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President’s Report
Welcome to the UWA Politics Club and State Magazine for 

2013 in what is shaping to up be a massive year for politics 

in Western Australia at a state and federal level! A special 

welcome to all of our new members who have joined us 

whilst a big thank you to those of you who have returned! 

My name is Angus Duncan and I the President of the UWA 

Politics Club.

I’d firstly like to introduce you to your new committee for 

2013:

Policy Vice-President

Tim Sondalini

Social Vice-President

Cailin Molinari

Treasurer

Aiden Depiazzi

Secretary

 Zach Elliot-Cole

Publications Officer

Amanda Robideau

Head Editor

Rebecca Anderton

Ordinary Committee Members

Max Riley

Francois Schiefler

Daniel Searson

Tom Beyer

So what can you expect from us for 2013? First of all you can 

expect a great range of events that are not only enjoyable 

and informative, but touch on contentious, controversial and 

hard hitting political issues. Previous events have included 

debates, Q&A’s, Mock Parliament, lectures and round table 

discussions. 

Secondly, you can expect us to invite a range of special guests 

from a variety of political background to speak. Previous 

guests have included politicians, diplomats, scientists, 

lawyers and lobbyists just to name a few. Hopefully all these 

events will allow you to meet your fellow lovers of politics, but 

will allow you to meet with and interact with your political 

heroes! Thirdly you can expect a range of fun social events 

from lawn bowls to fresher friendly parties to something 

extra for those of you 18+ (blame new guild regulations for 

my odd choice of words). 

Fourthly, State Magazine will continue to be the only 

independent student publication to focus on all political 

topics from all political levels (student, local, state, federal 

and international) from all political perspectives. In hope 

doing so we hope that State Magazine will allow you to voice 

your political opinions! Finally, there will be much political 

sexiness as we are the club that makes politics sexy! 

Before you get stuck into the content of State 

Magazine here are our upcoming events 

which we would love to have you join us at! All 

of these events are of course free. For more 

information please see our facebook events 

page or email us at politics.club.uwa@gmail.

com 

Week 2: 

Tuesday 5 March 1-2pm, Law Lecture 

Theatre, Liberal v Labor Debate

Thursday 7 March 3:30pm at Cottesloe 

Beach, Harold Holt Sundrowner

Week 3:

Tuesday 12 March 1-2pm, Arts Lecture Theatre Room 9 (1.61), 

Fresher Elections

Wednesday 13 6-8pm, Law Lecture Theatre, Women’s Week 

Q&A

We also have a number of positions opening if you are keen 

to get involved on the committee! Not only does this look 

great on your resume, but it provides an opportunity for you 

to have an active role on campus and active role within the 

club.

Fresher Representative: Are you a fresher at UWA? Are you 

a member of the UWA Politics Club? Want to get involved in 

the Committee? Do you have a passion of for politics? If you 

answered yes to these questions then you should consider 

nominating for the position of UWA Politics Fresher Rep. 

We’re looking for one female and one male student to join 

our committee. 

If you are interested in nominating or have any further 

questions please send your name and student number to me 

at 20360974@student.uwa.edu. Nominations shut Monday 11 

March at 12pm with the Election to be held Tuesday 12 March 

at 1pm.
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Publications Officer:  We are currently seeking a Publications 

Officer to coordinate State Magazine, to lead the Publications 

Sub-Committee and to liaise with the Treasurer and 

Sponsorship Officer as to the financing of State Magazine. 

It is strongly recommended that those wanting to nominate 

have some knowledge and skill at putting together a 

publication with the use of the relevant software. 

If you are interested in nominating please send your name 

and student number as well as a short 200 word summary 

of why you should be selected to me at 20360974@student.

uwa.edu.au. Nominations shut Monday 11 March at 12pm. You 

will be contacted by Tuesday 12 March with the selection 

outcome. Please email me if you have any further questions.

Head Editor: We are currently seeking someone to become 

Head Editor. The role of the Head Editor is to edit any Club 

material and to assist the Publications Officer in putting 

together State Magazine. Anyone seeking to nominate for 

this position should have a strong background in English, 

communications and editing. 

If you are interested in nominating please send your name 

and student number as well as a short 200 word summary 

of why you should be selected to me at 20360974@student.

uwa.edu.au. Nominations shut Monday 11 March at 12pm. You 

will be contacted by Tuesday 12 March with the selection 

outcome. Please email me if you have any further questions.

 

Sub-Editor: We are seeking 2 sub-editors to join the 

Publications Sub-Committee. The role of sub-editors are 

to perform certain tasks and be responsible for matters as 

requested by the Publications Officer and/or Head Editor 

in putting together State Magazine. You will also receive 

training as to how State is put together.  Anyone seeking to 

nominate for this position should have a strong background 

in English and communications. 

If you are interested in nominating please sent your name 

and student number as well as a short 200 word summary 

of why you should be selected to me at 20360974@student.

uwa.edu.au. Nominations shut Monday 11 March at 12pm. You 

will be contacted by Tuesday 12 March with the selection 

outcome. Please email me if you have any further questions.

Sponsorship Officer: We are currently seeking a sponsorship 

officer. The duty of the sponsorship officer is to develop and 

maintain the Clubs sponsorship plan, to seek and obtain 

financial sponsorship for the club and liaise with the President 

in order to develop strong public relations with sponsors, 

external organisations, businesses and individuals. Anyone 

seeking to nominate for this position should have a strong 

background in English, communications and public relations.  

If you are interested in nominating please send your name 

and student number as well as a short 200 word summary 

of why you should be selected to me at 20360974@student.

uwa.edu.au. You will be contacted by Tuesday 12 March with 

the selection outcome. Please email me if you have any 

further questions.

Well that is it from me in this report for our 10th issue of State 

Magazine! I can believe we are at our 10th issue already. 

A massive thank you to our current Publications Officer 

Amanda Robideau and Head Editor Rebecca Anderton for 

putting together another tip-top terrific issue of State. I 

couldn’t imagine a better issue of State to celebrate our 10th 

issue!

If you have any issues, problems, ideas, suggestions, anything 

really please send them to me. I hope you will enjoy this issue 

of State Magazine, but for now keep on making politics sexy!

Angus Duncan

President 
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Editorial
Happy New Year! Welcome to Issue 10! I hope everyone had 

a nice, relaxing and fun summer. This year is going to be a 

very exciting year for anyone who has an interest in politics.  

You would have to be living under a very large rock not to 

realise the WA State Election is right around the corner. By 

the time you read this, there will be just over two weeks until  

Election Day and all parties will be in full campaign-mode. 

This issue of State Magazine is a little 

special. We turn 10. Double digits. We’re 

growing up. I’m so proud to see State grow 

in the last year. We have become bigger 

and better than ever, and our readership has 

grown exponentially since the beginning of 

2012. I hope this pace continues into 2013! 

Thank you to all the readers, sponsors and 

especially the contributors who have made  

State Magazine so successful!

This issue of State also marks the end of my 

year as Publications Officer for UWA Politics 

Club. I have had such a great year in my 

position and thoroughly enjoyed putting 

together State Magazine for the students 

at UWA. I will continue to be very active in the UWA Politics 

Club this year and assisting with State. I would like to thank 

Head Editor, Rebecca Anderton for all her work over the last 

year. Also a big thanks to the rest of the UWA Politics Club 

Committee (old and new) for all the support and guidance. 

I would also like to wish the incoming Publications Office all 

the best in the role for 2013.

The 100th Guild Council at UWA has been up and running now 

for about 3 months. According to the Guild Facebook page, 

this year the Guild Council has a goal to do a comprehensive 

review into the Guild’s provision of food on campus. They 

are aiming to explore a satisfaction comparison of the UWA 

Guild with other guilds and unions and pricing comparisons, 

overall student perspectives on food and drinks on campus. 

Food on campus has proved to be a big issue at UWA. UWA 

Women’s Officer, Sophie Liley has started a campaign to 

scrap the GST on tampons. Her ‘Axe Tampon Tax’ petition has 

proven to be highly successful after she gained over 25,000 

signatures in less than 48 hours. Through the campaign, 

Sophie has made national headlines throughout Australia. 

The WA State election is upon us. You would be seeing 

billboards and posters going up everywhere, tv adverts, 

radio adverts and letters in your mailbox everyday of the 

week. Both sides are looking to win and hold government in 

their own right. Going into this election, Labor holds 27 seats, 

Liberals 23, Nationals 5 and Independents 4. Thirty seats are 

needed for a majority government. There have been a few 

interesting annoucements already from both sides, and no 

doubt there will be many more to come. 

It has been a very interesting start to the 

year for the Australian Labor Party. On 

January 29th, Prime Minister Julia Gillard 

annouced that the next Federal Election will 

take place on 14th September 2013, marking 

the longest election campaign in Australia’s 

history.. She hopes this annoucement 

will force debate on policy. However, this 

annoucement caused some anger in the 

Jewish community as this election date 

falls on one of the most sacred days on the 

Jewish calendar - Yom Kippur. 

Since her election date annoucement, two 

of Julia Gillard’s senior Cabinet members 

annouced their retirement, causing a 

Cabinet reshuffle. Both Senator Chris Evans 

(Senate Leader and Minister for Tertiary Education, Skills, 

Science and Research) and Nicola Roxon (Attorney-General) 

have since been replaced by Chris Bowen and Mark Dreyfus 

respectively. 

On 28th January, shortly before Nicola Roxon and Senator 

Evans’ annoucements, NT Senator Trish Crossin confirmed 

that she would not be standing in the next election after 

losing preselection. The next day, NSW MP Robert McLelland 

announced that he would not be recontesting the next 

election. The next seven months are going to be very 

interesting in federal politics!

Once again, I would like to thank all the readers and 

contributors to State Magazine. This year we will continue 

to collaborate with The Political Bouillon in Canada. Thank 

you to everyone at The Political Bouillon, especially Isabelle! 

This year will be a big year in politics. Not just on a state 

and federal level, but also a local and campus level. I would 

like to urge everyone to write something for State Magazine 

in the future. It’s great to have so many different ideas and 

perspectives in one place. Again, thank you!

Amanda Robideau

Publications Officer
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the congestion ELEction

2013 is going to be a busy electoral year for West Australians 

as they are going to the polls no less than three times. 

With a Federal election called for September 14, and local 

government elections expected around the same time, to 

have a state election in the same 12 month period seems a 

bit excessive. 

However low and behold we are faced with the ever looming 

state election date of March 9, and if the campaign so far has 

been any indication, it's going to be an interesting evening. 

State of the Parliament 

The current Parliament was voted in back in September of 

2008. The then Labor Premier Alan Carpenter attempted to 

surprise the newly elected Liberal leader Colin Barnett by 

calling an early election. 

However the move back fired with voters opting for a hung 

parliament with the Nationals, and three Independents (Janet 

Woollard, Alfred Cove; Liz Constable, Churchlands; and John 

Bowler, Kalgoorlie) were left in the balance of power. After a 

week of consultation, they decided to form government with 

the Liberals. 

The final election results were as follows:

Labor - 28

Liberal -24

Nationals - 4 

Independents - 3

However, four and a half years is a long time in politics, and 

the numbers have since changed. 

The Labor Member for Fremantle, Jim McGinty retired inafter 

a substantial career in politics. At the by-election the Labor 

Party lost to Greens MP Adele Carles.

Carles later left the Greens and became a "Green 

Independent" after her affair with Treasurer Troy Buswell 

became public. 

By Dylan Caporn
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The Labor Member for North West, Vince Catania, jumped 

shipped and joined the Nationals as the electoral appeal of 

the Royalties for Regions program became too hard to resist. 

The numbers are now:

Labor - 26

Liberal -24

Nationals - 5

Independents - 4

Retiring Members

A number of MPs are ending their political careers at this 

election, and in doing so they have opened up a number of 

seats. 

On the Labor side former leader Eric Ripper is leaving his seat 

of Belmont after two decades in the position, while former 

Police Minister John Kobelke is finishing up in Balcatta. In the 

country, Members for Pilbara and Kimberley, Tom Stephens 

and Carol Martin are also calling it a day. All four of the seats 

are expected to be close battles. 

On the conservative side, former Treasurer and Attorney 

General Christian Porter is moving on to a career in Federal 

politics however the Liberals are expecting to retain his seat 

of Bateman comfortably. 

