention and the first debate two 

weeks ago, we saw a Mitt in transition, plagued by a serious 

identity crisis. His primary-style rhetoric of villifying 47% of 

Americans as lazy and parasitic were costing him in the polls, 

and money from the conservative Super-PACs were being 

increasingly diverted towards Senate and Congressional 

races. However, by the time of the first debate, moderate 

Mitt had transformed from the conservative, big business 

champion to the middle-class hero we are seeing now.

The second question – just how long will this new moderation 

be tolerated – is considerably more difficult to answer. 

Though many influential conservatives both inside and 

outside the campaign have praised Romney’s performance 

in the two debates, their assessment of his handling of the 

issues is considerably problematic. All this rhetorical bluster 

and political grandstanding about not cutting programs that 

benefit the middle class is great and all, but it is considerably 

out of step with the GOP’s vision of a Romney Administration. 

After the debate, the influential conservative lobbyist and 

tea-party activist Grover Norquist explained this newfound 

moderation as mere rhetorical pomp.

“You’re now in the general election and you’ve already 

convinced conservatives why they should vote for you,” 

responded Norquist, “You’re now talking to undecided 

voters, who have a completely different set of issues.”

But Romney’s not talking about a different set of issues, he’s 

taking a different set of stances on those issues out of political 

convenience. If he’s this quick to sell his views for a vote during 

the election, the same type of political flexibility should be 

expected when it comes to the key issues facing a possible 

Romney Administration. While it’s easy to understand why 

this new moderation has caused some serious momentum, 

it’s equally as easy to imagine his party tightening the leash 

once the votes are counted.

Regardless of political allegiance, I think these questions 

highlight some important issues facing the United States’ 

hyper-partisan, media-obsessed political sphere. The gap 

between rhetoric and reality has widened. Throughout 

this election season, it has become increasingly apparent 

that we have entered a new era of politics – the post-truth 

era. Misinformation and confusion about both domestic 

and foreign policy issues have permeated much of the 

American electorate. I feel that the Romney campaign and 

its supporters have capitalized on this development by 

employing communication strategies that purposely serve 

to exploit this confusion, turning such events as the televised 

presidential debate into little more than political displays of 

obfuscation. 

While this is by no means a new aspect of politics, 

developments in mass media and the new ability for unlimited 

corporate spending on partisan attack ads in the election 

season have made deliberate misinformation considerably 

easier. Such rhetorical bending in the era of post-truth 

politics has added a thick level of opacity to our political 

system. The truth has become less and less important in 

politics, increasingly masked by confusing and deliberately 

misleading rhetoric. While the Romney camp by no means 

holds a monopoly on this type of rhetorical flexibility, I feel 

that his dramatic shift from ultra-conservatism to a dubious 

moderation perfectly highlights this troubling development.

Cartoon illustrated by Pierre Barthélemy - The Political Bouillon
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W
hile I was back in NYC for (Canadian) 

Thanksgiving weekend, a free street newspaper 

ran an article about a facet of the uptown divide. 

There has always been the whole EAST SIDE vs. WEST SIDE 

rivalry. Whoever has lived in the city gets it. However, this 

article was brief and distinguished itself by discussing how 

the two sides divided themselves vis-à-vis the upcoming 

presidential elections. A recent study shows that the folks of 

the Upper West Side are voting blue, whereas the reds (no, 

not the Soviet reds) are found in the East. Ironic?

In case of a codification problem: blue is for Democrat and 

red is for Republican. I have set out to propose my theory 

which elaborates upon this: Let’s start with the UES: what was 

formerly known as “Billionaire Row” is now more modestly 

called “Museum Mile.” Rightly so, considering the fact that 

the MET, Guggenheim, and Whitney museums are all in 

that area, not to mention the fancy-pants art galleries. The 

residents of this neighborhood are generally of the sort that 

aligns with Republican ideals. On this side of town, everything 

must be “state-of-the-art” and “meticulously crafted,” from 

the storefronts to the Tory Burches on every other woman’s 

foot. 

It’s the kind of mentality that fits the likes of Rupert 

Murdoch—the media mogul who has recently plunged 

into the presidential election through Twitter between his 

other tweets about “great birds” and how-to-pick-a-hooker 

advice to Prince Harry; Larry Gagosian—the millionaire 

contemporary art dealer with gallery spaces all over the 

world, who has donated at least $5,000 to the Romney 

campaign; and finally—this one comes as absolutely no 

surprise—the Koch brothers. All of whom reside in the UES. 

