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EDITOR’S NOTE 
Welcome to Issue 5 (and the last one for 2011) of 

the UWA Politics Club premier publication, State Magazine.   

Since the publication of Issue 4, all levels of politics 

have seen significant events take place.  

On the international scene, we saw Palestine lobby 

the United Nations for statehood, the tenth anniversary of 

the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the drought in the Horn of     

Africa reach crisis point and we continue to see the battle 

for freedom in the Middle East. In this issue of State,  

Francis McLoughlin and Jack Nitschke examine the latter 

two issues.  

On Australian soil, the Federal Government began 

to fight their hardest battle, introducing the Carbon Pricing 

Scheme legislation into parliament.  

The Tax Summit is due to take place this week, 

headed by the Finance Minister, Penny Wong and the 

‗Finance Minister of the Year‘, Treasurer, Wayne Swan. 

The summit will prove to be an interesting one, given the 

two especially significant tax reforms being pursued by the 

government, the carbon pricing scheme and the mining 

super profits tax.  

In Western Australia, the countdown to the       

Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting 

(CHOGM) has begun - and the state government is      

continuing its preparation for the event as the Barnett  

Government rides high in the polls.  

And, with Local Government elections coming up, 

State would like to take this opportunity to encourage all 

those that can to vote. Local Governments play an integral 

part in our system of government, and the councillors you 

elect represent you.  

State IN 2011 

Finally, student politics has seen a massive overhaul 

within the last few weeks with the 14 year STAR           

government brought down by the major opposition party, 

Liberty.  

In this issue, we have ten pages of Guild Election 

coverage, including an exclusive interview with the 99th 

Guild President-Elect, Matthew McKenzie, where he     

discusses the election, his plans for the next year, and the 

Liberal Party‘s involvement with the Liberty campaign.  

Although this is the last issue of State for 2011, it 

will continue next year, publishing hard hitting political 

discussion and fostering a strong political discourse among 

the students of UWA. State will continue next year, with 

the aim of more frequent issues, as well as the same old 

hard hitting political discussions that we have always     

published.  

We hope you enjoy this issue - please continue to write to 

us with your feedback, as well as your opinions to be     

published in future issues. 

 

Your State Team 

 

Amy Blitvich—Publications Officer 

Dylan Caporn—Creative Editor 

Blair Hurley—Content Editor 
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LETTERS TO THE  
EDITOR 
Dear Editor, 

I note with increasing concern the apparent decline 

in editorial professionalism and impartiality in State Maga-

zine, and especially in Issue 4. 

Without going into much detail about formatting - 

though if you require me to I have a documented list of 

errors that I found which I would be willing to provide to 

you - there is a frustrating number of rogue full stops 

throughout the magazine, and particularly noticeable after 

page 14 is a distinct lack of apostrophes throughout most of 

the articles. There was also half a sentence in the Christian 

Porter interview that had separated from its other half and 

run amuck into another column. 

This is not all. I am disturbed at the amount of     

column space that is devoted to Mitchell Goff's             

pontification in Issue 4. As though it was not enough to 

have him write the feature article in Issue 3, here we read 

him waxing lyrical on the issue of school chaplains. As far 

as I am aware, State is not the Goff Gazette. How can one 

man fit so many bees in his bonnet? I do wonder whether 

you approach anyone else than your seemingly key         

contributors when seeking articles. 

Finally, I was aghast at the entire page that was      

devoted to Young Labor UWA's strange and surreal eulogy 

to their Norwegian comrades. While I understand and    

appreciate deeply their sentiments, I do not think it        

appropriate to publish such an item in what is intended to 

be an impartial magazine, especially as the issue had already 

been discussed in sufficient length in the "Editor's Note". If 

the Young Laborites wish to have more coverage of the 

disgraceful and disgusting event, then they should write a 

proper article about it. Cassandre, Blair, Adam and Mitchell 

- Labor has its own publication for you to use. In future, I 

would urge you to leave State for political discourse and not 

obituaries. 

I can assure you, Editor, that if your current practices 

continue unchanged, State will have as little credibility as the 

publication you so openly deride in your Editor's Note. 

M. Parish 

FROM FACEBOOK 
Must admit that State Magazine's portrait of Patrick as a 

unforgiving hate mongering drunkard is incredibly accurate. 

Keep up the good work boys! - Pelican Magazine 

FROM WEB 

RE: THE HOBBLED BODY POLITIC (ISSUE 4) 

Blair— ‗interesting how the high court has recently ended 
up wielding power over a political issue recently.             
unfortunately i'm rather relieved the high court did – maybe 
what people want isn‘t necessarily good for them…‘  
 
Mitchell Goff— ‗And yet it looks as though the legislature will 
be changing the rule-book to get around the High Court.‘ 
 
RE: SMOKE NEAR THE WATER—BURNING FREEDOM 
(ONLINE)  
 

Brendan Storer—To be frank UWA is allowed to do what it 
pleases, within reason, on its own property. This article 
premises that the only reason the university is banning 
smoking is a conception of cigarette smoke blanketing the 
students in a choking haze which has been quite rightly   
dismissed in this article; however there is likely more than 
one reason the university would do such as thing. Prestige 
for example, a smoking ban signifies, at the very least     
superficially, a care for people‘s health. This article      
champions people to do something and I applaud it for that 
nevertheless there is a freedom for them to not to attend 
the university and if smokers choose to continue to attend 
then they do it despite the ban. 

Other than this a well constructed article. Bravo. 
 
RE: TOWARDS MORE INCLUSIVE DEMOCRACY ON  
CAMPUS (ISSUE 3) 

Jessica Hodder -Ben Watson identifies a significant problem 
with the current system of guild elections but in my opinion 
we should not restrict the debate to the correct placement 
of polling booths. Universities should be leading the way in 
political process innovation. 

With the advent of web 2.0, there was immense speculation 
about the role the internet would play in making politics 
more accountable, transparent and accessible for the      
ordinary voter. It was envisioned that these changes would 
reverse the trend of youth disengagement with the       
mainstream political process. These claims were seemingly 
backed up by the election campaigns of Kevin07 and 
Barack Obama. However, aside from the brief stir caused 
by Wikileaks… it appears that in fact Web 2.0 has had little 
impact on the day-to-day running of government. 
 
RE: FOOD FREEDOM (ISSUE 3) 
Chris Wilson—On the small scale, does this mean that the 
guild should stop serving unhealthy food? Or place a tariff 
on food deemed ‗unhealthy‘ in order to make healthy     
options more economically appealing? Who decides the 
relative merits of a food‘s impact on our overall health? 
Would it not be better to have nutritional information avail-
able for each of the guild catering‘s offering available as 
guidelines for consumers to decide the relative merits of a 
meal?  
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YOUNG LIBERAL 
Mitchell Goff 

So you‘re interested in becoming a Young Lib and want to 

make sure you fit in? Being the wholesome soul I am with 

only your interests at heart, I thought I‘d go about collating 

a delightful little guide for your wanking pleasure.  

REAL LIFE 

 If you are British, well done. You‘ve won the birth  

lottery and are already more appealing to your fellow 

compatriots. If, however, your accent has sharpened 

with that Australian twang after having spent excessive 

periods of time in the colony, it is of paramount     

importance that you re-hone your accent in the most 

dulcet and delightful of manners.  

 If you are just a generally bad person and were not 

born in the Motherland, fear not, you can still put on 

an accent. After all, you were born barbaric but that‘s 

not to say you can‘t have style. 

 It is of great importance that you pretend to know 

something about whine wine. Being an astute observer 

of a bottle‘s vintage/finish/complementarities is     

delightfully important in fitting in. Simply mentioning 

that the wine you are currently drinking is either white/

red is unlikely to garner you any favour with your 

brothers. 

 If asked what your favourite colour is, say blue. If 

asked what your favourite colour really is, say freedom. 

If your opponent is delightfully intelligent and         

unrelenting and won‘t accept ‗freedom‘ as a colour, tell 

them to move to Iraq. If they happen to mention that 

this is a non sequitur say ‗a three way tie: red, white and 

blue‘.   

 In an argument with a Communist, use rhetoric. In an 

argument with a cashier, use rhetoric. In an argument 

with a microwave, use rhetoric. In an argument with a 

dry wall, use rhetoric.  

 Ensure that, if one is not wearing one‘s sweater, that it 

is jauntily tied around one‘s neck so as to not spoil 

one‘s hair.  

 In an argument with a desk lamp, use rhetoric. 

 It is of supreme importance that you ensure your   

haircut comes with a complimentary alcoholic beverage 

and its cost amounts to no less than the average per 

month compound interest rate on the value of your 

current assets in your Cayman Islands account. 

 Be seen. If you can‘t because you‘re so petty… be 

heard. Using rhetoric is useful in being heard.  

 It is very important to 

know the names of at 

least 4-5 classical music 

pieces. Anything composed by a Russian is unaccepta-

ble, particularly during the     revolutionary period. 

Look for your fascists like Mahler or Bach. You don‘t 

need to know the pieces or even genuinely enjoy them. 

Just know the names. Don‘t be afraid to mix them up 

occasionally, though don‘t   overextend yourself. 

Your brethren might be stupid but they‘re not stupid, 

they might know when you‘re putting it on. You would-

n‘t want to come across fake. 