The Speaker Grant Woodhams is retiring after two terms 

as the Member for Moore. The battle for that seat will be 

fought between the Liberals and the Nationals, with Labor 

preferences deciding the winner. 

Finally two independents are finishing up. Member for 

Churchlands Liz Constable is retiring and the Liberals 

are expected to pick that seat up, while the Member for 

Kalgoorlie John Bowler is bowing out, and the Nationals 

should win that seat. 

The Campaign - So Far

With half the official campaign underway, voters now have 

a relatively good idea on what the election will revolve 

around and to paraphrase an attendee at ABC Local Radio’s 

Transport forum this truly is the “Congestion Election”. 

The issue of transport and more importantly public transport 

has been a heavily debated issue since the release of Labor’s 

Metronet policy. Metronet, which stretches across the entirety 

of Perth, includes a line to the airport, a line to Ellenbrook 

and North and South “Ring rails” which surround the inner 

suburbs of Perth. 

The Liberal Party have responded with their version of an 

airport line as well as the Metro Area Express (MAX), a light rail 

track that connects Mirrabooka and the CBD, with intentions 

to connect it to UWA, Curtin and Burswood in the future. 

However both plans have been criticised. While the Labor 

Party have been accused of “fudging the figures” with their 

$3.8 Billion price tag, and not taking into the pressure being 

placed on the Midland Line with the Ellenbrook Line, and the 

North Rail Ring stemming off of it. 

The Liberal Party on the other hand have been accused of 

not looking at the bigger picture with their rail plan by Curtin 

Sustainability Professor Peter Newman. Newman believes 

that an airport line needs to be a part of a bigger public 

transport strategy, like Metronet. 

Transport Minister has also been accused of not consulting 

with the City of Perth over the MAX proposal, with Lord Mayor 

Lisa Scaffidi unimpressed with the track going through either 

Murray or Hay Street malls. 

Other issues in the campaign include the Kimberley Gas 

Hub, law and order and regional funding.

The Ten Seats to Watch

So, what seats do you need to keep an eye out for on election 

night. 

Liberal / National

Morley

ALP 0.8%: Based on new electoral boundaries, Morley is 

notionally Labor and Britza will face a rough challenge, from 

the Labor candidate former journalist Reece Whitby.

Mount Lawley

LIB 1.7%: Covering a strip of inner suburbs, Mount Lawley 

should be a close battle this year because former MP Bob 

Kucera has been endorsed by Labor to take on first term MP 

Liberal Michael Sutherland.

Riverton

LIB 2.0%: Riverton covers the inner southern suburbs of Perth 

and given the magin, new Liberal MP Dr Mike Nahan, faces a 

serious challenge from Labor’s Hannah Beazley, a daughter 

of former Federal Labor Leader Kim Beazley.

Labor

Albany

ALP 0.2%: Centered around the sleepy seaside town of the 

same name, Albany will be a three way contest between 

Labor MP Peter Watson facing Liberal Trevor Cosh and 

National Robert Sutton.

Forrestfield

ALP 0.2%: East of Perth Airport, Forrestfield will have a case 

of deja vu with the two 2008 candidates contesting again. 
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Labor MP Andrew Waddell, first elected in 2008, is opposed 

by the Liberal Party's Nathan Morton.

Balcatta

ALP 2.2%: Balcatta is an inner-northern Perth electorate lying 

between Wanneroo Road and the Mitchell Freeway. After 

John Kobelke’s retirement, the new Labor candidate is Janet 

Pettigrew, opposed by Liberal Chris Hatton. 

Joondalup

ALP 3.3%: Held by Labor's Tony O'Gorman since 2001, 

Joondalup will be a close fight, with the Liberal candidate 

Jan Norberger, a local resources recruiter.

Kimberley

ALP 6.8%: In the far north of the state, the electorate of 

Kimberley is another electorate with a retiring MP. The Labor 

candidate is Josie Farrer, the Liberal Party nominating Jenny 

Bloom, while the National Party will continue its push into the 

north of the state by nominating Michele Pucci. 

Pilbara

ALP 7.2%: Pilbara is an intriguing battle in 2013 with Nationals 

leader Brendon Grylls attempting to move into the seat. 

Fighting against him will be Labor candidate Kelly Howlett, 

Liberal candidate George Levissianos and Greens candidate 

Chris Maher.

Independents

Alfred Cove

IND 0.2% v LIB: After a scandalous term in Parliament, 

Independent MP, Janet Woollard faces a serious challenge 

from the Liberal’s Dean Nalder. 

Prediction

Polling would suggest that the Liberal Party is going to win in 

a landslide, however three weeks is a long time in politics, and 

anything could happen. I feel that the election is a lot closer 

however, the way the campaign is going at the moment, I’m 

saying that WA will again opt for a hung parliament, and the 

Nationals will form government with the Liberals. 

However, the Parliament will look considerably different, 

with it not containing an Independent MP for the first time in 

two decades. The main question now is whether Grylls can 

succeed in Pilbara, and whether Whitby wins in Morley.
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The Highs and Lows 

of Student Politics
When I think about election week, the thing I remember most 

is probably being completely and utterly sick of the colour 

blue. Raiding my cupboard for weeks afterwards, deploring 

the abundance of blue and the complete lack of say, pink, 

or some other politically neutral colour. Basically what I’m 

saying is I’ve been scarred for life by student politics – and 

that I am a hack – and proud. 

Last year was my first ever experience of student politics. 

I was still a fresher, running for an office bearer position 

(apparently this is rare – can’t for the life of me see why :P) 

Never before had I seen condoned harassment on such a 

widespread level. Seriously, as much as I thank everyone who 

voted, I would like to sincerely apologise for our behaviour. 

We know it’s ridiculous, but once you’re standing there, 

approaching complete strangers, most of whom “don’t even 

go here” (come on guys, I know that is the oldest politician 

avoiding lie in the book), and you’ve had four coffees and less 

hours of sleep, it doesn’t matter anymore. You’re wearing a 

onesie, some guy is half naked and covered in body paint, and 

you’re arguing with an opponent on the line about capitalism 

and subway cookies, and you know what? You’re probably 

enjoying it. 

Sad as it is, elections were probably two of the most exciting 

weeks of my life. I felt involved, I felt like I was actually doing 

something with my life other than lying in bed watching 

Grey’s Anatomy, and to be honest, I felt kind of important. 

Another strange thing about it is that from memory, the best 

moment of that two weeks was not when I won my election 

and Ben Watson made me stand on a couch in Cap S while he 

announced it to a crowd of crying, drunk student politicians 

(who then got me drunk – you know who you are). It was 

actually during campaign week, on a Wednesday, I believe at 

twelve O’clock, when I got clapped out of Jonathon’s popular 

music lecture. 

I was a full time ballet dancer for two years, so I’m familiar 

with being clapped at, but the thing was, these people were 

clapping because I stood up (and there were like three hundred 

of you, and you’re kind of intimidating) and I talked about 

something that meant a lot to me, in a way that obviously 

made it mean something to you. And also I’m kind of good at 

arguing.  So it was a good feeling and it’s moments like that, 

when people actually, actively listen, and then change how 

they think about something, that makes you think you did the 

right thing by getting involved in all of this insanity. 

I know we’re an annoying bunch, and as much as I never 

wanted to be a “hack”, I realised that by being at the guild, on 

a weekend, voluntarily, I already am one. We’re not perfect, 

we make mistakes and we usually get caught up in our own 

mad ideas without actually stopping to think about these 

things – but we’re young and our thinking is still impaired by 

our stunted frontal lobes, same as yours. But we do it, most 

likely sacrificing our sanity in the process, because we believe 

in something, and we actually do want to make a difference. 

And because Subway cookies are kind of good, too. 

By Sophie Liley
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Politic-LOLs from 2012

With the upcoming State election in March and a Federal 

election set for September things can get fairly tense and 

a bit heated between various political groups. As a way of 

diffusing the tension I thought I would count down my top 5 

politic-lol moments in Australian politics from 2012! 

Before getting to my top 5 moments, yes there are more funny 

Labor then Liberal moments. Interpret it as Labor has more 

of a sense of humour the Liberals if you’re a Labor supporter 

or if you’re a Liberal supporter Labor treats politics as a joke. 

Regardless these were some funny moments. If you are a 

Green’s or any other party supporter just read on and laugh!

5. K-Rudd Dances to K-pop

Poor Kevin Rudd, it has been a tough year for him in politics. 

Our former Prime Minister has fallen far, down into the 

depths of having to dance to Gangnam style on Sunrise, 

or as reporter Michelle Tapper called it 'Ruddnam Style’ for 

a bit of media attention. The footage comes across as this 

awkward moment where Mr. Rudd is forced into showing off 

his dance moves to Gangnam style, engaging in the horse 

riding action made famous by the K-Pop sensation Psy. 

When Ms. Tapper says that Mr. Rudd shares a lot of 

similarities with Psy, he responds by saying, “"Well he's got 

the same charisma as I've got ... like not a lot." The video 

became an instant hit on YouTube with over 22 million hits. All 

this embarrassment for a story which announced the winner 

of Mr. Rudd’s competition to design a logo for his upcoming 

election. The winning logo ‘It’s our Ruddy Future’.

4. Abbot and Pyne do a runner!

What could possibly make federal Opposition leader Tony 

Abbot and Christopher Pyne make a mad dash for the door?  

Having exiled Labor MP Craig Thomson’s vote with the 

Opposition. During a series of meaningless votes in Federal 

Parliament Mr. Thompson moved to vote with the Opposition 

on a gag motion put forward by Labor. The consequence 

saw the Mr. Abbot and Mr. Pyne sprint for the door. 

The Opposition has on numerous occasions vowed it would 

never accept the ‘tainted’ vote of Mr. Thompson. Should the 

Opposition have accepted Mr. Thompsons vote and made 

no attempt to leave the chamber it would have created a 

fairly awkward situation for them. Funnier still even with all 

his triathlon training Mr. Abbot failed to make it to the door 

before they were locked, whilst Mr. Pyne did. One might 

suspect that Labor had something to do with this political 

stunt. Notwithstanding, the scene put a new twist on running 

for politics.

3. Rudd loses his sh**

If there is one thing I love in politics it has to be politicians 

swearing. I don’t know why. Maybe it is simply because we 

By Angus Duncan
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are used to seeing them in a formal setting acting all serious 

in front of the camera. However, whenever I see a politician 

drop the f-bomb all I can do is laugh. It is funny. On this 

swearing front Kevin Rudd delivers. Now most people would 

be aware that Mr. Rudd is known for having a bit of a potty 

mouth. 

The video leaked in February 2012 taken during a Chinese 

interview really shows the extent to which Mr. Rudd enjoys 

the occasional F-bomb. “Arghhhh this f**king language,” he 

says followed by, “Is this that f**king interpreter again.” 

Funny, but during the short video you do get the sense 

that Mr. Rudd possibly hates Chinese and their language 

even when he himself is a Mandarin speaker. The ensuing 

video remixes and parody’s all made for some comic relief. 

Regardless if anything it was good to see K-Rudd raw and 

uncensored.

2. Gillard Pronounces the End of the World

Our Prime Minister Julia Gillard had ago at comedy in 2012 

and I have to say she pulled it off. So with the end of the 

world upon us according to the Mayan Calendar in 2012 Ms. 

Gillard was approach by Triple J breakfast and asked to do 

an ad for them for their upcoming end of the world show. 

Boy, did she give us something that I don’t think anyone was 

expecting. She announces, “My dear fellow Australians, the 

end of the world is coming….whether it be by flesh-eating 

zombies, demonic hell-beasts.... or K-Pop.” To top it off she 

finishes off by saying, “At least this means I won’t have to do 

Q&A again.” 

Her performance was outstanding. Her speech is delivered in 

the clinical emotionless style that we have come to expect 

from Ms Gillard during her media appearances. This style 

made it all the more funny as Ms. Gillard comes across as 

being dead serious with regards to what she is saying.  My 

hat really goes off to our PM for this video. Regardless of 

what the critics say regarding this video it showed Australia 

that even Ms. Gillard loves having a laugh. 