When you think UES, think of a square: STRAIGHT LINE, RIGHT 

ANGLE, METICULOUSLY CRAFTED.

What do these individuals have to say as ambassadors of 

the UES to the election? With Larry Gagosian as an example 

of a self-made tycoon trying to save his fortune, the mogul-

figures of the brothers Koch and Rupert Murdoch are in a 

different category. They are the typical 1% businessmen who 

remain convinced their job is to save the rest of America, by 

“providing jobs.” The Koch brothers in particular have made 

a few headlines in recent months for actually sending emails 

to their some thousand employees reminding them to “vote 

for the right candidate,” because otherwise they may be out 

of a job. 

Glossing over the ethical issues associated with a move like 

that, those ideals represent the sort of nostalgia longing for 

an America that has all but withered and died. The “American 

Dream” type, which the Koch Brothers and Rupert Murdoch 

epitomize, is now almost completely irrelevant. This kind of 

demographic still stands as a strong conservative voice and 

ideal, and for historical reasons, is prevalent in the UES.

The UWS tends to be more supportive of politics in blue. With 

a past including the former home of John Lennon, the UWS 

side of town always seems to house the more liberal, DIY, be-

cool-stay-fancy mentality that generally seems to poll with 

Democrats. During the 2004 presidential elections, the UWS 

accounted for a significant portion of donations from the NY-

state area to Democratic candidate John Kerry. Particularly 

in terms of history and development, the Upper West Side 

has always been considered more bohemian and diverse, 

whereas the Upper East is where all the money settled. 

The UWS initially never held the sort of elite status that the 

UES held. This isn’t relevant anymore, considering both areas 

currently boast some of the world’s most expensive real 

estate. However, the older generations and their descendants 

from the original settlers of both sides maintained their 

respective mindset--just look at their politics-- which is now 

inherited through the voter divide.

Representin’ The 
East Side West Side

By Veronica Aronova - The Political Bouillon
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T
o the new arrival, Tanzania is a country teeming with the 

juxtapositions of an African nation in the 21st century. 

In the city of Mwanza, the typical pedestrian is likely to 

have at least two mobile phones to ensure connectivity when 

one of the telecom networks is down – a regular occurrence 

– but is apparently unable to afford footwear or new clothes. 

In the operating theatre of Bugando Medical Centre, the 

equipment lags only a decade or so behind the West, thanks 

to foreign (largely American) aid – yet the anaesthetist is 

barefoot, and was observed headbutting a medical student 

during an operation. Coca-cola is half the price of water, and 

marketing for it is omnipresent. 

This is only in the city. The rural areas are far bleaker – a 

subsistence lifestyle and mud huts. AIDS is rife, and the 

people are uneducated. Traditional beliefs and Catholic/

Muslim religions are merged into a malleable system that 

can be shaped to suit those who preach it, whether they be 

priests or witch-doctors. Cars overtake laden-down donkeys 

on the dusty roads.

Tanzania is one of the more stable African nations, despite 

its history – the unlikely union of mainland Tanganyika and 

the Zanzibar archipelago in 1964 following the Zanzibar 

Revolution (the African majority overthrew the Sultan of 

Zanzibar and his mainly Arab government with the help of a 

left-leaning Arab party), which was claimed by a man I met 

in Mwanza named Bartholomew to have been engineered, 

encouraged and/or negotiated America, to counter the 

perceived threat of Communism taking hold of Zanzibar. 

Whilst the move may have been a good strategy during the 

Cold War, and Bart claims it is the reason for disproportionate 

American foreign aid given to Tanzania (during 2011-2012, it 

was the 7th highest beneficiary of USAID), it has resulted in 

a rather one-sided alliance – mainland Tanzania subsidises 

the less productive and self-indulgently religious Zanzibar 

(roughly 95% of Zanzibar is Muslim, compared to 35% 

on the mainland). And though the (supposed) threat of 

global Communism has subsided, the U.S. aid continues 

– purportedly to ‘support’ the Tanzanian union, to avoid 

#ThirdWorldProblems
How can the developing 
world escape the status 
quo?
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By Cameron Payne

Zanzibar from attaining independence and becoming 

another hotbed of Muslim radical extremism, like Somalia 

(which is roughly 500km NNW of Zanzibar) and other 

Muslim-dominated developing countries. 