 Never miss an opportunity to mention how connected 

you feel to the middle class but for God‘s sake don‘t 

mingle with them. And certainly don‘t extend to them 

an invitation to the Western Australian Club. 

FACEBOOK 

 Change your profile picture to The Queen, the       

Australian Flag, fleur-de-lis, Union Jack, Abrams Tank, 

phallically enjoined symbols, John Howard, Margaret 

Thatcher or a combination of all or any of the above.  

 The political and religious views section on your     

Facebook profile is very important. You‘re going to 

want to make this as confused as possible: 

‗conservative libertarian‘, ‗very conservative‘, ‗liberal 

conservatarian‘, ‗conliberal liberservertarian‘ or ‗gobjob 

wankservatarian‘ are all acceptable political views.  

 ‗God - the white one, not the brown one‘ is the only 

acceptable religious view. The only acceptable atheists 

are those who follow Ayn Rand, but even the        

committed atheists must believe in God. 

 Ensure you have a word document with the following 

words/phrases saved for quick and witty reference: 

pink, halls, school, boats, stop, toxic, batts, the, carbon, 

great-big, mining, homosexual, socialist, tax. Impress 

all your high school friends and engage in circle-jerk. 

HOW TO  
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BE A... 
 

 

 

Greetings prospective comrade! 

So, you think you might be interested in joining the ranks 

of the glorious Young Labor regiment? It is completely 

understandable to be worried that you won‘t fit in with the 

rest of the closet communists crowd. Well, here‘s a handy 

guide to ensure you can successfully navigate the intricacies 

of the Labor Party and thus hopefully avoid consignment 

to Lenin‘s ―dustbin of history‖. 

DISCLAIMER: If you study economics, have any         

understanding about economics or even have the most 

basic of knowledge regarding the definition of the word 

‗economics‘, you are automatically ineligible for           

membership in the Australian Labor Party.  

GENERAL TIPS 

Try not to think about the hypocrisy of being a latte-

sipping elitist who simultaneously supports equality of   

outcome for all, achieved through some crap like a 

Rawlsian wealth redistribution scheme. It will only make 

you want to become a hippie…or worse, make you        

consider joining Socialist Alternative. 

VERNACULAR 

This demonstrates to potential political allies that you are 

well read and, unlike many among the party elite, are able to 

relate to the common man (often lamented as causing the 

rise of the so-called ―Howard battlers‖). Some examples of 

possible material might include such gems as: 

 ‗…detailed programmatic specificity…‘ 

 ‗…political shitstorm…‘ 

 ‗Fair shake of the sauce bottle mate‘ 

 ‗Someone get me a f*cking hairdryer!‘ (for greatest 

effectiveness, use while inspecting troops on        

deployment in Afghanistan) 

 ‗There will be no carbon tax under a government I 

lead…‘ 

On second thoughts, perhaps better not use that last one… 

Another important point concerns ‗the other guys‘. At all 

times, they should be referred to as ‗Tories‘ - ‗fascists‘  is 

also acceptable in certain situations, depending on the     

policy being advocated by those Thatcherite-wannabes. 

SOCIAL ETIQUETTE/PERSONAL SAFETY ADVICE 

Diplomatic gatherings, while very important in practical 

terms, can turn out to have rather striking 

YOUNG LABORITE 
George Brown 

consequences if the hype and publicity surrounding  

them is handled incorrectly. For example, instead of  a 

world leaders‘ summit on climate change, perhaps just say 

that you are going to Denmark on holidays f or a week or 

two. 

 Be careful to never lapse into politically incorrect 

language. Un-PC language is right up there with   

nuclear waste for the degree of care you must take 

with it, especially with gender-related comments; you 

never know when there might be a female fugitive 

from the kitchens prowling around just waiting to fly 

off the handle at the most innocent of chauvinistic 

comments.  

CONVERSATION TOPICS 

 Topics to favour: 

 Ending the White Australia Policy.  

 Gough Whitlam 

 Having the first female Prime Minister 

 ‗Treasurer of the Year‘ awards 

 Bob Hawke 

 Kevin Rudd circa 2007 

 Former Leaders who‘ve remained graciously 

in the party 

 Midnight Oil 

 Topics to avoid: 

 Starting the White Australia Policy 

 Sir John Kerr 

 Julia Gillard 

 Returning the budget to surplus 

 Paul Keating 

 Kevin Rudd circa 2010 

 Mark Latham 

 Peter Garrett 
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LIBERTY LANDSLIDE 
THE 2011 UWA GUILD  ELECTION 
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QUESTION TIME 
QT speaks to Guild President-elect, Matthew McKenzie 

HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT THIS LANDSLIDE 
ELECTORAL SUCCESS YOU HAVE HAD? 
 

It is amazing, I still pinch myself on the odd        

occasion.  I don't even know if it has fully sunk in yet.  I 

remember the following day Anthony [Spagnolo] and I got 

some Vietnamese food and we were driving back to UWA 

and I just about started crying.  That night there was  

champagne everywhere and people were screaming for 

about a half an hour straight.  When I actually sit down and 

think about it, it is an amazing thing we've done. STAR has 

been in power for 15 years and we've come through and 

we've won in a fashion no one expected of us.  15 out of 20 

spots on Council.  It's a landslide, you are right.  I am 

amazed and so happy with what the team has achieved. 

WHAT DO YOU ATTRIBUTE TO SUCH      
SUCCESS? 

I think there are a few reasons why we did so well 

this year.  We took the election seriously.  I wanted to   

recruit a team of candidates that were experienced and 

credible, people like Naomi Elford who've been on        

education council for four years.  That was the first thing.  

Second thing, the amount of effort we've put into it.      

Anthony Spagnolo deserves particular mention, as does 

Ben Watson.  Months and months of our lives were spent 

designing the campaign and the fact that we had such good 

people running it, and good people running in it,  enabled 

us to win.  And I must also say there is a lot of anger out 

there at STAR, people are just sick of them. 

YOU ONLY HAVE 365 DAYS THIS YEAR, 
WHAT ARE SOME OF THE BIG ISSUES YOU 
WANT TO TACKLE? 

You've scared me there. The first thing we have to 

deal with is   independent food.  We are going to have to 

get economic modelling, speak to the UWA senate, open 

tenders, pay law firms to write contracts - a huge process! 

Obviously, New Courses.  With something like safety, I can 

ring up the council now and say please put more lights on 

the street and they might be inclined to listen, but with 

something like New Courses its going to be this huge 

amorphous to deal with and how you make sure every   

student doesn't get stuffed over is huge task. 

 

WHAT ABOUT NATIONAL UNION OF      
STUDENTS (NUS), LIBERTY'S CAMPAIGN 
POLICY SAID THAT UWA SHOULD          
CONTRIBUTE A 'FAIR' AMOUNT TO NUS, 
WHAT DOES THAT MEAN? 

That's a good question.  UWA contributes more per 

student than any other university in this country.  I'm pretty 

sure we contribute 14% of NUS's total revenue. I've just 

been reading into this a little bit lately post-election, and all 

I hear from NUS is about people going to this   conference 

and it is just about these kids who are there to build their 

resumes and all the rest of it. They don't achieve anything 

for students, and I think that is really sad.  I want students 

to be represented and I want them to feel like they have 

someone projecting their voice to important people, but 

unfortunately NUS doesn't seem to do that. 

ONTO THE CAMPAIGN, A LOT WAS SAID 
ABOUT ONLINE ELECTION MATERIAL, AND 
THE TOPIC OF ELECTORAL REFORM.  DO 
YOU SEE THAT AS SOMETHING YOU'D LIKE 

TO DEAL WITH IN YOUR FIRST TERM? 

Yes.  Electoral reform will be a priority in our first 

term.  I've already contacted some people about creating a 

special electoral reform committee.  We'll try and make it  

bi-partisan.  This idea about people can't campaign online is 

a little bit silly, with the internet as it is, people can remain 

anonymous.  For example, someone from STATE can go 

onto a proxy server create a website and say whatever they 

want and there is nothing to stop them.  These regulations 

are unenforceable.  We need to have a system which      

actually works.  And doesn't prevent people from making 

their opinions heard. We were in a situation this year 

where, if gossip girl or whoever else had to have gone a 

little harder, and really attacked STAR or LIBERTY, you 

would've been in a situation where I couldn't have gone 

online and said this is all incorrect. 

IS THERE ANY TRUTH BEHIND RUMOURS 
LIBERTY WAS BEHIND THESE PAGES? 

As far as I am aware we weren't behind these pages, 

I certainly wasn't. 
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WHAT ABOUT YOUR POLITICAL VIEWS    
OUTSIDE OF GUILD POLITICS? 

I think it is a well known that I am a Liberal;        

supporter of the market place.  I come from a sort of an 

interesting position where I personally take the view that in 

the long term the best thing that we can do for society is to 

try and assist those people on middle income and in the 

working class who cant get jobs, and do everything we can 

to ensure those people can get jobs and raise their wages.  

In the long term the only way to do that is to use the    

market. 

AS A LIBERAL PARTY MEMBER, DO YOU 
FEEL BOUND BY ANY PARTY IDEOLOGY IN 
YOUR ROLE AS GUILD PRESIDENT? 