1. Craig Emerson sings No Whyalla Wipeout

I don’t care whether your Greens, Labor, Liberal or whatever 

you have to admit this was one of the more funnier/stranger 

movements from 2012. I cringe every time I watch poor 

Trade Minister Craig Emerson during a media conference 

on the Carbon Tax sing his version of the Skyhooks Horror 

Movie. Just the awkwardness that emerges from the silence 

between the media and the minister waiting 22 seconds for 

the singing to begin is enough to make your hair stand on 

end. As a way of diffusing the situation Mr. Emerson starts 

doing this weird little bopping action which makes him look 

even more awkward. 

Then when the singing starts the poor guy appears to be 

so nervous he rushes the lyrics and finishes before Graeme 

Strachan (lead singer of the Skyhooks) has a chance to even 

finish his second “shocking me right out of my brain”. Maybe 

there was something to that as the performance was just 

shocking and so unexpected, especially from the usually 

serious and professional Mr. Emerson. It made for a good 

example of how not to pull off a political stunt. Just for the 

sheer awkwardness and the look on Craig Emerson’s face, 

something like where did my life go wrong to get here, our 

Trade Minister gets my numbers 1 pick of politic-lols from 

2012!

So there you have it, my top 5 funny moments from Australian 

Politics for 2012. Overall 2012 was a bizarre year in politics, 

but these moments have made it all the more fun!
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Amending America
What do the second amendment to the American 

Constitution and the Second citizenry right in the American 

Bill of Rights have in common? Well, you wouldn’t need to be 

a scholar of American history or politics to know that they 

are the same thing. This is one of the reasons a portion of 

the American public is pro-gun and why a good percentage 

of that portion is being represented in Congress. The second 

amendment – being a part of the Bill of Rights – is entrenched 

in the American psyche. 

It speaks of the rights for one to protect what is theirs and 

reassures that freedom will not be infringed by government 

or individual. The Bill of Rights is seen by every citizen of 

America as a code of ethical measurement. If what you are 

doing is protected by the Bill of Rights or if it is stated or can 

be construed to state in the Bill or the Constitution, than it is 

non-negotiable, morally and legally. 

The second amendment as worded in the Constitution is 

as follows: ‘A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the 

security of a free State, the right of the people to keep and 

bear Arms, shall not be infringed.’

Very well. The ability to quickly form militia in the face of war 

is a noble and necessary precaution. This holds true when 

you don’t have the means to build an army of your own, as 

was the case on the 25th of September 1789. This however 

is not the case anymore. The United States has the most 

powerful and prodigious army in the world. It is more than 

capable of dealing with threats to its liberty and freedom via 

this ferocious and uncompromising power. 

Yet, this amendment and citizenry right remains firmly fixed 

in the Constitution and at the back of every tea bag bearing, 

cowboy boot wearing crack-pots mind in the country. These 

people that insist it is for the good and safety of the masses 

to have military style automatic firearms on their bedside 

tables, need to open their eyes to the bigger picture. 

The evidence to suggest that gun violence in America is out 
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By Jesse Rutigliano

of control is overwhelming. There have been 900 gun deaths 

in the States since the devastating events at Sandyhook 

Elementary. That’s 205 more deaths in the five weeks since 

the tragedy than Australia had in 2008, 2009 and 2010 

combined. 

This is a country with an issue that is literally killing its citizens 

as I write. It is by no means, and I do not suggest it’s a simple 

issue to fix. I am not naive, and I will not say “just change 

the goddam amendment”. This is a deep-rooted American 

freedom, a freedom that was enacted by the Founding 

Fathers. Individuals such as George Washington, Benjamin 

Franklin, Thomas Jefferson and John Adams. All men of high 

esteem with free and liberal traditions. 

What I hope to point out in this article is that the international 

community’s opinion of American idiocy and downright 

stubbornness comes from a long line of historic freedoms, 

all born in the name of ‘Life, Liberty and the Pursuit of 

Happiness.’ It is sincere and not an easy thing to change. 

However, President Obama has – to his credit – taken this 

issue head on. He has proposed an Assault weapons ban, 

expanded background checks and ammunition magazines 

being limited to 10 bullets. 

This package, along with a few other additions will be a good 

start and probably as close as the country will get to altering 

the second amendment. We of course have to remember 

that these are just proposals. Without bi-partisan support, 

and congress being as polarized as it is, this package is 

unlikely to pass. President Obama warns that if Congress 

does not pass these revised gun laws he will take action 

into his own hands. However, the Executive can only do so 

much without Congressional support, and I reiterate, that 

unfortunately is incredibly minimal. 

So, it seems that a country founded on ultimate individual 

freedom has made it possible for a citizenry right to limit 

that freedom in the guise of unequivocal finality. This is one 

of the implacable tragedies of America – America the brave.
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In a decision that showed a blatant disregard for working 

people, the Greens Party earlier last year helped pass 

arguably some of Australia’s worst anti-union legislation. As 

a result of working with the Liberal’s, The Election Funding, 

Expenditure and Disclosures Amendment Bill 2011 passed 

the NSW Parliament. Unions now will no longer be able to 

make financial contributions to political parties. 

Already struggling with cost of living pressures, this is just 

another kick in the guts for honest, hardworking people. 

Working Australians need an effective voice within the 

chambers of our decision makers. The Greens Party support 

of this legislation makes this effort an even harder task. 

And this is not just an isolated incident. In the most recent 

Victorian Parliament, the Greens Party voted with the 

Liberal’s 69% of the time. 

The Greens Party can pull stunts off like this because they 

are not a party for working people. 

The Greens Party took the gold medal for receiving the 

highest donation to any political party in 2010-11 when 

businessman Graeme Wood chipped in $1.68million. It 

then shouldn’t come as a surprise that the Greens Party 

supporters have the highest average income of all Australian 

political parties, higher than even the Liberal’s.  

Why then should Labor preference a party that doesn’t 

care about the interests of working people?

In July the NSW Labor conference successfully passed a 

motion to end automatic preferencing to the Greens Party.  

Although a motion to automatically place the Greens last 

would have been a better result, this still represents a 

welcome development.

NSW State Secretary Sam Dastyari told the conference, 

“The Greens political party are not our friends, they are 

not our allies, they are our political rivals”. Nor are they a 

friend or ally of working people. They do not crusade for 

the interests of working people. They put the environment 

before the jobs.

The Greens Party represents as much of a threat to working 

people as the Liberal Party. 

Real reform that helps the lives of working people can only 

be done in government, by a Labor government, and not 

from the cross benches. A vote for the Greens Party is a vote 

for the Tories. For every Green MP in parliament there is one 

less Labor MP to form government. Whilst the Greens Party 

arguably hold the prize of being the most progressive party 

in Australian politics, they don’t have a record of reform, 

because they are not a party of government. 

Preferencing the Greens Party for such a long and sustained 

period has damaged the progressive vote for Labor. It has 

also played a large role in their rise through Australian 

politics. They now hold the balance of power in the Senate, 

have defeated Labor in its heartland(Melbourne-Federal, 

Fremantle-State) and look to seriously threaten other Labor 

seats. 

It is now time for the rest of Labor to follow NSW’s lead. 

Labor doesn’t need the support of the Greens Party. 

Working people need the support of a Labor Government. 

Michael Quinn is a Commerce and Economics graduate 

in March this year and former President of the University 

Catholic Society; the opinions expressed here are his own.

Goodbye greens
By Michael Quinn
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Scotland out from Britain. From The River Tweed to the 

Outer Hebrides, Alex Salmond and Scottish National 

Party (SNP) wants to see the White and Blue Saltire flag 

of an independent Scotland flying. This is a nice dream of 

patriotism but it is a woefully short sighted one that will see 

the Scots robbed of comfort and stability in the name of 

independence. The vote in 2014 on Scottish Independence 

has already bolstered the SNP to begin planning the way 

sovereignty and powers will be handed from the United 

Kingdom’s government to the Scottish one. 

Prime Minister David Cameron has dismissed any talk of 

hypothetical transfer but even if he did entertain it at the 

moment it is a colossal task facing the Scottish parliament 

to prepare for independence. As it stands present Scotland 

faces three problems with any independence bid; money, 

bureaucracy and the international community. There is a 

potential solution to provide what much of what Scotland 

wants while retaining the integrity of a United Kingdom. 

Money is a key problem for Scotland. The UK’s finances 

are not what they once were, and it is laden with the 

burden of the EU. This is the situation that a united Britain, 

a major economic player and home to the world’s financial 

heart London, is struggling with. An independent Scotland 

would necessarily inherit a share of these maladies in 

the form of inherited sovereign debt and independent 

exposure to the conditions. History has taught us that 

state building is an expensive undertaking with new 

countries being almost universally in a worse economic 

condition than established ones because of a lack of 

experience, infrastructure and international credit history 

to judge worthiness off of. 

Caledonia ex albion:

scotland’s 

independence

The Scots might be known in England for their penny 

pinching ways, but it will be an expensive undertaking 

that the Scottish parliament will be facing on a back foot. 

This is thus-far ignoring the currency issue. A new country 

means that the Great British Pound might no longer be the 

official Scottish currency. If the pound remains, Scotland 

will still be in de facto currency union with the rest of the 

United Kingdom. Alex Salmond has spoken in the past of 

Scotland joining the Euro but in the current climate that 

would be jumping from a leaky ship onto a sinking one. 

There is no guarantee of the stability or even survivability 

of the Euro at the moment. 

A currency union with the UK would be far more stable 

with the Scottish economy already heavily integrated 

and 60% of Scottish exports going to the rest of the 

UK at present. Even between two countries a currency 

Union is a tricky thing to get right; it would need a single 

Monetary authority between them and a united effort for 

Fiscal stability curbing the tax/spend ability of a fledgling 

Scottish Government. The third option, a unique currency 

for sovereign Scotland, is only possible in a long game. If a 

new currency was developed it would have to be pegged 

to a stable currency (almost certainly the Pound but 

conceivably the US Dollar or Euro) or else the financial 

frailty inherent to any new regime would play havoc with 

the new Scottish Economy.

Economic maladies will not be the only thing Edinburgh 

will inherit from London. Scotland and England have been 

joined at the head for 400 years, since Elizabeth I died and 

the Scottish King James VI gained the English Throne as 

James I. This joined monarchy preluded the existing joint 

state of Great Britain in 1707, but since James I Scotland 

By Brendan Storer
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has been partner to an effective single state on the Isle 

of Great Britain. This joining continues to have impact on 

the running of Scotland. Centuries of bureaucracy have 

subsided into Whitehall and untangling such a structure 

will be a huge task for not just Scotland but the London 

Civil Service as well. Scotland must also choose the fate 

of its Queen. Elizabeth II may be Queen of the United 

Kingdom but this title is derived from her predecessors 

being King of Scotland and England united. 

Scotland may choose to retain the monarchy and join the 

other nations where Elizabeth reigns: Canada, Australia, 

Jamaica amongst the 16 Royal States or Scotland may 

choose to join India, Pakistan and Ireland as a Republic. 

Currently a decoupling of Scotland and Britain would, 

despite what some in Scotland believe, have the UK 

inherit everything and Scotland is required to reapply to 

everything despite. Scotland would easily get into most 

clubs worth joining. The Commonwealth is a given while the 

United Nations and its various sub-bodies would also be 

a guarantee once the paperwork was filled out. Truthfully 

some of the work disengaging Scotland from London 

has already been done. Devolution to not just Scotland 

but Northern Ireland and Wales has shown foresight for 

the needs of the distinct countries. Independent Scotland 

must also contend with the anarchy of the global system 

by itself.

It is in this line of thought that a solution to Britain’s 

country problems may lie. John Major, PM in the 1990s, has 

commented that devolution did not gone far enough and 

that everything bar Foreign affairs, Defence and Economic 

Management should be devolved leaving only these three 

things to London. What Major is talking about is closer to 

Federalism of the British Isles. Federalism makes a lot of 

sense when you look at the disparate British state and the 

history that colours the relationships of England and the 

other British countries. Federalism would allow Scotland, 

and the other constituent states to conduct their internal 

affairs as they see fit whilst retaining as a whole the 

strength that the UK enjoys and can continue to enjoy. 

Under Federalism the UK will also solve the West Lothian 

question of no devolved legislature for England by granting 

‘state’ legislatures, as it were, to the countries individually. 