And all the while these high-level politics are taking place, 

adults and children all over Africa continue to suffer from 

sickness and starvation. The standard of living has increased 

for many, as evidenced by the massive population growth 

(due to reduced infant and other mortality) – 221 million 

people in 1950, to 1 billion in 2009 – but this increase in 

wealth (at least amongst some) has caused another stark 

juxtaposition – the incidence of chronic disease (due to longer 

lifespan and changing lifestyle patterns) has skyrocketed. In 

the hospital I was on placement in, there were malnourished, 

skeletal malaria/AIDS/TB sufferers alongside morbidly obese 

patients with diabetes/heart disease. 

The problem with Africa isn’t a lack of funding or aid (in 

financial terms) – it’s the failure of that funding to be properly 

allocated, or used effectively. This stems in part from a lack 

of understanding, but more so from corrupt local officials 

and foreign governments with ulterior motives for giving aid. 

The situation is complex, but it can be improved by ensuring 

that there is no hidden agenda for supplying support – the 

lack of understanding can be fixed by people who know and 

care about the actual scenario being the ones who decide 

where to send aid, rather than bureaucrats with concealed 

intentions, and there will be less reason or need for supplies 

to ‘go through’ local officials if they’re meant or expected to 

provide something in return. 

The same goes for faith-centred charities such as World 

Vision – if you want to help the people of a developing country, 

give them buildings, not bibles, and instead of prayers, send 

provisions. Let’s live up to our humanity, and give proper 

aid – because so long as it comes with strings attached, it’s 

nothing short of manipulation of our world’s most vulnerable.
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A
lthough he denies it, Alex Salmond, the leader of the 

independence inclined Scottish National Party (SNP) 

and First Minister of Scotland, by choosing 2014, 

the 700 year anniversary of the Battle of Bannockburn (a 

crushing military victory which could rightly be considered 

Scotland’s Agincourt), as the date for a long awaited 

referendum on Scottish independence, it will serve to 

remind those voting that Scotland was once a proud and 

belligerently independent nation. After much wrangling 

with the government in Westminster, the terms of such a 

referendum have finally been agreed to; it is now hoped 

that the question of Scotland’s future can be decided upon 

definitively, and finally put the issue to rest. 

Politically, the SNP and the pro-independence movement 

it spearheads, finds all three of the major parties arrayed 

against it. The Conservative Party decries the fragmentation 

of a Union which has endured for over 300 years, whilst 

its Liberal Democrat coalition partners and the opposition 

Labour Party baulk at the prospect of losing so many stalwart 

Scottish constituencies. On the other hand, the Scottish 

public can, according to John Curtice, a psephologist at 

Strathclyde University, be more or less divided into three 

camps: those that favour independence; those that favour 

the status quo; and a third group who like the Union, but 

favour greater political devolution from Westminster.

Mr Cameron has repeatedly called anathema to the notion 

of a Scottish secession, and seeks to squash it with this 

upcoming referendum. The referendum will offer a simple 

yes or no option as to the question of secession. The SNP had 

wanted to give voters a third option of further devolution from 

Westminster; something of a consolation prize if voters were 

to reject full independence. David Cameron, in his insistence 

upon only two options has effectively turned the Devolution 

camp into something of a swing vote, to be courted by both 

Nationalists and Unionists for the next two years. 

In securing this victory, Mr Cameron and the Unionist camp 

no doubt hope to sway these so called swing voters already 

so inclined, with arguments to the superfluity of Scottish 

independence, along with its many potential drawbacks. 

Both the Government and the Opposition have promised 

voters increased devolution in any case, should a ‘no’ result be 

returned. Mr Salmond for his part has not done particularly 

much to make independence seem like anything other than 

an appeal to national pride. Despite harking on Scotland’s 

right to control its own foreign affairs and the revenues from 

North Sea oil, he still supports the retention of both the Pound 

Sterling and the Monarchy (seeing as it could be argued that 

it was the Scottish Monarchy that subsumed the English in 

1603, this makes a curious sort of sense), and talks up the 

irreproachably close ties an Independent Scotland would 

share with its southern neighbour. 

The SNP has governed Scotland for the last five years, 

from 2007-2011 as a minority government, and since 2011 

as a majority government. In all that time, it has governed 

competently, and evidently it is capable of retaining, 

and indeed increasing its support amongst the Scottish 

electorate. Although undoubtedly a point in its favour, this 

does not necessarily guarantee majority support for the 

SNP’s independence platform. Unfortunately, this platform 

hinges largely upon an appeal to shared history and national 

pride; to Scots unswayed by such lofty notions, the picture of 

independence appears somewhat bleaker.