That's a good question.  Well obviously Liberty is an 

independent ticket.  As someone who has ideological views 

that, to a reasonable extent, lie within those of the Liberal 

Party you can expect some of my policies might feel a little 

bit similar.  The obvious thing is as President of a large  

organisation, the things I do will come under a lot of     

scrutiny from lots of people.  I need to make sure I do the 

things that are the best for students. 

WHAT IS THE RELATION BETWEEN LIBERTY 
AND THE YOUNG LIBERALS? 

I am a Young Liberal.  There are quite a number of 

Young Liberals that ran with Liberty.  I think Liberty is a 

ticket about students, there are many many conservative 

students and liberally minded students on the ticket, but 

more than anything it is a ticket for students.  Not a ticket 

about politics.  A ticket about making change on campus, 

and that was what made me so proud this year.  That we 

were able to get in people that are not 

necessarily senior Young Liberals, but do 

have experience on campus and do have 

ideas for change. 

WHAT ABOUT CLAIMS THAT 
LIBERTY WAS PRIMARILY 
FUNDED BY THE LIBERAL     
PARTY?  WHERE DID YOUR 
CAMPAIGN FUNDING COME 
FROM? 

We sourced money from candidates.  I 

paid a       significant amount, including 

deposits for each candidate.  Anthony 

Spagnolo and Myles Parish funded a lot of the material, we 

did an auction at our Liberty launch that was very success-

ful.  Some lucky lady paid one hundred and something dol-

lars to have dinner with me.  We also had some of our peo-

ple going around at some events raising money for us. 

WHEN WAS THE FIRST TIME THE TEAM MET 
TO DISCUSS THE CAMPAIGN? 

We first met around April.  There were a few things 

we decided might need to be change, we selected a couple 

of them.  We decided to leave the name and the colour, 

because that was our brand and it in some way represented 

what we were trying to do.  The biggest thing I thought 

needed to be changed, was in terms of office bearing     

candidates and just ensuring that we recruited people that 

were really, really good.  We wanted to recruit an all-star 

Executive.  The other thing was the policy, we wanted to 

make sure we had policy that students cared about, was 

good and affected students.  I was fortunate to be on Guild 

Council this year and President of ECOMS so I think I've 

got a good idea of what students want. 

LIBERTY'S MAIN POLICY THIS YEAR IS 
ABOUT INDEPENDENT FOOD.  WHAT DOES           
INDEPENDENT FOOD ACTUALLY MEAN AND 
WHAT ARE WE GOING TO SEE IN THE FIRST 
FEW MONTHS? 

It means opening tenders to operators to come onto 

campus and sell food.  I'd like to see a couple of small   

independent caterers.  The way you do it is charge them 

rent.  You could even include a clause in there to profit 

share, like a super profits tax. The benefit is that these  

companies are professional outfits.  Someone like a Rocket 
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Fuel knows how to make coffee and has lower costs than 

someone like the Guild in making coffee.  The Guild as a 

body isn't designed to be a food producing catering body, it 

is designed to provide services to students.  And that by 

necessity means it doesn't do the catering very well.  A   

funny story, when my grandmother came over to UWA 

during the campaign to have lunch she thought the food 

was disgusting.  I thought that was a bit heavy, but you get 

the idea. 

WHAT ABOUT NEW COURSES? THERE HAS 
BEEN A BIT OF CRITICISM ABOUT STAR  
BEING TOO CLOSE TO THE UNIVERSITY IN 
THIS REGARD.  WHAT IS LIBERTY GOING TO 
DO WITH RESPECT TO NEW COURSES? 

I think the first thing that needs to be provided is 

information.  There are a lot of students out there who 

don't really know what's going on.  Really I have two 

months to fix this without stepping on STAR's toes in their 

last two months of office.  So that is going to be interesting 

as to how we exactly do it.  The first thing with New 

Courses is to reassure students that everything is going to 

be ok.  And to explain to them the effect, in particular in 

those courses that are becoming post-graduate.  The     

second thing, to ensure that the University keeps their 

promise to provide small group classes for discontinuing 

units to ensure people can finish their degrees.  Thirdly, in         

circumstances where post-

grad and undergrad      

students are doing the 

same classes, for instance 

in the law faculty, you have 

to make sure they are   

assessed and scaled      

separately.  Otherwise you are going to have this situation 

in which a LLB student is in the same class as a JD student, 

when those degrees have different levels of AQF certificate    

qualification. 

WHAT DID YOU THINK OF THE ELECTION AS 
A WHOLE? 

F*cking tiring.  It was funny, we got into campaign 

week, and it felt for Anthony and I that we were coming to 

the end of the campaign.  The campaign was fantastic, 

there was so much thought put into the policies - we tried 

to make sure all our candidates were well trained.       

Sometimes in the heat of the action, you've got to make 

sure you've got time to chill out to talk to your people and 

have some pizza. 

RIGHT WING GUILDS AROUND THE     
COUNTRY HAVE BATTLED WITH THE ROLE 
OF THE QUEER AND WOMENS' OFFICES. 
WHAT WOULD A LIBERTY GUILD  PROVIDE 
TO THOSE  OFFICES? 

I'll answer this with particular reference to the  

Womens' office.  In ECOMS we started the Women in 

Business Mentoring scheme.  I am really proud it is one of 

my happiest achievements.   I'd like to see the Women's 

office doing start supporting events like that.  Supporting 

organisations like Young UN Women.  Having debates, 

this was one of Caitlin Fisher's (Women‘s Affairs Officer-

Elect)  ideas, having discussions on campus and we'll do 

this with PAC this year.  Like between Carmen    Lawrence 

and Julie Bishop.  It is a great way to get people    engaged.  

I'd like to see more women engaged. 

WHAT SORT OF LEGACY DO YOU HOPE TO 
LEAVE AS GUILD    PRESIDENT THIS YEAR? 
 

We are in an amazing spot.  Someone said to me a 

few days ago that they didn't think that any STAR Guild 

President ever had the agenda that we have right now.  I 

feel a little bit like Obama.  I remember hearing someone 

say when Obama took over that most Presidents have one 

or two issues that they, huge things, wanted to tackle.  I 

feel a bit like that.  There 

are so many things on this 

campus that need to be        

tackled, if I can tackle 

those all effectively.  If we 

can get good food on cam-

pus for students, if we can 

get this New Courses thing 

sorted out - the biggest change to campus in a century.  If 

we can keep campus culture strong and     support clubs.  

If we can really get results for students in faculties that 

seem to be forgotten.  Dentistry is the classic example; I 

am going to work very hard with Siamak      Saberi 

(Welfare Officer-elect) this year to ensure that    dentistry 

students get the best out of this University.  This is the year 

that the Guild can really change what the      University is 

doing, really change the course of this campus and I am so 

privileged to be in this situation where I can make some 

positive changes for new students.   

‘...WE GOT INTO CAMPAIGN WEEK, AND 
IT FELT FOR ANTHONY [SPAGNOLO] AND 
I THAT WE WERE COMING TO THE END 
OF THE CAMPAIGN…’ 
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CATCH A FALLING 
STAR 

Dylan Caporn 

‘University Politics are vicious precisely because the stakes are so 

small.‘ – Henry Kissinger 

The battle for the 2012 UWA Guild has finished, 

and the students of UWA have undeniably voted for 

change on campus. The election, which was called the 

‗most controversial campaign in a decade‘ overturned   

nearly 15 years of STAR rule, and installed the new        

administration in a landslide for the major opposition 

group, Liberty. 

Liberty has only been on campus for two campaigns 

before this year‘s election. Stemming from groups such as 

the Blue group and the ‗Save the Tav‘ group, Liberty has a 

strong, consistent message of opposition to the Guild held 

monopoly over catering on campus.  

However, it was clear from the declaration of ballots 

that this would not be a regular campaign. Liberty had a 

new, fresh look. Most office bearer candidates had not run 

before, rather they had experience outside the Guild, in the 

positions they were running in. For instance, Julian     

Rapattoni, Societies Council Presidential candidate, was 

active in Uni Camp for Kids, ECOMS; Lewis Richard,  

Public Affairs Council Presidential candidate, was President 

of UNYA, and Vice President of the Politics Club; and  

Naomi Elford, Liberty‘s Education Council Presidential 

candidate, has been a member of the Education Council for 

four years.  

STAR on the other hand ran candidates who had 

known experience within the structures of the Guild. Both 

STAR‘s Societies Council and Public Affairs Council    

Presidential candidates, Bodie D‘Orazio and Chantelle 

Mitchell, were both Vice Presidents of the Societies and 

Public Affairs Councils respectively. Their Educational 

Council President, Rachel Lee, was a Guild Councillor and 

Chair of Guild Council in 2011. The campaign battlelines 

had been drawn, and then George showed up.  

George Smiley. One name that has caused the    

Election Committee more trouble than Alan Jones has 

caused the Gillard Government. Smiley established a   

Tumblr site where he continuously posted about the     

election campaign, defying the election regulations. The 

content of the posts however were hardly insightful       

political commentary. Rather Smiley unashamedly attacked 

the current STAR administration, and whinged that he was 

not allowed to put his name to it. While the regulations are 

antiquated, the Guild Election Gossip blog has several 

questions to answer, including the origins of illegally      

obtained screenshots from the secret STAR page, as well as 

emails relating to bias in the Pelican and a Guild Election 

debate.  