The UK would be able to look to Germany and Australia 

as states that have dissimilar regions economically and 

culturally but remain a united enterprise. It is arguable 

that it is only because of the cautious evolution of the 

British political system that never had enough of a 

turbulent break with what had come before to sensibly 

lay out a cohesive system, even under Civil war, that 

Federalism hasn’t be adopted to codify the relationship 

between Britain’s constituent parts. 

In Federal Britain it would make sense to split into England, 

Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland as the federated 

parts given the convenience of no having to redraw 

boundaries. It would even make sense to divide England 

into composite parts given the population advantage it 

holds with 10 times the 5 million people of Scotland living 

in England’s green and pleasant land. To this end there 

might be North and South England or East and West or 

perhaps the counties centring on Manchester, Birmingham 

or Leeds to provide an urban focal point. It might be better 

if London itself was separate from the State of England. 

Such a global city is decreasingly England’s alone. Its 

character is more cosmopolitan and many in the rest of 

Britain have a allegiance to it as the capital and would find 

it strange for London to become a foreign city. In creating 

Federal Britain however a caveat; it would be important to 

stress the importance of a defined relationship between 

the Federal Government and constituent countries and 

mechanisms to ensure that there is no legal conflict 

between a Scottish Law and a British one much Like 

Australia does or else suffer from the deadlock seen in the 

United States system where States open fight for power 

and jealously guard prerogatives from Washington. 

Federal Britain is an option that Scotland should 

consider availing itself of. It would spare them the worst 

of independence; bankruptcy and bureaucracy, whilst 

allowing the specialisation of laws to Scotland’s own needs 

by the Scottish themselves. It would also let Scotland 

continue to reap the benefits of the British place in the 

world such as the Security Council Veto. It would also be 

beneficial to the UK as a whole. 

The pooling of abilities and resources has always yielded 

results and Britain’s achievements in the past cannot 

be attributed solely or even predominantly to one of 

the nations. England may reap much of the kudos but 

Scotland, Wales and Ireland have doggedly thwarted 

subsumption into the English Leviathan by consistently 

punching above their weight class as peoples. Scotland 

leaving, as the second largest puzzle piece of Britain, 

would wound the UK more than the others, not fatally but 

it would begin a quasi-balkanisation of Britain.

If Scotland votes yes for independence in 2014 it will have 

shown that it is prepared to make its own way but it 

may martyr itself to achieve independence when there 

is alternative that Britain can decide unified. Headstrong 

devotion by the SNP to put the Scottish first is good but 

blindly detaching Scotland because you think it’s the only 

way is missing out on an opportunity.
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The Australian Labor Party (ALP) have become a bunch 

of inward-fighting, brittle and sour factions trying to run 

the country based around short-term political goals since 

their 2007 electoral win. For those of you who don’t know: 

a faction is a number of members in a party that vote 

together based around a political ideology or strategy. 

Although there are many factions in the ALP, the majority of 

them usually vote and act in a Right and Left-wing factional 

bloc. 

The theoretical benefits of being factionalised are that the 

ALP can encompass a broad church of political opinion 

and easily organise a definitive and comprehensive set of 

policies while having a decentralised leadership structure. 

The reality however is very different. There is a deep and 

debilitating cancer within the ranks of the ALP’s factions, 

tainting their ideology and resulting in their electoral woes.

Kevin Rudd’s rise and downfall worked as a catalyst for the 

ALP’s clouded ideology and chaotic factionalism. Rudd’s 

populist policy platform may have given him short-term 

political gain having won the 2007 election. However his 

“conservative economics”, “tough but humane” approach 

to asylum seekers, lowering CO2 emissions while trying to 

serve union interests and abandoning Australia’s duties in 

Iraq; lacked any sort of theme or ideology amongst ALP 

members, necessary for party discipline and conformity.

Rudd’s example is an indicator of why the ALP is losing their 

vote to the Greens. The Right faction’s focus on unions and 

economic globalisation is forming a wedge against their 

Left members and voters. The result is a serious political 

divide and a number of lost left-leaning ALP voters seeking 

a party more in tune with their views. A Party like the 

Greens.

You can only feel sorry for the ALP when the Green’s former 

leader Bob Brown says his radical party will inevitably 

supersede the ALP. The scary fact is that Brown is correct; 

the Greens have doubled their vote since the ALP’s been in 

office while the ALP’s slowly decays.

The ALP will lose the next and every subsequent election 

if they do not accurately portray the left in Australia. 

The ALP’s golden age of Hawke and Keating’s right-wing 

economic reforms are now far behind them. Unions are 

quickly becoming an issue of the past and if the ALP intends 

to serve union interests as well as their environmental ones 

then they will surely fail.

Why does the ALP 

suck at being left?
By Daniel Searson
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A few weeks ago I was fortunate enough to experience the 

57th Presidential Inauguration of America’s 44th President, 

Barack Obama. The 21 January event coincided with Martin 

Luther King Day, further adding to the symbolic second term 

start of America’s first African American President. I joined 

more than 800,000 citizens and international visitors on 

Washington’s National Mall to celebrate, to share a part of 

history, and to reflect on America’s future.

Determined to share in the momentous day, I took a 17-

hour Greyhound bus ride from Nashville, Tennessee to the 

District of Columbia. When I arrived on ‘Inauguration Eve’, 

Washington was already abuzz with large crowds, and there 

was a real sense of excitement in the air. Almost everyone’s 

discussions were centred around how to get to the National 

Mall, what time to get up, and how to prepare for the weather. 

Rising early on the big day, (and after the arduous process 

of layering defences against the cold) I navigated my way 

around Washington’s wide, bustling avenues as I moved 

between the famous museums and landmarks. 

An incredible level of security had been deployed. Armoured 

vehicles blocked off virtually every street, snipers could be 

spotted on most rooftops, and military personnel proudly 

wore their “don’t mess with me” expressions from behind 

their shades (an ideal accompaniment to their big “don’t 

mess with me” machine guns of course!). I soon joined 

America’s huddled masses on the Mall, and tried to move 

closer until the sheer thickness of the crowd prevented me 

from moving any further. 

The 57th United 

States Presidential 

Inauguration 
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I was nowhere near close enough to see anything without 

the use of visual aids, but I had fortunately positioned myself 

relatively close to a screen and speakers. The atmosphere 

was truly incredible. People were excitedly chatting, 

befriending strangers (as I did), sipping coffee or watching 

the ‘TV special’ about topics ranging from America’s veterans, 

to the ‘First Dog’, Bo. Then at last, after hours of waiting came 

the familiar sounds of trumpeting, accompanied first by the 

arrival of past presidents and special guests, and then finally 

by the President and Vice-President. 

Their oaths were greeted by enthusiastic applause, cheers 

and the fluttering of thousands of little American flags, as 

Americans welcomed Obama and Biden to their second 

terms at the helm of the US leadership. In this moment I was 

reminded of the strong connection Americans feel to the 

Presidency. Their President is in many ways an embodiment 

of their values, voices and views. I couldn’t help but draw a 

comparison to Australia, where I feel we still largely lack this 

true embodiment of our people in our head of state.

For me the significance of the day was captured by the 

inauguration speech, in which Obama focussed not only 

on the challenges ahead, but also on the progress America 

has made towards its ideal of social inclusivity. Quoting from 

the Declaration of Independence, he captured America’s 

core philosophy: “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that 

all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their 

Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are 

Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.”

By Lihan Oliver
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The Obama Doctrine: The 

Feel-Good Fakery of the 

Liberal-Realists
By Francis McLoughlin

As much as I admire John McCain and like-minded U.S. 

senators like Kelly Ayotte and Lindsey Graham, I couldn’t help 

but feel a little galled when I learnt of Susan Rice’s withdrawal 

from the running for Secretary of State during President 

Obama’s second term last year. Reflecting on the part these 

three senators played in driving Ms. Rice to stop her career 

short of anything higher than U.S. Ambassador to the United 

Nations (in which capacity she earned something of my 

respect for storming out of the Security Council in the face 

of Russia’s veto of a UN resolution on Syria), one appreciates 

just how bittersweet their victory turned out to be. 

On the one hand, Senator McCain was right to call out Ms. 

Rice for disseminating falsehoods about the murder of four 

Americans by, as it turned out, well-armed jihadi militants in 

Benghazi last year (Ms. Rice had appeared on a number of 

morning talk-shows to relay the fallacy that those murdered 

had fallen victim to some anti-American mob protesting 

a video; her story happened to mesh with the interests of 

President Obama’s re-election campaign, then trumpeting 

the United States’ triumph over a supposedly weak and 

whimpering al-Qaeda). On the other hand, to think that all this 

commotion precipitated merely the alternative nomination 

of John ‘I was for it before I was against it’ Kerry gives me 

reason to believe the good senators may not have had their 

priorities exactly straight.

Of greater significance, however, was a parallel nomination 

which at one point opened up one of those queasy parades 

of bipartisanship which may make for good PR for those 

involved, but little else. Ever since I heard the news that former 

Republican Senator Chuck Hagel, a politician appraised by 

‘realist’ scholars like Stephen Walt, is the next-in-line for the 

position of Secretary of Defence, I have been surveying the 

prospects, however remote, of a break with the shameful 

‘Obama Doctrine’ of refraining from protecting civilians 

around the world from mass-slaughter and of giving dictators 

like Bashar al-Assad, the ruling clergy in Iran, and the Taliban 

in Afghanistan permission to die another day. As far as I can 

see, such prospects are non-existent. 

In fact, an administration with President Obama as 

commander-in-chief, and prospective Secretaries Kerry and 

Hagel yabbering on about ‘bringing the troops home’ and 

cutting military spending, would be the perfect symbol of 

America’s decline and the world’s descent into a status quo 

of rogue-states, nuclear proliferation and détente (the term 

political science gives to the process by which democracies 

pursue appeasement with tyrannies and oligarchies), as I 

shall argue. 

The sub-title of James Mann’s study of the Obama 

administration’s first term, The Obamians, was ‘The Struggle 

inside the White House to Redefine American Power’, a 

phrase I once thought apt. Yet when one looks back over the 

past year or so, one finds that what seemed at the time like a 

struggle was really no such thing; more like a wide-reaching 

tendency in which the foreign policy objectives of both 

Republicans and Democrats have appallingly converged. 

How could one think otherwise, when even the Romney 

campaign, superficially running against the policies of Barack 

Obama, was encapsulated and defined by it? 

Consider it a footnote if you like, but late last year, Robert 

Zoellick, serving as the head of Mitt Romney’s National 

Security transition team, published an article expounding the 

wisdom of reining in American military power in exchange 

for a more sophisticated awareness of the efficacy of more 

subtle economic manoeuvring. This, in the same magazine 

in which just last month appeared an article by a Professor 

John Watkins on the lessons the United States can learn from 

Richard III about appeasement—Foreign Policy magazine, 

that is, in which prominent Democratic-learning scholars 

hold forth on the virtues of the Obama Doctrine.

The Obama Doctrine may be currently redefining the 

much-scrutinised application of American power abroad 

in this post-George W. Bush era, but far from doing so in a 

courageous and contrarian manner, it is actually little more 

than a resurrection of an earlier status quo, and admirers 

and defenders of the president’s policy objectives also 
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reveal themselves to be proponents of this business-as-usual 

movement. Henry Kissinger called it the ‘Vietnam Syndrome’; 

Charles Krauthammer diagnosed it as a resurgence of 

isolationism; the Left mistook it for anti-imperialism. The 

current crop of liberal-realists in power in Washington is 

conjuring up an age-old set of policies, albeit for reasons at 

slight variance with those of their less liberal predecessors. 

Nevertheless, these policies will have just as disastrous 

consequences for the United States and for certain parts of 

the world as did those pursued during the Nixon, Ford, Carter, 

H.W. Bush, and Clinton years—years alternately liberal, realist, 

or both. At its core, and in as objective a phrase as I can think 

of, what this set of policies reflects is a general reluctance to 

involve the United States militarily in armed conflicts around 

the globe, in the belief that prudence dictates such a course 

of (in)action—though, one observes, this reluctance does not 

necessarily extend to the implementation of shady covert 

operations or shifty balance-of-power ‘tilts’ towards this or 

that autocracy, in this or that strategic region. 