Scotland the 
Brave: The 
Dream of 
Independence

By Jack Nitschke
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Mr Salmond is unfortunate in that his attempts to elaborate 

upon independence have largely vindicated the arguments 

of Unionists, who say that such secession would be 

problematic, painful, and ultimately superfluous. His stated 

desire to maintain fiscal union with the United Kingdom 

betrays a tacit acknowledgement of the economic weakness 

to which an independent Scotland would immediately be 

subject. A newly independent Scotland, although hardly 

devoid of trade, would need to build up large segments of 

its economy from scratch. North Sea oil is often trumped 

as a sovereign Scottish resource, yet that is dwindling, and 

extricating what remains from English purview would be 

a messy business. There is also the issue of Foreign Affairs 

and Defence, both of which would need to be built from 

scratch. Mr Salmond has said that his party seeks Scottish 

membership in the European Union, maintaining the right, 

recently asserted by David Cameron, for an “opt-out” of EU 

regulations. 

The pro-Independence movement lacks any real driving 

force behind it. The days of English armies marching through 

Scotland burning the countryside and butchering civilians 

are long past. Modern Scotland is not subject to anything 

like the oppression and arbitrary justice that led Ireland and 

India to revolt against the United Kingdom. Were it not for 

an enduring and tenacious Scottish National identity tied to 

the memory of such medieval heroes as William Wallace and 

Robert Bruce, such questions of independence might be little 

more than an anachronistic curiosity. There are still two years 

left until the Scottish people (including, for the first time, 16 

and 17 year olds) get a chance to vote.  As it stands, with 

popular support for independence dipping, the SNP will have 

to come up with something more intriguing than an appeal 

to the past if it hopes to win in 2014. As of yet, it is struggling. 

F
or many people in the world, we are familiar with Susan 

Boyle’s “I dreamed a dream”. Many of us have grown 

to fervently reject it as a song worthy of nothing but 

our annoyance. However, one should not blame the song for 

the singer, especially after you see the origins of that song. 

I recently got a glimpse of the origins when I went to see 

Les Miserable (or Les Mis for short) at the regal theatre. It 

was an experience of one being enlightened to a timeless 

classic and watching such raw emotions and tragedy; it 

truly grabs you in to the story. Written by Victor Hugo, Les 

Mis was widely regarded as the greatest novel of the 19th 

century. The plot centers around Jean Valjean, an ex-convict, 

and Cosette, a child Jean cares for after he makes a promise 

on her mother’s deathbed, all the while being hunted by a 

policeman named Javier who makes it his mission to capture 

Jean Valjean. 

Set in the political upheavals of the late 18th century and 

the early 19th century, the story takes you through the trials 

and tribulation of the two, as well as various characters they 

meet along the way. The heroes and villains of the story 

were fascinating; the internal conflicts within each one truly 

captured the torment of living in such times whilst dealing 

with their desires and duty, truly reflecting the dark times 

that were in France with Napoleon’s final defeat and the 

June Rebellion. The themes of sacrifice, unrequited love, the 

choice between moral and absolute justice and the suffering 

of the lower classes on the streets are truly emphasized by 

the plight of the many characters and their overall desires 

for freedom and fulfillment in their life in the background of a 

revolution of the classes. 

The play was exquisite, the cast performed admirably to 

such a poignant story. The musical itself is nothing without 

the songs and those songs truly captured the pain, the joy 

and the love of the story. Their rendition of the songs were 

spot on, especially for one who has heard Susan Boyle’s 

version of “I dreamed a dream” to point of abhorrence, it was 

a refreshing change to hear from another voice. Brendon 

Hanson’s portrayal of Jean Valjean, which held true to the 

character of a man, conflicted with duty and redemption. 

Special recognition to Brian Dawson and his portrayal of the 

villain Monsieur Thenardier, capturing the villainous greed 

and lust for power that highlights the evil born in such times 

of desperation and hopelessness. I fully encourage people 

to see the movie coming out at Christmas starring Hugh 

Jackman and Anne Hathaway.

Fabricati Diem, Pvncti Agvnt Celeriter 

Les Miserables
By Hofai Chu Rating: ****
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Interested in contributing to State?

Don’t like what you read here?

Why not send us a letter, or better still, write us an article! We’re looking for writers, editors, 

photographers and formatters.

Please contact us at: statemagazine.uwa@gmail.com!