The Election Committee, who threatened to         

invalidate some of Liberty‘s votes given the inherent bias of 

the posts, did not impose sanctions on any group over the 

issue, but investigations are continuing. However, the     

supposed advantages of the blog to Liberty, frankly, are 

overrated. The blog itself was only really read by those who 

are either politically active on campus, and most of whom 

had already decided who they were supporting.  

The campaign week did not bode well for Liberty, 

with many thinking STAR was out in front just days before 

polls opened. With incidents such as ‗Spitgate‘ (a Liberty 

candidate reportedly ‗spat‘ Guild coffee to show his distaste 

for it, and it hit a STAR candidate), as well as what seemed 

like a disorganised campaign, by the end of the first week.  

However, it is clear from the results that this was not 
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an attitude held by the voters. While STAR may have won 

the first half of the polling week, it was the Wednesday that 

helped Liberty bridge the gap, despite the weather taking a 

turn for the worst. Candidates were forced to use umbrellas 

to guide prospective voters into the booths.  

The final day brought with it a feeling of optimism 

by the end of polling. Two very significant events most  

likely changed the course of the campaign. Firstly, just after 

lunch on the Thursday, a group of 25 students descended 

on the Reid voting booth, all clutching blue how to votes. It 

is rumoured that Liberty Guild council candidate, Selina 

Metternick-Jones, was behind the large voting bloc, adding 

to her chances. 

Secondly, many felt that the mobile booth designated 

for the Business School would be advantageous to Liberty, 

however, the mood from both camps was that it was   

equally beneficially to both groups. What was not taken in 

to consideration was the benefit of the 

Thursday booth at Dentistry. The booth 

was manned by Liberty‘s Welfare candi-

date, Siamak Saberi who just so hap-

pened to be the current President of the 

University Dental Students‘ Society. The 

result was a predicted 80% of the votes went to Liberty.  

As the tally room began counting, it was clear from 

the primaries that Matt McKenzie had a decent lead over 

Hannah Gifford in the race for Presidency. While there was 

a gap of 227 votes to Liberty (An 8.9% swing to Liberty in 

primaries, and a 17% swing against STAR), as the          

preferences were counted, the chances of the gap being 

bridged became slimmer and slimmer, and eventually the 

office fell. The final two party preferred was 53.2% to 

46.8%.  

After the Presidency fell, STAR‘s legacy began to 

collapse around them. STAR scrutineers could only look 

helplessly on as every other position fell. Some, including 

Societies Council President did not even get to primary 

votes. The closest STAR got was in the Women‘s Office, 

where the fight between Liberty‘s Caitlin Fisher and STAR‘s 

Kelsie White came as close as 24 votes. The overall two 

party preferred for office bearer‘s was 53.97% to 46.03%.  

The slaughter did not stop at the office bearers    

either. At the declaration of Guild Councillors it was clear 

that the anti-STAR crusade from students was continuing. 

STAR went from nine councillors this year, to four in 2012. 

The only STAR councillor that was re-elected was Yannis 

Vrodos, and he only just managed to do that coming an 

equal ninth with Liberty candidate, Charles Pym.  

One of the biggest surprises for the Guild Council 

was Left Action‘s win of a council seat with their candidate, 

Anita Creasey. The usual negotiations between STAR and 

Left Action fell through early in the campaign, when after 

they had agreed on the Environment Officer, there was a 

disagreement over whether STAR would run a Women‘s 

Officer candidate. When the deal broke through, Left    

Action went on their own, running candidates for President, 

Public Affairs Council President, Education Council     

President, Guild Treasurer, Welfare and Women‘s Affairs 

Officers. This increased number of candidates meant more 

volunteers handing out how to votes, and with only one 

Guild Council candidate, meant it was inevitable that Ms 

Creasey would be elected.  

So what happened? How did this supernova happen 

to STAR? The landslide was not expected by anyone, from 

either group.  

Firstly, both parties choices for President played a 

big part. Liberty finally chose a   

winning candidate when they     

selected Matt McKenzie. I wrote in 

May, when rumours were circling 

that he was that candidate that it 

was an excellent choice saying, 

‗McKenzie is not a typical Liberty candidate. Down to earth, and 

easily relates to students, McKenzie is a charismatic and engaging 

candidate who, after a year of leadership experience with ECOMS, 

could head a team of candidates that could cause some damage to the 

STAR dominated Guild Council and Executive‘, it seems that he 

did cause some damage.   

Hannah Gifford on the other hand was easily 

STAR‘s best choice to compete against McKenzie. Gifford 

has a reputation of being a very tough campaigner, and an 

incredibly hard worker, and her work on the 2011 Societies 

Council shows this including increasing club funding and 

succeeding in getting free venue hire for clubs on campus.  

Secondly, and quite frankly, the most important 

point, incumbency. For fourteen years, STAR held a      

majority on campus, they continued to be re-elected, and 

they were confident of doing so year after year. However, 

from the campaign trail this year, one Liberty candidate said 

that the point that would most likely get candidates into the 

booths was that STAR had been in power for fourteen 

years. Once the need for change became planted in the   

voters head, they went straight for the booth and voted for 

it.  

Thirdly, STAR‘s attempt at a slam party, Capitalist 

State of Crawley (CSC), turned out to be a massive mistake. 

Instead of all of CSC‘s preferences flowing through to 

STAR, on average only 25% of their preferences reached 

STAR candidates.  

‘THIS GENERATION OF 
STAR IS DEAD, BUT THE 
REBUILDING BEGINS NOW.’  
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The appeal to many of former STAR candidates 

meant that many of them didn‘t following through on   

current STAR candidates.  

It was not just the CSC either. Only 35% of Left 

Action votes came to a STAR candidate, and only 40 votes 

from the Independents to Hannah Gifford (23 from Tyler 

Morris, 17 from the other 6).  

Finally, it was this year‘s campaign. Those in the  

upper echelons in Liberty started the 2011 election       

campaign in May. In May, both the Paul Abbott blog Face-

book page (Which now has 644 fans) and the Booth at 

Business School campaign, and clearly in Liberty‘s favour, 

began. Both of these campaigns were crucial in getting   

apathetic voters engaged. The level of support for   

McKenzie is evident in the increase in voter participation. 

This year saw a 21% increase in the number of student  

voters, and this is primarily to do with the two campaigns. 

Students began to get fed up of the quality of coffee on 

campus, and business school students suddenly realised that 

the closest voting booth was on Oak Lawn.  

This generation of STAR is dead, but the rebuilding 

begins now. It starts with simple cultural changes, for    

instance, instead of candidates simply moving up from 

Guild Councillor, to an office-bearer and then if they are 

lucky, President, choose candidates who have been more 

involved outside of the Guild. Who have been involved 

with clubs, and facsocs.  

STAR must cut the hacks. These include candidates 

from this year‘s election who ran for high ranking office 

bearer positions, including people like Hannah Gifford, 

Nick Parkinson and Chantelle Mitchell. As brutal as it may 

seem, Liberty followed through this year with a fresh team, 

and a strong leader, and they have won in a massive      

landslide.  

Secondly, (and this advice can be extended to      

Liberty) establish an extra-Parliamentary wing of the group. 

An extra-parliamentary wing will be able to help organise 

volunteers and fundraising, keep the elected    

members of the council together and most    

importantly, keep the brand together. 

Of this group of STAR candidates, none of them 

has experienced what it is like to be in            

opposition. To not have the power of             

incumbency, to not have the resources like a  

central set of offices to run their campaign from.   

Finally, should a Liberty government succeed in 

providing private enterprises the opportunity to 

open up on campus, STAR will need to find a 

compromise position on the issue of catering 

should they be re-elected, because to take it back 

to entirely Guild run would see them face    another term in 

opposition.  

Nevertheless, while STAR faces their current       

predicament, for Liberty it is a new dawn. The focus is now 

on them to show the students that making the change to a 

group who has not run a Guild before was the right choice 

to make.  

McKenzie and his team will need to be ready to  

govern as soon as December 1 arrives. They will need to hit 

the ground running on issues like catering, and work      

towards convincing the UWA Senate that it‘s the right way 

to go.  

However, it will not just be catering they need to 

prove themselves on. The student body has taken a gamble 

by switching teams in the middle of one of the largest   

structural changes to the university, New Courses. Once 

again, McKenzie and his Education Council President,  

Naomi Elford will need to be ready for the beginning of 

their term, and the challenges the new system will bring. 

Finally, a side issue, and one that Liberty will no 

doubt rectify is the positioning of booths on campus. After 

the relatively successful campaign this year, and a large   

voter turnout on the Tuesday at the Business School, it is 

obvious that they‘ll argue for a permanent booth down the 

south end of the campus.  

Both Liberty and STAR are finding themselves in 

completely different territories than what they are used to. 

STAR has the burden of experiencing opposition after a 

disastrous result, and will need to change some of its     

internal structures to suit their new situation. Liberty on the 

other hand, find themselves facing a term in government, 

and much dire circumstances should they fail to achieve 

what they have promised in the 2011 campaign.  

Dylan Caporn is the Creative Editor for State Magazine and the 

Secretary of the UWA Politics Club 
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WHAT IS THE GUILD? 
So what affect do the Guild elections actually have 

on the running of the University, and to what length does 

the campaign actually influence your time at University? 