Just review how the Obama administration has conducted 

itself to date vis-à-vis the rest of the world. Recall that the 

Obama White House has been intent on pursuing détente 

with the forces of jihad and tyranny wherever it can. On 4 

December last year, the New York Times ran an article which 

began as follows: “The Obama administration has launched 

a post-election push to restart moribund peace talks with 

the Taliban, despite resistance from the U.S. military, mixed 

signals from Pakistan and outright refusal by the militants 

themselves, according to U.S. officials”. 

If these appeasement-seeking ‘signals’ to the enemy weren’t 

enough of a reversal of the global war on Islamic jihad, consider 

another ‘tilt’ in this great game of nations, this resuscitated 

doctrine of Realpolitik. The administration has exercised such 

masterful diplomacy as to have opened up a drone-base 

on Saudi soil a decade after the Bush administration was 

compelled to shift U.S. troops from Prince Sultan U.S. Air Base 

to Al Udeid Air Base, 45km south-west of Doha, after the Saud 

family flashed its disdain for the military campaign against 

their Taliban allies in Afghanistan. 

The construction of this drone-base was an initiative 

instigated by John Brennan, the man whom the president has 

nominated as the next head of the CIA; it was also the latest 

affirmation of the administration’s full-scale replacement of 

the Gates-Petraeus COIN strategy with the drone-centric CT-

Plus one advocated persistently by Vice President Joseph 

Biden. The latter eschews a responsible execution of the global 

war on jihad, preferring instead a hit-and-miss assassination 

program from Somalia to Pakistan, with the person holding 

the remote-control for the drone sitting half-a-world away.

This outbreak of establishment-pacifism has been the crux 

of the Obama Doctrine since virtually day one, despite a 49-

year old Senator from Illinois contending, during his 2008 

presidential campaign, that Afghanistan, not Iraq, is the real 

strategic front against global jihad. A 5 January Times article 

reviewing ex-General Stanley McCrystal’s memoir reported 

the following:

At an Oct. 8, 2009, video conference with Mr. Obama’s 

National Security Council, differences again emerged 

when General McChrystal outlined his goals: “Defeat 

the Taliban. Secure the population.”

That prompted a challenge by a Washington-based 

official, whom General McChrystal does not name, 

that the goal of defeating the Taliban seemed too 

ambitious and that the command in Kabul should 

settle instead for an effort to “degrade” the Taliban. 

Thus we see that only a year after President Obama’s 

election to the Oval Office, prominent voices within the 

White House were of the view that “the goal of defeating the 

Taliban seemed too ambitious”. The young liberal-realist who 

labelled Afghanistan rather than Iraq the “necessary war”; 

who believed that the problems in the Middle East could be 

obviated by the entity known to a politically-potent portion 

of the region as the ‘Great Satan’ donning a friendlier face, 

without hubris—this man, whose war-weary visage we must 

suffer to see peering down upon us from the world’s only 

democratic superpower for the next four years, has lost 

heart, lost the stomach, and ultimately lost the intelligence 

and the reasons for fighting the War on Terror. 

Putting Afghanistan aside, yet another Times article, published 

3 December, discussed the unwillingness of the administration 

to contribute to the Economic Community of West African 

States (ECOWAS) and the African Union’s proposed 

campaign to wrest northern Mali back from the clutches of 

al-Qaeda affiliates and surrogates, President Obama having 

already publically proclaimed the decapitation of that global 

jihadi network in May 2011 after a well-publicised raid on a 

compound in Abbottabad. 

The article carried the following quote from Mr. Ban Ki Moon 

from the UN report on the situation there: “Northern Mali is 

at risk of becoming a permanent haven for terrorists and 

organized criminal networks where people are subjected to 

a very strict interpretation of [shari’a] and human rights are 

abused on a systematic basis”. The current state of AFRICOM, 

which was unable to dispatch a force to protect staff in the 

U.S. consulate in Benghazi, says much about the Obama 

administration’s views on the presence of al-Qaeda in the 

Maghreb. 

It is clear that despite Ambassador Rice’s 2006 op-ed piece 

in the Washington Post advocating intervention to stop the 
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genocide in Darfur, the administration really could not care 

less about intervening in sub-Saharan Africa, either. Indeed, 

not long after the release of the aforementioned UN report, 

Ambassador Rice reportedly referred to France’s 3,000-troop 

intervention plan in that former West African democracy as 

“crap”, and left it at that, with the United States opting to 

lead (or, in this case, to simply trail along, providing logistical 

support) from behind as per the foreign policy paradigm it 

will most likely leave behind as its central legacy.

The Left may not like Chuck Hagel, who is, after all, a 

Republican, but I did catch M.J. Rosenberg pontificating in 

an op-ed piece in Al Jazeera English the other week under 

the headline: ‘Choosing Hagel sends an important message’. 

To whom? To the Neocons, of course. I would be careful 

what I wished for if I were on the Left. Reading the American 

Left/libertarian press has been something of a reassuring 

experience these past few days, especially the radical 

CounterPunch newsletter, in which the director of the Straus 

Military Reform Project at the Centre for Defense Information 

wrote after Mr. Hagel’s shockingly unprepared appearance 

before the U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee the other 

week that, 

[t]he Hagel nomination to be secretary of defense 

is surely now in trouble. The Republicans had their 

way with him so easily that they surely will widen the 

offensive-and its offensiveness-to make it a major 

partisan food fight. The White House has already put 

out a statement defending Hagel with a defensiveness 

that clearly denotes its concern, and it must now know 

it has a problem.

Stephen Hayes summarised the fiasco in the Weekly 

Standard, pointing out that,

[b]y the end of the day, Hagel had declared the Iranian 

regime the “legitimate, elected” government of the 

Iranian people (it’s not); he’d refused to acknowledge 

that the Iraq surge was a success (it was); he’d 

declined several opportunities to declare the Iran 

Revolutionary Guard Corps a terrorist entity (it is); and 

he seemed not to understand the relationship between 

the Budget Control Act and the coming sequester (the 

first created the second).

Even for senators who came into the hearing expecting to 

support Hagel—out of respect and admiration for his military 

service or deference to presidential prerogative—any one 

of these bizarre misstatements might be enough on its 

own to generate doubts about Hagel’s understanding of his 

prospective job and the world. Taken together, they might be 

disqualifying. …

Hagel, to his credit, apparently understood just how poorly 

he was doing. If senators voted only on the basis of his 

performance before the committee, it’s hard to imagine 

anyone supporting him. As his testimony drew to a close, 

Hagel anticipated and tried to answer two of the main 

objections senators surely have to his confirmation, first 

acknowledging his own ignorance and then touting as an 

asset his own powerlessness.

“There are a lot of things I don’t know about,” he said. “If 

confirmed, I intend to know a lot more than I do. I will have to.” 

Moments later, Hagel adopted the minimalist argument his 

advocates have lately advanced as part of their case on his 

behalf. “I won’t be in a policymaking position.”

It is exactly as people are saying: Mr. Hagel is not even a 

second-rate nominee for Secretary of Defence. But then 

again, as the man said himself, once he’s given the job, he’ll 

be sure to work his best in order to try and qualify for it. Is this 

really the best President Obama can do?

Barack Obama has so far portrayed himself as a politic 

man of compromise. His first term was bedecked with 

relics of Democratic administrations past—the late Richard 

Holbrooke, say, or Hillary Clinton—and overtures to the legacy 

of the administration he took over from (namely, by retaining 

Robert Gates as Secretary of Defence). Now, for his legacy-

defining second term, the president reveals the personnel 

who will uphold his personal vision of how American power 

ought to rub up against world affairs (as if the United States 

were second-rate power with little to no interest in, say, the 

event of Syria becoming a totally failed-state). 

If Mr. Hagel does end up getting the job, however, President 

Obama will wind up with a Secretary of Defence who really 

doesn’t know what he’s doing, and who, in light of this hearing, 

has been found dangerously lacking when it comes to both 

his command of foreign affairs and managerial expertise. This 

will, in turn, translate into a blemish on the president’s hitherto 

(more or less) smooth-sailing reputation. Until now, the 44th 

president of the United States has been the moderate ‘nice 

guy’ whom just about anyone can love. 

On the threshold to his second term, however, he has entered 

the ring for what seems like the first time in his political 

career, and by coming down firmly on the liberal-realist 

side of things, has made a conspicuously dumb decision in 

nominating an incompetent mediocrity for a crucial position 

in his administration. 

If this doesn’t look impressive now, it certainly won’t look any 

better in the history books. At the time of writing, the political 

fate of Chuck Hagel is still opaque. All I can hope for now is 

that this appalling farce of a nomination be revoked, and 

that the president advances a capable (if still liberal, as is his 

prerogative) candidate like Michele Flournoy instead.
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On the 29th of January the ALP national executive officially 

endorsed Nova Peris as the party’s top pick for the Northern 

Territory’s Senate seat. The choice all but guarantees that 

Ms Peris will win a Senate seat and in doing so become the 

first Aboriginal parliamentarian in the ALP’s history. It will also 

displace the incumbent, Senator Trish Crossin, a three term 

veteran. 

Many have lauded the Prime Ministers choice to make a 

“captain’s pick” and intervene in the preselection process. 

They cite the failure of the ALP to successfully run a federal 

Aboriginal Candidate as a stain on the party’s record. But 

there is residual anger within the Northern Territory branch 

of the ALP.  Pressing questions remain about what Ms Peris’s 

parachuting into the Senate ticket says about the internal 

workings of the ALP, both in the NT and more broadly.

The decision to back Ms Peris, who at her time of endorsement 

was not a member of the ALP, seems to be a tactical move 

aimed at courting the indigenous vote. Last years defeat of 

the long standing Labor territory government in the NT by 

the Country Liberal Party has been attributed by some to the 

disenfranchisement of aboriginal voters. Although much of 

this swing is better attributed to the failures of the Henderson 

territory government, it has surely frightened some within 

the federal ALP. 

Ms Peris’s work with remote communities promoting healthy 

living and her Olympic achievements give her a certain 

degree of “star power” and voter recognition. Given that 

some NT communities have very low voter turn out rates (by 

Australian, not American standards), this pulling power could 

be very important for the ALP, as it looks to retain Warren 

Snowdon’s marginal lower house seat of Lingiari. 

There were already several Aboriginal candidates within the 

NT ALP who had intended to nominate for Senate preselection, 

including ex-deputy Chief Minister Marion Scrymgour. If the 

objective of the federal ALP was to get an indigenous person 

into the federal parliament, perhaps it would have better to 

endorse a member of the party? Although this would still 

have involved rolling Senator Crossin, it would demonstrate 

that working within the party will be rewarded. Instead the 

move to endorse Ms Peris appears to suggest that the best 

way an aboriginal person can succeed within the ALP is to 

not be a part of it. 

It comes down to a question of tokenism versus real 

engagement. Of short term gain equaling long term pain. 

This is the same battle ground that saw the ALP defeated on 

the territory level in 2012. Ironically the move to preselect Ms 

Peris may in fact weaken support for the ALP in aboriginal 

communities tired of being treated with contempt. 

There are also larger implication for a Labor party that is 

looking to rebuild its base and increase party membership. 

The Prime Ministers aim to recruit an additional 8000 ALP 

members would be easier to achieve if branches are seen to 

have influence over the preselection of candidates. A feeling 

of disenfranchisement and alienation was noted as a major 

factor  in people leaving the party in the Faulkner-Carr-

Bracks review. 

Ms Peris’s election into the Senate will be a historic event for 

the ALP. But whether or not the actions taken by the Prime 

Minister in getting her there are in the interest of the party 

long term is not yet clear.

captain’s pick
By Andrew Campbell
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Who caused the global financial 

crisis? An inconvenient truth

You have heard this before, a million times in the past five 

years:

1. American banks knowingly sold unrepayable home loans 

to a gullible public;

2. Unregulated Wall Street greed resulted in poor investments 

being sold to retirement funds the world over;

3. Credit derivatives and credit default swaps were among 

those evil toxic securities which banks created and which 

led to a loss of wealth;

4. This house of cards collapsed, leading to corporate 

insolvencies, stock market crashes, real estate value 

declines, and increased unemployment;

5. If governments had not stepped in to rescue the banks and 

insurance companies, we would have had a depression 

that could have lasted decades;

6. It proves once and for all, that in a system of unregulated 

capitalism, the greedy and the corrupt will take advantage 

of the simple and the virtuous;

7. So we must now regulate the financial system even more to 

prevent this from ever occurring again, and rescue us the 

people from the current malaise via ‘economic stimulus’ 

that the government alone is an expert at providing.