Well the Guild itself is primarily a body that          

represents the students, and the views of those students to 

the University, at the National Union of Students         

Convention at the end of each year, and to the Federal 

Government when lobbying on certain issues.  

At the recent elections, students were asked to elect 

members of the Guild Council. In total, there were eight 

executive positions and thirteen Guild Councillor positions. 

Elected were the following: 

EXECUTIVE 

President of the Guild—Matthew McKenzie 

Treasurer of the Guild—Joshua Helsby 

Educational Council President—Naomi Elford 

Public Affairs Council President—Lewis Richards 

Societies Council President—Julian Rapattoni  

Environment Officer—Ben Watson 

International Student Services—Daniel Chai 

Welfare Officer—Siamak Saberi 

Women’s Affairs Officer—Caitlin Fisher 
 

However, these are just the elected positions. The 

Executive also comprises of the Vice President, Secretary 

and the Chair of Guild Council. All three are chosen from 

the thirteen Guild Councillors.  

Within the Executive there is the three Subsidiary 

Council Presidents, Educational, Public Affairs and        

Societies Council Presidents. All three chair their respective 

committee meetings.  

There is also the four department heads that are 

elected. Environment, Welfare and Women‘s Affairs      

Officers as well as the ISS Director. Only the Women‘s 

Affairs Officer has a vote on the Guild Council however.  

Other departments, but who don‘t have elected 

heads including the: Aboriginal & Torres Strait Islander 

Students Committee, Queer Department and Postgraduates 

Students Association. 

 
GUILD COUNCILLORS 

 Ben Watson 

 Katy Wedderburn 

 Charles Pym 

 Yannis Vrodos 

 Amy Fels 

 Rajdeep Singh 

 Nicole Mumford 

 Emma Brede 

 Daniel Chai 

 Chris Colalillo 

 Laura Smith 

 Anita Creasey 

 Elselynn Leighton 
 

COMMITTEES 

Committees are groups of people (who are not     

necessarily Guild councillors) appointed by the Guild 

Council. A committee is chaired by a voting member of the 

council. There exist sub-committees, which are committees 

of people created by committees. The Guild has the      

following committees: 

 Finance &Planning 

 Personnel Board 

 Joint Consultative Committee 

 Student Services Committee  

 Catering Committee 

 Tavern Committee 

 Statutes Committee 

 Discipline Committee 
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PSEPHOLOGY AND ITS 
ILLUSION 

Blair Hurley 

UWA has recently gone through yet another Guild 

election cycle, and one could be forgiven for thinking the 

experience was somewhat unfulfilling. Guild election     

candidates spend their waking hours during the two      

election weeks distributing pamphlets early in the morning, 

smack-talking and receiving denigrating smack-talk on the 

polls, bearing lecture-bashing, and having to withstand the      

anxious anticipation of receiving election results. 

Furthermore, some parts of the student body always 

end up resisting the     tradition. People        complain, ‗I‘m 

being     hassled where-ever 

I walk. If I wanted to get         

involved, I‘d get involved, I 

wish they‘d leave me alone!‘ 

When approached by can-

didates at the    polling 

tents on the  Thursday of 

polling week, the last day of 

elections, when all those 

vying for election are at 

their wit‘s end due to ex-

haustion, students will flip 

these people the bird out of 

irritation. 

And even once the polling is over, the circus act  

continues. For the losers, parties charged with nervous  

excitement collapse into despair. The winners suffer a fate 

no better – the knives come out and the power struggles 

begin. Already people are sent out to get numbers for    

appointed positions (which will determine who loses out), 

and the inevitable closed-door discussions about policy 

begin, never to end until that part gets kicked out 

(determining what promises won‘t be delivered, and what 

new ones will be claimed to have been promised all along).  

Too much rides on elections, and they‘re just too 

uncertain. But it goes further than that. Even if elections 

weren‘t emotional, even if people weren‘t apathetic and 

were all interested and involved in voting, elections        

presuppose that by giving us what we want, we will be    

guaranteeing what we need from political institutions. 

It must be assented to that we need to give people 

what they need, however axiomatic such an assertion     

appears. 

We don‘t hold referendums on medical matters, or 

on questions of quantum physics – for that we consider 

trained scientists authoritative. Why can‘t the same apply 

for politics? Virtually the moment the polls closed there 

was talk of next year‘s election. There‘s nothing wrong with 

speculating about the next election, but such activity 

demonstrates why institutions are important to construct, 

and what they do to people‘s behaviour – it‘s well known 

that the Guild political system (at the very least), and others 

like it, becomes preoccupied with getting elections towards 

the end of a leadership cycle. 

We need master architects and quantum physicist 

leaders for our political and economic systems. This is   

going to sound insane, but such leaders need to be above 

the law, because (and this is probably an argument for   

another time) injustice can always be traced to limits on 

executive power. 

But what about our ‗free‘ 

society? Elections are surely 

part of having a democracy! 

Not necessar i ly  so .     

Whatever it is that 

‗freedom‘ means, elections 

don‘t guarantee ‗freedom‘. 

They‘re a product of     

freedom – freedom came 

before elections, or, more 

accurately, freedom is a 

concept that is more     

fundamental, encompassing and enveloping elections. It is 

possible and probably desirable, to have a ‗free‘ society. 

Considering the above remarks as applauding      

totalitarianism is tantamount to hypocrisy. The richest and 

most productive legal entities in the world are private   

companies, with corporate hierarchies not dependent on 

elections. Any talk of shareholders constituting vote-givers 

in quasi-corporate ‗elections‘ is misleading, for obvious  

reasons. Considering the institution of the family to be a 

fundamental element of society is also inescapably at odds 

with the idea that there can be no ‗dictatorship‘ in a free 

society. 

Voting and elections are concepts that require     

assumptions far more radical than the proposed alternative 

in order to appear reasonable. Indeed there are elements in 

our political culture that exist in express opposition to the 

idea that we should ‗choose‘ what is good for us. 

Blair Hurley is the Content Editor of State Magazine 
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‘WHAT’S WRONG WITH 
MARX, BY THE WAY?’ 

Chad Satterlee 

If I was given a dollar for each of my utterings of the 

above response in the last couple of years, by my best     

approximation I would have at least $200 by the time this 

piece goes to print. This handsome return is not cause for 

celebration. It arises through a combination of arrogant self

-righteousness, ideological blindness and profound         

ignorance. Herein I attempt to overcome this malaise by 

providing a brief introduction to Marxian political         

economy. I will then diagnose some of the sources of the 

misconceptions surrounding Marx‘s work and refute their 

common mistakes. 

NEO-CLASSICAL V MARXIAN 

Let me begin by asking some epistemological     

questions. Have you ever actually seen an economy? Have 

you ever seen a market? What 

is a market? What is a       so-

ciety?  

At the risk of interrupt-

ing your Wittgensteinian    

deliberation allow me to make 

the following proposition. 

The only means we have to 

make sense of the complex 

world in which we live are the 

models we have in our heads.  

There are only two equally valid and systematic theo-

ries social scientists can employ to     understand political-

economic phenomena: neo-classical and Marxian. If you 

successfully develop a third you will be awarded a Nobel 

prize. Keynesians might interject here, but theirs is not so 

much a coherent framework as a complete mess (Keynes‘           

contribution is essentially psychological; it says speculators 

speculate more when they speculate more).  

The dominant kind of economics taught today is 

called, for various historical reasons, neo-classical. This is 

typically taught in a haphazard fashion by drawing marginal 

cost curves and all that nonsense without the rigorous 

mathematical foundation which underpins the entire   

framework. That foundation is known as Walrasian general 

equilibrium theory. For our purposes I need only outline its 

general properties. 

In the neo-classical model there are two sectors in 

the economy: firms and households. Firms produce      

commodities and sell them to households. Households   

consume the commodities and sell their endowments of 

labour, land and capital to the firms. It is assumed that 

firms maximise profits subject to their production functions 

and households maximise utility functions subject to their 

budget constraints. 

Most of us are familiar with the story that follows: 

when these guys trade on a free market we end up with the 

best outcome for society as a whole. 

It turns out that such a state of affairs is possible to 

achieve; the mathematical proof is incredibly elegant and on 

par with the great breakthroughs of theoretical physics. It is 

important to note, however, that a set of seemingly bizarre 

conditions that hardly ever hold in reality must be satisfied 

for this theory to work perfectly. These include that there 

be an infinite number of optimising buyers and sellers, who 

possess perfect information, trading on perfectly            

competitive markets that exist for all possible goods and 

services, in all periods, in all states of nature (for all risks), at 

all locations.  

U n d e r  t h e s e  s t r i c t               

circumstances it is possible for 

the system to reach an       

equilibrium such that supply 

equals demand on every     

market and everybody finds 

the best possible price for 

what they sell and buy. In this 

case all markets clear.  

An important feature of this 

world is that profits do not 

exist. This is because all firms sell at cost. Furthermore,  

everybody would have made enough trades with each other 

such that no one can be made better off without reducing 

the welfare of another. This equilibrium scenario is the   

fundamental focus of neo-classical economics.  

What of the Marxian model? In this theory of the 

(capitalist) economy the main actors are capitalists and 

workers; the equivalent of firms and households in          

neo-classical terms. And, just like in the neo-classical story, 

everything trades on a perfectly free market. 

However, capitalists own the means of production. 

Workers own their own labour but do not own the means 

of production which would enable them to cover their 

needs. In the real world this turns out to be pretty accurate: 

US Federal Reserve figures show the top five percent hold 

about as much wealth as the bottom ninety five percent and 

the same sort of figures are apparent in Australia and many 

EU countries. 

‘SO FAR THERE ARE TWO, AND ONLY 
TWO, EQUALLY VALID AND SYSTEM-

ATIC THEORIES SOCIAL SCIENTISTS 
CAN EMPLOY TO UNDERSTAND PO-

LITICAL-ECONOMIC PHENOMENA: 
NEO-CLASSICAL AND MARXIAN.’  
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As in the neo-classical model, capitalists move their 

resources in the capital market to maximise profits and 

workers sell their labour on the labour market for a wage 

that enables them to reproduce themselves. As we can see, 

our theories are fundamentally similar. The story in both is 

one of the production of commodities by means of      

commodities. 

A key difference between our models is that while 

the neo-classical is static and concerned with equilibrium, 

the Marxian is dynamic. To see the latter consider the    

following process. Workers turn up to the local shoe      

factory and offer to sell their labour. After bidding down 

their wages with each other to the subsistence level they are 

hired and provided with machines, lace and leather with 

which they are instructed to make shoes. At the end of the 

week the shoes are appropriated by the capitalist. Workers 

are paid wages and consume them in entirety. The capitalist 

realises the value of the shoes by selling them on the market 

and then reinvests all the profits in replenishing the tools 

and materials.  

At the end of this process workers return to square 

one. They must go back to the shoe factory, bid down  

wages, make shoes, consume, and return to the labour  

market. The capitalist, in turn, appropriates the shoes,    

realises their value on the market, reinvests all the profits 

and hires workers.  

This process ensures the automatic reproduction of 

capitalism. 

Notice the Marxian model derives its assumptions 

that capitalists maximise profits and workers consume from 

the objective structure of the system. A viable capitalist 

must maximise and reinvest profits by definition because 

failure to do so will result in her being driven out of the 

market by more profitable capitalists. It is not, for instance, 

due to morally corrupt motives. Likewise, rational workers 

who own no means of production have no alternative but 

to sell their labour for a wage in order to survive. If they do 

not they will experience absolute and relative deprivation.  

Marx admired this unprecedented dynamism. Under 

feudalism, for example, the serf only pays rent to the lord 

because of non-economic factors such as the threat of force 

or religious motivations. When these are not available the 

system collapses. Marx also accurately predicted that       

capitalism‘s dynamic forces would sweep the world. 

Unlike in the neo-classical system of equilibrium, 

profits exist in the Marxian model. Once again we can say 

this seems to happen in the real world. Marx, like the      
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classical economists Adam Smith and David Ricardo,    

adhered to a labour theory of value: the price of a         

commodity is set to the labour embodied in it. In a simple 

potato producing economy with no capital, for example, 

when a worker produces n potatoes the cost of labour 

simply equals the number of potatoes. So labour is also a 

produced commodity. The question is where do profits 

come from?  

Imagine for a moment a slave economy in which 

slave owners blatantly expropriate unpaid labour from 

slaves. Suppose the slaves work 14 hour days, 7 days a 

week. And suppose the cost to reproduce the slaves in 

terms of clothing, shelter and food equals 14 hours a day of 

labour. From the viewpoint of the slave owner what would 

be the point of this arrangement?  

Our first step in explaining profits in Marxian theory, 

then, is that the capitalist gets an extra reward by extracting 

a surplus from labour for no effort. This process, in a strict-

ly technical economic sense, Marx calls exploitation.  

S u p p o s e 

back at our local 

shoe factory the 

working day is 10 

hours and our  

capitalist pays 

workers for only 5 

hours of labour. 

This yields a     

surplus for the 

capitalist equal to 

the working day (10) minus what Marx calls the necessary 

labour time, or the amount of labour necessary for the 

worker to basically reproduce herself (5). In this case the 

surplus equals 5. We can now calculate the rate of exploita-

tion. This is equal to the surplus (5) divided by the working 

day (10), which equals 50%. Marx argues this process pro-

duces externalities over space which results in increasing 

societal decline.  

Now consider the equation T = K + V + S, where T 

is the total value of a produced good, K is capital (the tools 

and  materials used up in production, also expressed in  

labour units), V is what gets paid out to the worker, and S is 

the surplus. Then profit must equal T – K – V  = S. 

Bringing everything together, let us finally imagine a 

society of two technologies: a factory and a farm. The    

factory is owned by a capitalist who owns 10 machines (in 

units of capital K). On the farm there are 50 peasants (in 

units of labour L). Suppose in the factory 1K + 1L = 3 

units of potatoes, and on the farm 1L = 1 unit of potatoes. 

Then it costs 1 to reproduce 1L. Our peasants want to 

work in the factory for 1/3 of the day at a wage 1L = 3, 

and the demand is for 10 units of labour. Our peasants then 

compete with each other and bid down V to 1 unit. Then T 

= V + S. We can modify this to get S = T – V. Then S = 

30 – 10 = 20. Thus the rate of exploitation = 20 / 10 = 

200%.  

This example is important because it explains how 

exploitation arises on the free market. It occurs as a result 

of the product of capital being short relative to labour. 

Marx refers to this excess labour as the ‗industrial reserve 

army‘.  

This brings us to another key difference between neo

-classical and Marxian theory. In the Marxian model it is 

assumed the supply of labour is more or less fixed. That is, 

at a given price capital has access to an arbitrarily large 

amount of labour. In the real world this again seems to be 

accurate. For example, since the late 1970s real wages in the 

US have remained 

flat or declined. 

T h i s  i s  a            

consequence of 

capital bringing in 

lots of cheap    

foreign labour, the 

women‘s liberation 

m o v e m e n t     

flooding the labour 

m a r k e t  w i t h    

women, the now fashionable trend of bringing the elderly 

back to work and, of course, capital looking to relocate  

offshore if lower tax rates or energy costs etc. are available. 

Now when labour is scarce the price obviously goes 

up. So what determines the wage rate? One factor is the 

available technology in the economy. Another is conflicts 

between labour and capital. Since workers get to vote in 

liberal democracies they may be able to achieve reforms to 

working hours, child labour laws and so on. Likewise,    

union bargaining can improve the condition of workers. 

Such conflict is a natural feature of Marxian political    

economy. Marx was using the tools of game theory long 

before it was formally discovered when he argued capitalist 

relations of production generates antagonism between 

workers and capitalists as well as between competing     

capitalists. Indeed he was already aware of collective goods 

problems in realising capitalists require an executive     

committee for managing the ‗common affairs of the whole 

bourgeois‘.  

THE MARXIAN AND NEO-CLASSICAL MODELS ARE 
JUST AS SYSTEMATIC AND CONSISTENT AS EACH 
OTHER. ANY BIZARRE ASSUMPTIONS OF ONE 
(REMEMBER THE NEO-CLASSICAL WORLD HAS   
ZERO PROFITS, EVERYBODY POSSESSES PERFECT 
INFORMATION, THERE ARE NO TRANSACTION 
COSTS ETC) ARE NO LESS BIZARRE THAN ANY OF 
THE BIZARRE ASSUMPTIONS OF THE OTHER.  
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In contrast there is no politics in the neo-classical 

model because interdependence does not exist: since prices 

are taken as given, no one influences the payoffs of anyone 

else. 

There are three main objections to everything I have 

just said. First, a neo-classical economist might say the 

Marxian assumption of a fixed labour supply (or that there 

are owners and non-owners, or pick any other assumption 

you like) is an implausible description of reality. While it 

would be easy to contest such arguments on some of the 

empirical grounds I have already outlined, my counter 

would simply be as follows. And how does your theory, for 

instance, explain crises? Our neo-classicist needn‘t answer 

because by his own mathematics there is only one way he 

can respond: the Great Depression was in fact the Great 

Vacation, for there is no such thing as involuntary         

unemployment. The only possible neo-classical explanation 

is that workers were asking too much for their labour. The  

Marxian system, of course, has crises inbuilt into the 

natural reproduction of capitalism.  

If what I just said sounded ridiculous I have proven 

my point. The Marxian and neo-classical models are just as 

systematic and consistent as each other. Any bizarre      

assumptions of one (remember the neo-classical world has 

zero profits, everybody possesses perfect information, there 

are no transaction costs etc.) are no less bizarre than any of 

the bizarre assumptions of the other.  

The second objection attacks Walrasian general  

equilibrium theory. You might say: ‗Well a whole heap of 

markets obviously do not clear, pollution and other       

externalities exist, plus monopolies and oligopolies and 

asymmetric information are all rife. What is the point in 

adhering to the rigours of this model if it constantly fails to 

describe reality?‘ I would respond by going in to bat for 

Walrasian general equilibrium. 

It is certainly the case that the conditions of the neo-

classical world seldom, if ever, exist. In particular, any    

interaction where an actor‘s payoff depends on what she 

does and also on what others do (which encompasses   

pretty much everything) is necessarily beyond the        

mathematical scope of neo-classical theory. But this does 

not totally vitiate its application. It must be acknowledged 

that it explains some phenomena reasonably well.  