There are almost no major media outlets anywhere—

newspapers, television, radio, magazines, even Hollywood 

movies and television serials, that have not repeated a 

version of this mantra. If I were to tell you that, it is all wrong, 

you would be right in asking “But if all the experts agree, 

even five years after the event, why should we believe you?”

Well, firstly, the vast majority of newspaper columnists, radio 

& television show hosts, and Hollywood high-fliers, are not 

experts in macroeconomics—in fact, they haven’t got a clue. 

But weren’t the professors of economics consulted? Sure, 

they were, but many of them have cushy, lucrative, consulting 

contracts with Governments. They have long lost the ability 

to be objective, if they ever had it. Even if they know it, they 

won’t talk themselves out of a lucrative living. Many of them 

even believed the macroeconomics taught in high schools 

and universities from day one, and simply cannot come 

to terms with the scale of the deception that is involved in 

selling voodoo economics in general, and this explanation in 

particular, to the public.

So what is the real story, and who has been voicing it?

In recent times, some of the prominent voices of reason 

are—George Reisman; Thomas E Woods and other 

economists associated with the Ludwig Von Mises Institute; 

Ron Paul, a libertarian ex-congressman, and a candidate 

for the Republican nomination for president in 2008 and 

2012; Governor Gary Johnson, an independent candidate 

By Vinay Kolhatkar
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for president in 2012; investment maven Peter Schiff; and 

the disciples of Ayn Rand. In times past, the real story was 

narrated several times by Ludwig Von Mises, Henry Hazlitt, 

and Friedrich Hayek— some of the greatest economists 

associated with the Austrian tradition of economics, and 

also by an outstanding exponent of free market capitalism—

philosopher Ayn Rand.

The principles of the free market have long since been 

discovered. An Inquiry into The Nature and Causes of The 

Wealth of Nations was written by Adam Smith in 1776, and the 

principles were refined in the 19th century. Those who follow 

the rules of logic, and are objective in their judgment, have 

not a shred of doubt as to the efficacy of the free market.

Wherever there is an economic problem—collapsing asset 

prices, widespread unemployment, a cluster of insolvencies, 

inflation, depression, stagflation, or recession—the source 

of the problem is almost always that elected officials have 

not allowed the free market to work. Governments have 

interfered using various devices such as subsidies, tax 

incentives & other legal distortions, unwarranted regulatory 

burdens, price or volume controls, dictates about which 

consumers are to be served, or outright nationalisation. This 

is the generic form of the story.

The particulars of this story (the lessons of history unlearnt)

More specific to this case, the Clinton Administration revived 

legislation that was designed to ‘encourage’ banks to make 

home loans to minorities. Even though Asian Americans 

were getting more home loans in percentage numbers 

than white Americans, an apparent lower rate of lending to 

African Americans and Latino Americans was taken as prima 

facie evidence of discrimination. The stick of reputation-

destroying discrimination lawsuits became quite ominous as 

regulators began to collect data regularly from the banks. 

Later studies found that there never had been any evidence 

of discrimination when the data was adjusted for credit risk, 

but the media uproar drowned out the follow-up studies. 

The American dream was being denied to some on account 

of their race, said the media. The market, already tied up 

in subsidies and regulation, was further nudged into an 

uneconomic direction. The fire ignited.

The Bush Administration then added carrots to the stick, and 

the party morphed into an inferno. Far more capital was 

diverted into real estate construction than was justifiable. 

Eventually there was glut of construction and prices 

collapsed. Even though banks were packaging the risk of price 

downturns and selling them in the form of securities, they did 

hold significant portions of it themselves, and their solvency 

came into question. In this thinly capitalised industry, it was 

not easy to tell which of the banks were solvent and which 

were not, so banks grew wary of lending to each other. In 

their current state, financial markets cannot function easily 

without financial intermediaries carrying large levels of risk 

to each other, and the contagion of panic spread.

So what were the Bush-era carrots?

First, the Government created or revitalized institutions that 

they owned to give them an appearance of government-

supported credit risk. You may have heard of Fannie and 

Freddie. These institutions were granted over USD 2 billion 

in a line of credit by the Department of Treasury. Moreover, 

their quasi-government status helped them to raise money 

cheaply. These institutions bought the worst of the risk, 

embedded in the form of securities, from the banks. 

Further, Governments everywhere have allowed themselves 

to create paper money out of thin air—so that they can 

spend money without raising taxes excessively, which is 

an electoral no-no. It also creates a temporary illusion of 

prosperity, the perfect device for getting re-elected when in 

power. In this case, it added fuel to the fire. The prosperity 

illusion begins to fade. More money needs to be printed to 

kick the can down the road. Eventually the problem gets too 

big to avoid. 

The stick & carrot regime created an irresistible cycle of 

profit for the banks. The cycle began with unwarranted 

construction, followed by lending to the undeserving, who 

would then buy homes to keep the construction going, 

followed by banks selling major portions of the risk to the 

Fannies, the Freddies, and any other sucker who would 

buy it—and there were more of those when the illusion 

of prosperity was created, and finally, pocketing a lot of 

‘origination’ fees. The cycle took about a year from end to 

end. But at any given time, many such profit cycles would 

overlap. Thus when the bubble burst, the banks were left 

holding a lot of the risk.

Overinvestments in one sector of the economy must be 

painfully liquidated and the capital redeployed to restore 

equilibrium. The problem cannot be cured by simply looking 

the other way, or by propping up the sector overinvested in 

with even more government handouts. In fact, the more the 

market is prevented from functioning normally, the longer 

it will take to cure the problem. The cure is never costless 

either. The longer it is postponed, the more it will cost.

The unavoidable inference

The Government, due to its desire to force its will on the 

market, was the primary culprit behind the large-scale mal-

investment, and the consequential crisis that followed.

Why is this obvious truth hidden from the public?

As governments are in the business of getting re-elected, 

they and the economists in their lucrative employ, do not 

wish to acknowledge, sometimes even to themselves, their 
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principal causative role in the boom and bust cycle.

In 1936, a mathematics lecturer gave a vacuous scholarly 

credence to the notion that free markets do not work, 

and that governments, undoubtedly advised by utopian 

macroeconomists, must step in to ‘fix’ the market. This idea 

elevated the role of politicians, and opened the gates of fame 

and fortune to the macroeconomist government advisers. 

This so-called treatise was mired in obfuscations, incorrect 

assumptions, and bad logic, but came replete with elegant 

and opaque prose, and equally elegant but dense and 

diversionary mathematical equations. With the publication 

of The General Theory of Employment, Interest, and Money 

in 1936, a quack was elevated to the level of a superstar.

John(ny the phony) Maynard Keynes, was duly anointed as 

the father of ‘modern economics’, and the science of money 

suffered so serious a setback that it has never recovered. 

With government control of curriculum in public and 

private education, hordes of future academics, newspaper 

columnists, elected officials, film & television producers, and 

even investment professionals and company presidents, 

have been trained to think in terms of the avarice myth 

(“markets left to themselves must necessarily reward avarice 

over conscientious work”), and the fixed pie myth (“wealth is 

never newly created, it is always taken by the powerful from 

the vulnerable”).

In historic times, monarchs did dilute gold money to cheat 

their subjects but at least the classical economists (Adam 

Smith, David Ricardo, and John Stuart Mill) never pandered 

to the Kings by offering a scholarly cloak of respectability 

to this deceptive practice. Following the Keynesian era’s 

extraordinary intellectual regression however, fine-tuning 

the economy by printing money to stimulate the economy, 

and burning money to slow down the economy, has been 

converted into a pseudo-intellectual art form. But in practice, 

the cumulative action over a decade or more in almost any 

part of the world is a savage level of net printing, which results 

in an inflation tax that governments do not ever acknowledge 

as being entirely of their own making. Productivity has a 

tendency to get better and will rarely decline—thus prices 

should in general be reducing, yet endless inflation is now a 

world-wide phenomenon.

Where to, next?

Investment practitioners should not assume that market 

events are so unforeseeable that diversification across asset 

classes is the only rational avenue to pursue in an increasingly 

volatile world. It is befitting to try and understand the macro 

causes of why asset prices and economies as a whole are 

volatile, and why markets appear to fail. Modern finance 

theory does not illuminate the practitioner in this regard. 

If classical and Austrian perspectives are correct, various 

world economies are headed for a severe downturn when 

the music stops for unrepayable levels of government 

debt. Keynesian solutions to print even more money and 

to recklessly divert capital to economically unprofitable 

election promises are dangerously in play in the US, the UK, 

Japan, China, Europe, and Australia.

Regulation of the finance sector has increased. Meanwhile, 

subsidies to the finance sector abound in terms of increasing 

government bond prices—through money printing for which 

the banks are the first beneficiaries, and regulatory prop-

ups of the banks’ severe illiquidity & outrageously low levels 

of capital. Yet these subsidies are not even reported in the 

press, let alone fought against.

No, it is not some gigantic conspiracy theory. Vast numbers 

of politicians are untrained and ill advised, often by advisers 

who are themselves ignorant. Thus, many who carry the 

courage of their convictions, are egregiously wrong, and are 

taking decisions that make the problems worse. The fact that 

they may not be conspiring to do so makes no difference—

having your plane piloted by an honest incompetent, guided 

and encouraged as he or she is by ignoramuses in the control 

tower, will still lead to a crash.

There is no substitute for thinking and a bit of quiet reflection. 

Do not just accept what Ross Gittins, Alan Jones, your lecturer, 

or this author for that matter, have to say on this issue. 

Read, ponder, and decide for yourself. Here is a collection of 

readings that may help:

1. Where Keynes Went Wrong: And Why World 

Governments Keep Creating Inflation, Bubbles, and 

Busts by Hunter Lewis

2. Meltdown: A Free-Market Look at Why the Stock Market 

Collapsed, the Economy Tanked, and Government 

Bailouts Will Make Things Worse by Thomas E Woods

3. Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal by Ayn Rand

4. Economics in One Lesson: The Shortest and Surest Way 

to Understand Basic Economics by Henry Hazlitt

5.  The Government Against the Economy by George 

Reisman

6. How an Economy Grows and Why It Crashes by Peter D 

Schiff and Andrew J Schiff

7. The Frankenstein Candidate: A Woman Awakens to a 

Web of Deceit by Vinay Kolhatkar

Vinay Kolhatkar is a Sydney-based writer and finance 

professional. He has a Masters in finance from UNSW, and 

served as a chief investment officer for a suite of funds 

invested internationally.  He is the author of The Frankenstein 

Candidate: A Woman Awakens to a Web of Deceit, a political 

thriller available on Amazon, Kindle, Borders online, TheNile.

com.au, and other online outlets.
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Where has our sporting 

culture taken us?
As the Australian public sits in shock horror at what is shaping 

as one of this country’s greatest sporting scandals, I wonder 

why we’re so surprised. Far from an environment of mass 

participation that revolves around the family, your friends and 

the local club, there’s been a growing suggestion that Australia 

has become not so much a sporting nation as a sport watching 

nation. And from there I feel it’s inevitable that athletes and 

clubs will go to the extremes of drug use to cheat the system 

that we’re seeing exposed at this very moment.

All around Perth many local sporting clubs are struggling. I 

belong to a couple and talking to some of the “old timers” I hear 

about the days fifteen, twenty, or thirty years ago when most 

everyone played a sport or two for fun and to keep fit. You’d 

all play your game in the underage or feeder grades and then 

gather round with your mates later in the arvo to watch the 

firsts. Win or lose you had a good time and there was always 

next week.

The reality of today is that participation rates are down and 

people tend to revolve around our elite codes, living and dying 

with the success of the Dockers, Eagles, Glory or Scorchers, and 

treating the players as Gods. We should acknowledge them as 

the very talented athletes and often worthy role models that 

they are, but I feel some friends and acquaintances of mine 

need reminding they’re both human and fallible. I’m used to 

seeing my Fremantle Dockers perennially underperform and 

this exasperates me immensely, but if at the end of the day 

we’re beaten then to me, that’s that. However I feel like as a 

society our desire to see our team win has gone too far.