When economic commentators talk about the      

consequences of introducing carbon taxes or adjusting in-

terest rates, for example, they are, albeit unconsciously and 

in an unsophisticated way, using the Walrasian model 

(although one can demonstrate these sorts of things just as 

well in a Marxian vein with input-output matrixes).      

Moreover, bad assumptions can often help illuminate our 

understanding when thinking about problems and point us 

in the right direction. 

There is a third objection. It says I am being too 

dogmatic and that we should look to incorporate unique 

events into our theories. This moves us into the territory of 

the well known inadequacies of partial equilibrium       

modelling and the ad hoc endeavours of econometricians. 

What these guys essentially do is try to explain a state of the 

world x by showing x is a function of the arbitrarily picked 

variables a, b and c. When asked how they chose those    

variables the response is: ‗Because those are the most     

important!‘ But to know this our econometricians would 

have had to compare a, b and c to all the other variables in 

the world. In technical terms this is known as infinity. You 

will die long before such a process is ever completed.  

It is true that sometimes events are unique. So what? 

Although this might be interesting for those with a        

descriptive and historical disposition, a set of unique events 

does not make for a coherent discipline.  

On the charge of dogmatism a comparison with  

religion is in order. Even if some or all aspects of your    

religion seem silly, if you are truly religious you really have 

no choice but to be a fundamentalist. There is a tendency 

for some followers to cherry pick elements from their holy 

doctrines that seem sufficiently civilised while conveniently 

sweeping the ugly elements under the carpet. In this case 

they cease to be loyal followers by definition. In economics 

a similar sort of ‗buffet neo-classicism‘ occurs. Free       
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marketeers raucously proclaim their philosophy demands 

less taxes and regulation but refuse to accept the fact it also 

mandates zero profits, for example. Either you have the set 

menu or you don‘t; you‘re a neo-classicist or you‘re not. 

You can‘t have it both ways. 

DIAGNOSING IGNORANCE 

So why is the ignorance of Marx‘s work so        

widespread? The first culprit is popular culture. Marx seems 

to be portrayed in two distinct ways. The first is a strain of 

romanticism. In this portrayal Marx is swept up in the   

general mishmash of left wing utopianism and youthful 

rebellion. The story here is one of Che Guevara T-shirts, 

rallies by student unions and notions of tolerance,         

democracy, saving refugees and whales, the elimination of 

poverty in Africa and Middle East peace slogans. On the 

other hand there is a temptation for many people,          

perpetuated by the Glenn Beck wing and other             

conservative groups in the US, to make a connection that 

goes: 

Marx → Russian revolution → Communism →  

Stalin → Gulags. 

These conflations are more likely symptoms of    

psychological disorders than the basis of any objective  

analysis. I can only restate the facts: Marx‘s project is a  

theory of capitalism (a term he invents). Capital is a         

systematic analysis of how it works. The association of 

Marx with communism by radicals and their detractors is 

simply wrong. Marx never wrote seriously about          

communism. The Manifesto is largely the work of Engels 

and was written on commission as a rhetorical pamphlet. 

Marx saw himself as an economic analyst and critic, and 

frequently enjoyed ridiculing utopians who dreamt of    

hypothetical paradises. Moreover, the idea of communal 

organisation of production is centuries older than Marx.  

Another explanation of the widespread ignorance of 

Marxian theory is that it requires heavy investments in time 

and understanding; capacity typically not available to most 

people in purely practical terms. The three volumes of  

Capital are together over 2500 pages long and pretty much 

entirely mathematical. Furthermore, to properly make sense 

of  Marx‘s analyses requires repeated readings as well as a 

fluent command of a wide range of economic,               

philosophical and historical texts. On top of this there is an 

enormous academic literature that built up around the 

1980s in which every contentious aspect of Marxian theory 

was forensically fleshed out, analysed and debated by econ-

omists, political scientists and philosophers.  

It would be plausible to deduce that most people will 

have never encountered either of these literatures and    

never will. My only response to this is that those who   

haven‘t bothered to sufficiently familiarise themselves with 

Marx‘s work should stop offering their ill-informed     

opinions. 

In conclusion I will return to my epistemological 

introduction. All we have to understand the world are the 

models in our heads. So far the vast majority of the       

citizenry seem only to possess a half-baked conception of 

neo-classical theory. This does not mean the Marxian  

model is not a perfectly systematic alternative. What it does 

mean is that an awful lot of people are inconsistent,       

ignorant or both. 
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IN DEFENCE OF  
PRIVATE ARTS 

Myles Parish 

Every now and again, I come across little polemics 

that lament the amount of involvement that private        

enterprise has in the arts community – especially the music 

industry. Some of these writers believe that the taxpayer 

should be piping more money into the arts community 

than private companies do currently. 

There are a couple of problems with this            

proposition. Firstly, the governments of this country at 

federal and state level are all struggling to fund and        

subsidise health, education and utilities – the taxpayer is 

already stretched beyond his or her limits. This lack of 

funds mean that we HAVE to rely on the private sector to 

provide some funding for arts projects – money doesn‘t 

grow on trees. 

One of the articles I read suggested that there are 

parts of the arts community who can only survive because 

of the funding they receive from the government. Well, 

there are also parts of the arts community that, given what 

they receive from the government, wouldn‘t survive at all 

without additional funding. Take, for example, Quadrant 

Magazine. This is a very prominent classical liberal-cum-

conservative publication, and receives funding from the 

Australian Government‘s Arts Council every year towards 

the publication of ten issues. According to the Australia 

Council‘s website, in 2008, this funding totalled $50,000. 

Then, in 2009 – which, I might point out, was during the 

highest period of the Rudd Government, so make of the 

following figures what you will – the funding dropped to 

$35,000, without reason. It took an appeal to its readers for 

Quadrant to survive. This is an illustration of the risks of 

having solely government-funded arts programmes to the 

exclusion of private patronage – in this instance, private 

patronage enhances diversity and freedom of expression. 

The government must be very careful not to use funding as 

a weapon to silence dissent. 

A second case study is the West Australian        

Symphony Orchestra. According to their 2010 Annual   

Report, their expenses in 2010 totalled $15,854,727. In the 

same year, the Arts Council provided $6,388,261 - that‘s a 

difference of $9,466,466. This is some considerable      

shortfall. Some of it (about $4 million) is provided by ticket 

sales, some by the State Government and Lotterywest 

(about $2 million in total) – but private companies and  

individuals, who sponsor and donate to the Orchestra,  

cover the rest. In 2010, this totalled $2,903,534. 

This may not seem like much – but consider this. 

The conductor, Mr Paul Daniel CBE, ‗appears courtesy of 

Wesfarmers Arts‘. Mr Daniel is not just some blow-in from 

Perth Modern‘s last graduating class – he is a world famous 

conductor who has several recordings to his name, as well 

as a CV containing orchestras such as the London        

Philharmonic Orchestra, the British Philharmonia, his    

period as Music Director for the English National Opera, 

as well as a year as the principal conductor of the BBC 

Proms. So, Paul Daniel is no small fry. He doesn‘t appear 

courtesy of the government – he appears courtesy of the 

same people who make sure your grocery prices are down, 

and staying down. 

Not only is Paul Daniel brought to you by private 

enterprise – so are a number of the performers, including 

the Principal Trumpet Player – courtesy of Commonwealth 

Bank. Janet Holmes à Court, one of Australia‘s richest  

people, loans a number of instruments to the orchestra. 

Chevron, Ernst And Young and the Water Corporation 

(among others) sponsor entire series‘ of concerts. 

What, then, can we draw from this? It‘s pretty clear that 

governments alone cannot provide for the survival of arts. 

There are just too many interested parties seeking arts 

funding for there to be enough government money to go 

round. The altruism of private individuals and companies is 

essential for the continuation of the arts community – 

more government is not the solution. 
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DOES AUSTRALIA’S 
FLAG NEED TO BE 
CHANGED? 

SIMPLE ANSWER: NO! 
George Brown 

In what has become a tedious tradition that repeats 

itself almost every national holiday or significant event that 

champions our historical heritage and connections with 

England, the ‗change the Aussie flag‘ debate will almost 

undoubtedly rear its ugly head in the lead-up to the       

Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting (CHOGM) 

later this October. However, the reality that proponents of 

a flag change invariably ignore is that any suggestion that 

the flag needs to be changed is based on a totally flawed 

logic and is additionally a severe misreading of public   

opinion among mainstream Australia. 

 Already this year on Australia Day, we saw the      

pro-flag change ‗cause‘ being trumpeted, specifically by the 

lobby group ‗Ausflag‘ and with the support of at least a 

dozen former Australians of the Year – including Prof.  

Patrick McGorry (2010) and 

Simon McKeon (2011) – 

where the issue again seeming-

ly drew disproportionate 

amounts of media coverage. 