Virtually all Australian codes have measures such as a salary cap 

to keep the playing field relatively even, and strict rules against 

performance enhancing drugs. I believe the whole point of 

these measures being that we can enjoy a sporting spectacle 

without bemoaning an inherent imbalance in the sport, or 

questioning the authenticity of someone’s performance. 

However our desire to win has eroded these ideals to the point 

that such pressure is heaped upon athletes and clubs, and the 

reward of fame and being cherished is so enticing that these 

measures are routinely broken for that prize.

In many ways the resources, energy and hope we as a nation 

pour into the Olympics reflects this dire situation better than 

most examples. I love seeing an Australian win a gold medal, 

but I’m also aware our most recent Olympic performance was 

underwhelming and below expectations, yet the planes didn’t 

fall out of the sky, nor did the economy crash or hospitals burn 

down when James Magnussen won a silver rather than gold 

medal. We were all disappointed, but nothing more. And as 

other countries develop more and more sophisticated sporting 

academies Australians are setting themselves up for heartbreak 

if we need to finish in the top few nations at every Olympic 

Games.

Perhaps we can use this lesson to show that a focus on local, 

mass participation sports would better serve our society with 

both physical and mental health benefits to be gained, rather 

than ignoring our own bodies and backyards to sit in front of 

the TV. I will always cheer for Australia at the Olympics, just like 

I will always cheer for the teams I play with. But I’m also willing 

to accept if Australia’s best isn’t good enough for a gold medal, 

I can still enjoy the beauty of the sport, just like I’m willing to 

accept my hockey team won’t always win a premiership, but I’ll 

always enjoy playing the game I play. 

If we ever fully realise the culprits in this latest sporting scandal, 

I believe they’ll be found to have acted reprehensibly and 

deserve our shame and punishment, however if we want to see 

these scandals blemishing sport come to an end instead of just 

dealing with them as they happen, maybe we need a cultural 

shift taking some of the attention away from the stadium and 

back to the local sporting oval?

By Thomas Beyer
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Going, Going, Gonski

The education disparity: 

the non-profit solution
By Rebecca Egan and Baz Iyer

The results of the 2012 National Assessment Program – 

Literacy and Numeracy serve as a contemporary reminder 

that, despite strong state-wide economic growth, significant 

differences persist between the educational outcomes of 

metropolitan and non-indigenous students, and those from 

an indigenous background or rural background. 

In fact: students from a ‘very remote’ area were seven times 

more likely to fall below the National Minimum Standard for 

literacy and numeracy than those from a metropolitan area, 

and indigenous students were eight times less likely than 

non-indigenous students to reach the National Minimum 

Standards. While the underlying cause of this disparity, a 

convoluted array of social, cultural and historical factors, 

has been well debated, solutions to these factors are far 

from clear.

A lack of teachers and infrastructure in rural schools 

exacerbates these underlying causes. Significant hurdles 

to entering rural teaching include a lack of jobs for 

spouses, sub-standard health and education infrastructure, 

inadequate compensation packages, and difficulty 

adjusting to rural lifestyles; these factors also contribute 

to an unsustainably low retention rate. Without adequate 

resources and infrastructure, rural teachers are further 

prevented from delivering a satisfactory level of education.

The Gonski Report, presented to Federal Government in 
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February 2012, found a significant shortfall in the funding 

required to maintain the public education system. The 

report recommended that the public and private sector 

distribute $5.4 billion per year across schools. The report 

also advocated for smaller class sizes, more specialist 

teachers in outcomes including literacy and numeracy, 

a greater support for students with higher needs and 

disabilities, and additional training and support for 

teachers.  

The Gonski report arguably fails to stipulate adequate 

solutions to the underlying causes of the education 

disparity. A traditional, purely funding-based approach, 

even one that caters for a school’s location, size and the 

needs of the students, will be 

a salve only; it will not solve 

the deep-seated community 

and social causes of the rural 

and indigenous educational 

disparity. 

A potential solution 

exists: the Gonski Report 

recommended building 

connections between public 

schools and “philanthropic 

partners” in order to provide 

time, money, and relevant 

expertise to the schooling 

system. These philanthropic 

partners and not-for-profit 

entities may potentially 

provide a more flexible and 

organic approach to tackling 

underlying disparity causes.

The EDvance not-for-

profit program focuses on 

equipping principals in lower 

socioeconomic schools with 

valuable business and leadership skills, allowing them 

to promote higher quality teaching, improved support 

systems, and a greater sense of community within their 

schools. 

Programs like EDvance utilise a different approach to 

traditional government funding; rather than a heavy-

handed interventionist methodology that pours resources 

directly into the education system, EDvance seeks a 

more sustainable solution that empowers principals to 

independently control school governance. 

Teach Learn Grow, a university-based volunteer 

organisation co-founded by UWA student and 2013 Rhodes 

Scholar David Sherwood, provides weeklong tutoring and 

mentoring trips to rural and indigenous remote Western 

Australian primary schools. The incredible success of Teach 

Learn Grow in engendering understanding of education 

concepts is a testament to the power of creative, focussed 

and fun one-on-one tutoring sessions to inspire learning. A 

low-cost, flexible and extremely effective service for some 

of Western Australia’s neediest communities, Teach Learn 

Grow enables hundreds of university students each year to 

engage in a life-changing and meaningful rural education 

experience.

Real solutions to the educational disparity recognise the 

importance of sustainable 

and rich community 

involvement. Wunan, an 

aboriginal development 

organisation based in the 

East Kimberley, focuses 

on involving the whole 

community in the education 

of children. Wunan takes a 

non-paternalistic approach 

that works directly with 

families, builds their 

confidence and encourages 

them to engage with the 

schooling system. Wunan’s 

sustainable approach has 

slowly begun reversing 

decades of historic and social 

disadvantage. 

The inability of a traditional, 

funding-centric model of 

education reform to fully 

address the inequity within 

Australia’s school system 

has been ameliorated by 

non-profit programs such as Teach Learn Grow, Wunan 

and EDvance, which have taken unique and effective 

approaches to this disparity. While no one program 

could possibly offer a complete solution, these non-profit 

programs provide an increasingly compelling and relevant 

solution to the educational disparity.

Rebecca Egan and Baz Iyer are executive members of 

Teach Learn Grow. To find out more about how you can 

get involve with Teach Learn Grow, visit our website: www.

teachlearngrow.com.au 

“Students from a ‘very 
remote’ area were seven 

times more likely to 
fall below the National 
Minimum Standard for 
literacy and numeracy 

than those from a 
metropolitan area, and 
indigenous students 

were eight times 
less likely than non-
indigenous students 
to reach the National 
Minimum Standards”
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Bill C-31: Why is 

Canada cracking 

down on refugees?

In June 2012, Canada passed Bill C-31, a new law that 

changes the federal immigration system, particularly 

the asylum claims system. The law came into effect mid-

December.  ”Protecting Canada’s Immigration System Act” 

puts unprecedented power in the hands of the Immigration 

Minister, largely strips the claims process of judicial oversight, 

and opens the door for prison privatization.

The law designates a “safe country list” chosen by the 

minister, designed to expedite the process for asylum 

claimants from member countries. The law speeds up the 

appeal process for these claimants into a precariously short 

period of time and takes away the option of appeal for those 

on the list denied claims. Safe country members have 45 

days for their claim to be heard; non-members have 1,000. 

The theory underlying this list is that claimants from safe 

countries (mostly located in the EU) do not generally come 

from countries with repressive regimes, and thus do not 

qualify as legitimate refugees. 

Indeed, Immigration Minister Jason Kenney has referred to 

them as “bogus refugees.” This thinking, however, ignores 

both victims of domestic abuse and the Roma (more 

commonly known as gypsies), who often file claims from 

Hungary.

Additionally, the law contains another highly controversial 

clause: a mandatory detention period for irregular arrivals. 

Sparked by the 2010 arrival of several hundred Tamil 

refugees on Vancouver Island, the regulations require a 

mandatory detention period of up to six months, without 

judicial review, for groups deemed “irregular arrivals” by the 

minister. 

This qualification extends to anybody appearing suspicious 

or suspected of involvement in human smuggling, and is 

entirely based on subjective judgment. It also changes 

the minimum age for detention, lowered to 16 years from 

18 years, permitting for the incarceration of minors in adult 

detention centers.

These new regulations clearly violate basic human rights and 

accountability standards. Equally if not more importantly, 

the law follows a newly emerging global pattern: that of 

increased detention in response to global migration.

Globalization has facilitated migration worldwide, 

and many countries have, in response, tightened their 

immigration laws under pressure from vocal fringe groups 

with xenophobic tendencies. Groups like the National Front 

in France, the British National Party, and the Tea Party-

dominated Republican party in the US have all responded 

to constituents’ anti-immigrant views and cracked down on 

By Molly Korab - The Political Bouillon
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migrants, both legal and illegal.

The tendency here is to criminalize migrants, or at least come 

as close to it as possible. Ironically, most states will not admit 

to it. Canada, in this case, stresses the difference between its 

immigration detention centers and actual prisons. However, 

approximately one-third of all immigration detainees are 

housed in non-immigration facilities, which include low, 

medium, and even maximum-level security federal prisons. 

The numbers of immigrants housed in these facilities has 

increased in the past few years, and is expected to increase 

further with the implementation of Bill C-31.

In response to new mandatory detention regulations in C-31, 

several private prison corporations have been lobbying for 

access to public-private contracts to build new detention 

facilities. Ottawa has in turn expressed interest in exploring 

these partnerships.

Privatizing prisons and detention centers is in fact a promising 

option for governments looking to outsource incarceration 

costs with the ongoing appearance of accountability. 

Theoretically, private contractors have an incentive to 

change if they under-perform, as they face public criticism 

and the potential of losing contracts. However, this runs 

contrary to the tendency of large corporations to maximize 

their profits, often with minimal accountability.

In addition, the privatization of immigration detention often 

precedes larger-scale prison privatization. This trend is 

global – it happens in Australia, the UK, and South Africa – but 

the US presents the most problematic example. Over half 

of all immigrant detainees are housed in private facilities; 

Louisiana, which has the highest rate of imprisonment in the 

world, keeps half of its inmates in privately-run facilities. It’s 

a lucrative business. Corrections Corporation of America, 

the largest private prison company in the US, earns 

approximately $1.6 billion a year in revenues.

The new policies of Bill C-31, combined with Canada’s 

longtime tendency to hold migrants in criminal facilities, 

opens the door for this sort of predatory investment in 

the imprisonment of refugees. The US presents the most 

extreme example of this, and serves as an example that 

Canada should not seek to follow. Canada’s new policies 

could lead  to criminalization and marginalization of 

refugees in an alarming manner. In participating in this 

extreme and dangerous global trend, Canada contradicts 

its long-standing values and its history of acceptance, 

multiculturalism, and open doors.
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State Interviews Bacchus 

Barua from the Fraser 

Institute
Whilst on our travels over the break, State got to sit down 

with Senior Economist for the Centre for Health Policy 

Studies at the Fraser Institute, Bacchus Barua, to clear the 

air on what a think tank like the Fraser Institute does.

STATE: Can you explain to us what the Fraser Institute is?

BB: To be precise, the Fraser Institute is Canada’s largest 

and, some would argue, most influential “think-tank” 

– whose primary function is to measure and educate 

Canadians about the impact of government intervention 

and competitive markets.

In this sense it is essentially, to many people, an independent 

and apolitical organization to look toward when they’re 

searching for answers to important questions regarding 

public policy that directly affect their quality of life.

STATE: What is your role here at the Fraser Institute?

BB: Well, I’m employed here at the Institute as a Senior 

Economist, in its Centre for Health Policy Studies. As such, 

most of my work encompasses analyzing different aspects 

of our healthcare system, comparing it those around the 

world, and assessing the extent and impact of rationed 

healthcare services.

My “role”, however, is to identify and communicate those 

particular policy options that would help deliver the best 

healthcare to the citizens of this country.

STATE: Tell us about how you came to work at the Fraser 

Institute?

BB: I first began my professional relationship with the Fraser 

Institute in the capacity of a research intern in the fall of 
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2009 for Nadeem Esmail (Director, Health Policy Studies)  

as part of my co-op program at Simon Fraser University,  

and slowly graduated to where I am today.

Oddly enough, the original posting was for the Centre for 

Energy and Natural Resource Studies, while the position 

at the Centre for Health Policy (which I eventually got) 

only seemed to come into existence the night before my 

interview. Further, at the end of my job interview I was asked 

whether I’d be comfortable moving from Vancouver to 

Calgary for 8 months – which I assented to, unhesitatingly.

This, of course, was when I had only been in Canada for a 

year, didn’t really know its geography, and couldn’t possibly 

pass up this incredible opportunity.

While I did grow to love the city while I was there, I suppose 

I should have paid a little more attention to the fact that 

Gerry Angevine (Senior Fellow, Centre for Energy and 

Natural Resource Studies) indicated that I should bring a 

shovel with me. But then, neither -30C temperature, nor the 

inevitability of missing the Winter Olympics in Vancouver is 

too large a price to pay for the prospect of working at the 

Fraser Institute.

That didn’t stop me from grumbling and complaining 

about it, though!

STATE: What exactly is a think tank, like the Fraser Institute? 

How does it differ from a lobbyist group?

BB: The Fraser Institute is an independent, apolitical, 

non-profit organization – largely funded by charitable 

donations.

Unlike a lobbyist group that might focus on advocating on 

behalf of a particular interested party – as researchers, we 

focus on exploring policy options that we believe will help 

increase the prosperity of all Canadians.

Further, rather than argue from a political, moral, or 

ideological standpoint – our primary intention is to produce 

fact-based, peer-reviewed research that will help educate 

Canadians. This data is then presented to the general 

public and their policymakers who, now informed, are 

empowered to advocate on their own behalf, and at their 

own discretion. 

STATE: How does a think tank go about influencing 

government policy?

BB: Different think-tanks probably do this in a variety of 

different ways. Some may be even be directly involved 

with the government – conducting research on specific 

issues policymakers would like to pursue. 

Our thinking, however, is that true strength lies in the 

climate of public opinion – and thus, our best strategy, as 

mentioned previously, is to provide the general public and 

their policymakers with the data necessary for them to 

make informed economic decisions.

STATE: The Fraser Institute releases a number of big and 

influential papers. You yourself were involved in the recent 

release of the 2013 Provincial Healthcare Index for Canada 

Can you just take us through the process for producing a 

big report?

BB: The Provincial Healthcare Index is actually a great 

example of the rigor involved in producing new research 

for the Fraser Institute.

Taking inspiration from our earlier reports comparing 

international healthcare systems, we began with the simple 

notion that it was important for provincial governments 

and taxpayers to be aware of how much their respective 

provinces were spending on healthcare per capita, what 

healthcare goods they were receiving in the bargain, 

and whether there were lessons to be learned from other 

provinces that were doing this better – essentially, creating 

an index of value received for healthcare dollars spent – or 

value for money, if you will.

After conducting an extensive literature review, I was asked 

to present a preliminary model of my index at a brown-bag 

lunch for my colleagues – where I could receive feedback 

regarding the methodology employed, the possible 

obstacles I may face, and the general clarity of the report. 

It is important to stress here that this presentation was 

not only for researchers. Indeed, we invited individuals 

from our events department, accounting department, 

secretaries and assistants, etc. After all, if the report was 

also meant to be useful for people not specifically trained 

to be economists and political scientists – then it was 

essential to receive feedback from them!

The model was then modified to incorporate any 

improvements stemming from the session, and the 

paper was sent for both internal, and external, review by 

healthcare experts and academics.

It is only after passing through this rigorous peer-review 

process that the paper was finally ready to be published.

STATE: Staying with the 2013 Provincial Health Care, if we 

use that as an example, how much coverage does a report 
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from Fraser usually receive?

BB: There are probably all sorts of impressive numbers 

about media hits, op-eds, and print coverage the report 

received – however, I think the most telling examples for 

this particular report involve two provincial healthcare 

ministers specifically responding to the report in the media.

While the Provincial Healthcare Index is a new report, 

our older annual publications have had a much larger 

impact. For example, the length of wait times for medically 

necessary services (studied in our Waiting Your Turn report) 

is often discussed in parliament upon release, parents 

routinely use our School Report Cards, and “Tax Freedom 

Day” is a concept well-entrenched in the Canadian public 

psyche.

STATE: What are responses usually like, or what were they 

like for the report you produced?

BB That’s sometimes hard to judge. Unfortunately, it’s often 

the voices of dissent that are the loudest, and quickest. For 

example, the two ministers I mentioned previously weren’t 

very happy with the report – but then, their provinces ended 

up at the bottom of the index, so I would have been very 

surprised if they agreed with it whole-heartedly. Several 

journalists did, however, take note of the neutral nature, and 

academic rigor, of the report – explicitly indicating that 

provincial ministers should certainly take its results into 

consideration.

It’s also often the case that studies like ours, which may 

often indicate the need to move away from the status-

quo, always receive a fair amount of push-back from those 

happy to ride the wave until it crashes down upon them. 

Again, Waiting Your Turn is a great example of a report 

released, two decades ago, at a time when governments 

denied the existence of waiting lists for medically necessary 

procedures - today, as I mentioned before, its data is often 

quoted in parliament and used by academic researchers 

around the world.

STATE: As a former intern of Fraser and now Senior 

Economist would you have any advice for someone 

applying for something like Fraser?

BB: My advice would be to apply to a place where you love 

to come in to work – and don’t settle for anything less. When 

you find an institution whose values you agree with, and 

which gives you the unhindered freedom to pursue those 

projects that you truly believe will help improve the society 

you live in – make sure you fully express that congruence of 

interests to your potential employers.

STATE: Finally what do you do for fun when you’re not filling 

your head with numbers?

BB: Apart from voraciously reading anything involving 

science-fiction and fantasy that comes my way, I do 

spend most of my evenings focusing on my music. I used 

to play in a couple of grunge bands in Delhi, released an 

independent CD of my solo work after high-school, and 

am slowly getting into the music scene here in Vancouver. 

I suppose it’s a little odd to know that I’ve had both, an 

economic report discussed, and a song played on local 

radio in the few years I’ve been here.

I’m also slowly getting into snowboarding – but I’m afraid 

it’s still more of “falling down the hill with a plank of wood 

strapped to my feet” at the moment.



36 37

Of German Spies, Russian 

Mafiosis, and a Debt Crisis

The euro crisis has taken the form of a succession of 

national crises threatening the integrity of the monetary 

union. The response, each time, involves heads of European 

states meeting in Brussels or Berlin to agree on a rescue 

plan and hesitantly approving the necessary improvements 

in European governance. After Ireland, Portugal, Spain and 

Greece, does it even matter who’s next on the cliff’s edge?

It turns out the latest focal point in the currency area is not 

your run-of-the-mill European debt crisis, and involves one 

of the EU’s smallest members: Cyprus.

In addition to being a stunning mediterranean island, 

Cyprus, which joined the EU in 2004 and adopted the euro 

in 2008, has long been a political intrigue. Its contemporary 

history has been dominated by the struggle for sovereignty 

between Greek and Turkish Cypriots, the former having 

established de jure control over the island since the 1970s.

Today, against all odds, it finds itself in the spotlight of global 

financial news. On June 25, 2012 it became the fifth euro 

zone country to request an emergency bailout. Like Ireland 

and Spain before it, the Cypriot government faces the 

task of recapitalizing a collapsing financial sector. Indeed, 

Cypriot banks were heavily exposed to the Greek economy 

and held vast amounts of Greek government bonds, which 

were restructured last year as part of Greece’s own rescue 

plan. A nice, clean domino effect.

The Cypriot bailout negotiations have been dragging 

along ever since – surprised?

The government requires €17 billion, 10 of which would have 

to be injected into the country’s banks. This is a negligible 

amount when compared to the €500 billion European 

Stability Mechanism, not to mention the Euro Zone’s €10 

trillion worth of annual output. However, considering that 

Cyprus’ GDP amounts to nearly €18 billion, this could be one 

of the largest bank recapitalization bills in history, relative 

to GDP, thus threatening to place the government in a debt 

overhang.

The central question in the current negotiations is over 

By William Debost - The Political Bouillon
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who will pay the bill: the banks’ depositors, government 

bondholders,or European taxpayers?

So far so good. A classic European sovereign debt crisis. 

But there’s more to the story.

A major obstacle in the negotiations is an ideological one. 

Brussels (not to say Berlin) and Nicosia aren’t on the same 

page when it comes to structural reforms and privatizations, 

which would help alleviate Cyprus’ impending deficit. It 

just so happens that Cyprus’ president, Dimitris Christofias, 

is the first and only communist leader in the European 

Union. A final agreement is to be reached only after the 

presidential election on February 17, in which Mr Christofias 

is not seeking re-election and will most likely be replaced 

by the center-right candidate.

The next complicating factor is Cyprus’ odd ties with Russia, 

where comrade Christofias studied in the early 1970s. 

In addition to receiving a low-interest loan from Russia 

last year, Cyprus is a well-known tax haven, in particular 

for Russians who reportedly hold one fifth of total bank 

deposits on the island.

This has serious political implications: a European-funded 

bailout would essentially cover the losses for Russian 

billionaires, a situation that European citizens and their 

politicians may feel somewhat uncomfortable with. In fact, 

the German foreign intelligence service has investigated 

the case and reported that the main beneficiaries of 

European taxpayer money would be “Russian oligarchs, 

businessmen and mafiosi who have invested their illegal 

money in Cyprus.” Germany itself is in the early stages of 

an election campaign – add to the “complicating factors” 

list – and Angela Merkel faces great political costs if she is 

too soft on Cyprus.

On the other hand, placing part of the burden on depositors 

would of course hurt ordinary Cypriot citizens as well as 

the Russian-held portfolios, many of which are disguised 

as domestic investments. In foresight it seems fair that 

investors who piled their money in Cyprus to escape taxes 

should bear part of the cost of Cyprus’ bailout. 

Yet targeting depositors could create a dangerous 

precedent and cause a bank run (with potential spillover 

effects) as well as a strong reaction from Moscow, turning 

a financial crisis into a geopolitical one.

What are the alternatives? Restructuring Cypriot 

government debt through haircuts would break the EU’s 

pledge that Greece was a unique case, and the risk of a 

bond market contagion would resurface. Moreover, more 

than half of the government bonds outstanding are held 

by Cypriot banks, which would merely add to the bailout 

tab. In addition, Cypriot bonds are governed by English law, 

which protects investors in such cases.

Another possibility would be to impose haircuts on bank 

creditors (“bailing-in” the banks). However, as an article 

from the Peterson Institute of International Economics 

points out, bonds represent only 1 percent of Cypriot bank 

liabilities (€1.8 billion), not to mention that many are held 

domestically.

What options remain? As the PIIE article suggests, the 

solution will have to be acceptable to the euro area, 

Germany, and Russia, and will most likely combine various 

restructuring schemes with the usual set of IMF-imposed 

structural reforms. 

The Irish bailout involved contributions from non-eurozone 

countries that had large stakes in the Irish financial system. 

Such a plan could be replicated in Cyprus, with Russia 

providing direct contributions to alleviate the size of a 

Troika bailout. The risk here is giving Russia too great a say. 

This would damage the eurozone’s ability to enforce its 

legislation within its own borders.

The amounts in question are so small in absolute terms 

that there should be no doubt as to whether an agreement 

will be reached. Any talk of a Cypriot exit from the euro 

is nonsense. Moreover, Cyprus is endowed with positive 

growth prospects.

Still, if European taxpayers are involved in the rescue plan, 

as they probably will be, the least Brussels should do is 

bring Cyprus to comply with the EU’s tax legislation and to 

revisit its business model. In what appears to be the most 

politically complex bailout package since the beginning 

of the euro crisis, one should hope that Brussels comes up 

with a bold, decisive plan. If not, the dominoes will fall and 

more embarrassing national crises will be on their way.
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Events

Week 2

Tuesday 5 March 
Liberal v Labor Debate

1pm-2pm
Law Lecture Theatre

Thursday 7 March
Harold Holt Sundrowner

 3:30pm
Cottesloe Beach

Week 3
Fresher Elections
Tuesday 12 March 

1pm-2pm
Arts Lecture Theatre Room 9 (1.61)
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