The fact is, however, changing 

Australia‘s flag would be   

analogous to trying to rewrite 

our nation‘s history and would 

dishonour those that have 

fought and died for the flag and what it represents. The 

typical response to arguments like this is that Australia‘s 

current flag did not actually become our official national 

flag until the passage of the Flags Act (1953). However, this 

ignores the fact that our soldiers still fought for it (or the 

Red Ensign, which is the exact same design except with a 

red background instead of blue) as though it were the     

national flag in all the conflicts preceding 1953; even more 

grievously, it ignores all the soldiers who have fought and 

died for it in the conflicts since it did become the national 

flag – the war in Vietnam in the 1960s and ‗70s, and more 

recently, Iraq and Afghanistan, just to name a few. While 

this suggestion is not in the same league as the recent    

scandal over the ‗sex-under-the-flag‘ scene in the ABC‘s 

satirical ―At Home with Julia‖ television show, it is still 

highly disrespectful to almost trivialise ―the number of    

servicemen…who have given their lives defending the true 

significance and meaning of the Australian flag‖. 

 Similarly, to say that the flag causes ―confusion  

overseas‖ is to insultingly underestimate the intelligence of 

non-Australians. The only flag that it could conceivably be 

confused with is the flag of New Zealand. However, the 

noticeable absence of a large seven-point star in the bottom

-left corner and the different coloured Southern Cross stars 

on the New Zealand flag serve to make them easily        

distinguishable. Numerous other countries‘ flags have    

similar designs and colours (some are even exactly same), 

yet there is no talk of these countries changing their flags – 

for instance, those of Poland, Indonesia and Monaco are all 

very similar; the same applies for those of Syria, Egypt, 

Yemen and Iraq. 

 Similarly, saying that the flag causes ―embarrassment 

at home‖ is preposterous. An often-used argument in    

support of this claim is that today's youth feel the current 

design of the flag and other traditional institutions are    

outdated and no longer relevant to our contemporary     

society. Speaking as an 18 year old myself, I vehemently 

refute that. Just because a collection of prominent         

Australians who have won the Australian of the Year award 

at some point in the last half-century or so have signed a 

petition saying they support 

changing the flag, does not 

mean society would agree. 

Any referendum (for that is 

what is needed to change the 

f lag under the Flags     

Amendment Bill (1998), 

which was passed with all-

party support) that lacks    

bipartisan approval is almost 

doomed to fail; the fact that 

there is actually bipartisan opposition to changing the flag – 

which is itself a minor miracle considering the mutual    

hostility between the parties in the current political climate 

– is practically the death blow for the issue. This also     

definitively counters the petition‘s call for Parliament to 

show leadership on the issue – they already are…just not 

for the viewpoint ‗Ausflag‘ would like. 

 Even without taking into account the bipartisan    

opposition, any referendum would fail decisively anyway in 

failing to garner popular support, if the result of the most 

recent Morgan Poll on the issue (April 2010) is any        

indication. This poll found that 69% of overall respondents 

JUST BECAUSE A COLLECTION OF  
PROMINENT AUSTRALIANS … HAVE 
SIGNED A PETITION SAYING THEY      
SUPPORT CHANGING THE FLAG, 
DOES NOT MEAN THAT SOCIETY 
WOULD AGREE. 
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wanted to keep the Union Jack on the Australian 

flag and 66% wanted to keep the current flag     

design exactly the way it is, the highest proportion 

since the June 1982 poll. The poll further     

demonstrates that the opinion I am espousing is 

not just one from the fringes of conservative youth 

politics, but is rather broadly indicative of my   

entire generation. The poll not only found that the 

youngest age brackets (14-17yrs and 18-24yrs) were 

both overwhelmingly in favour of keeping the flag 

as is, but that they were in fact even more strongly 

for keeping it than practically all other age groups, 

with 80% and 72% respectively in favour of the Union Jack 

and 74% and 66% respectively in favour of no design 

change. As such, this totally blows out of the water any   

suggestion that young people are the primary opponents to 

the current official flag. 

 To quote Harold Scruby, the founder of ‗Ausflag‘, 

―our new flag must be unambiguously and inclusively    

Australian, representing all of us equally‖. This is totally 

ridiculous. In addition to already being completely unique in 

the world – and thus, ―unambiguously Australian‖ –     

making the flag ―representative of all of us equally‖ would 

be impossible; Australian society is composed of far too 

many complex cultures and peoples for this to be anywhere 

near feasible, not to mention issues with the ambiguity of 

the word ―representative‖. For instance, does this mean 

proportionally representative, in which case, would there be 

yet more debates ten or twenty years down the track to 

change the flag as the composition of Australia‘s population 

changes? 

 There is also the matter of those people that don‘t 

want to change the flag in the first place – they, by         

definition, would not be equally represented by a new flag. 

Lowitja O'Donoghue, meanwhile, the 1984 Australian of 

the Year, has said that the current design ―symbolises    

dispossession and oppression…[and] represents a monocul-

ture and intolerance‖. However, this would seem           

completely at odds with the views of many other             

Indigenous peoples, such as Ken Wyatt, the first Aboriginal 

person elected to the House of Representatives, who has 

said he would not support any move to change the flag as 

Aboriginal peoples are already represented on the flag (as 

the stars of the Southern Cross are highly significant in 

Dreamtime folklore). Furthermore, it is unreasonable to 

expect the vast majority of society to fundamentally alter 

their culture and the symbols of that culture (eg: the flag) in 

the name of placating minority groups and promoting     

multiculturalism. To do so would be little more than a    

further extension of the blight on contemporary Western 

civilisation that is extreme political correctness. This is   

especially so given the lengths the government and the  

wider community goes to in assisting minority groups like 

immigrants to better integrate into mainstream Australian 

society. 

 The presumptive statement by Professor McGorry 

that Australia has not achieved ―independent adulthood‖ is 

also completely incorrect. Ever since the Australia Act 

(1986), Australia's political and legal system has had total 

sovereignty over our domestic affairs (notwithstanding  

ratified international treaties). Therefore, we have already 

achieved this ―independent adulthood‖ and the claim that 

we have not is an insult to both the people of Australia and 

to the Australian nation itself. While it can be legitimately 

conceded that the conventions of flag design protocol do 

dictate that having the Union Jack in the top-left corner is 

symbolic of some sort of a subordinate status, most      

Australians are not exactly familiar with the intricacies of 

flag design protocol; therefore, the more important       

symbolism is the recognition of our historical origins as a 

British colony and as a country governed by a (partly)  

Westminster-style parliamentary democracy. 

 Finally, I am all for healthy debate on topics like this, 

but there is such a thing as inappropriate timing. The 

groups like ‗Ausflag‘ to bring up this debate on days like 

Australia Day and, even worse, on ANZAC Day and     

Remembrance Day – such as Ray Martin‘s inflammatory 60 

Minutes segment on ANZAC Day in 2010 – is simply     

disrespectful, and made worse by their admitting to deliber-

ately going out of their way to announce their petition 

(referred to above) actually on Australia Day. 

 Pandering to this vocal minority by changing the 

Australian flag would be a travesty that not only ignores our 

national heritage, but would in fact dishonour it. The lack 

of willingness by the Parliament to change the flag    

demonstrates not the outdated views of entrenched elites 

out of touch with the masses, but rather is reflective of the 

national pride and respect for our nation‘s history that the 

overwhelming majority of Australians feel. 
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AL-SHABAAB: A TASTE 
OF HELL IN THE GRAVE 

Francis McLoughlin 

In my last article on Somalia I gave, together with a 

general history, instances of the forces which conspired to 

produce the calamitous backdrop to the country‘s devasta-

tion in the wake of the Horn of Africa‘s present famine. 

Almost four million Somalis are ‗affected‘ by it—which is 

to say they are dying from hunger, disease, and having to 

fling themselves across (in some cases) over 200km of tor-

rid terrain in search of assistance at the UN refugee camp at 

Dadaab, Kenya. If you wish to read about such things, I 

can only refer you to that article. Presently, I will focus on 

al-Shabaab, Somalia‘s most prominent Islamist militia, 

which has since reasserted its ban on aid agencies and relief 

groups (with the notable exception of those from Turkey). 

What follows will most likely read as a labyrinth of (often 

recurring) names and bloodshed, but for anyone who de-

sires to develop an understanding of Somalia‘s cacophony 

of competing tyrannies, discerning the relationships be-

tween prevailing Somali warlords, Islamists, and politicians 

is the surest way to go about it.  

Harakat al-Shabaab al-Mujahideen (Arabic: 

‗Movement of Warrior-Youth‘), otherwise known simply as 

the HSM or al-Shabaab (‗The Youth‘), is an Islamist militia 

operating in the south and central provinces of Somalia; its 

fighters are said to number somewhere between 5,000 and 

7,000. Or rather, to be more precise, al-Shabaab is an as-

sortment of militias huddled around the indomitable will of 

a central command. In late-2010, for instance, after defeat-

ing its former ally, Hizbul Islam (‗the Islamic Party‘), in a 

bloody war, al-Shabaab absorbed the remaining militias of 

its rival Islamist faction (such as the Ras Kamboni Bri-

gades) into itself. Al-Shabaab‘s hierarchy of command is 

comparatively rigid. True, significant power struggles are 

liable to break out. In December 2010, for instance, Moktar 

Ali Zubeyr, al-Shabaab‘s emir, was replaced by Ibrahim 

Haji Jama Mee‘aad after refusing to grant Hassan Dahir 

Aweys—the defeated (but evidently still powerful) leader of 

Hizbul Islam—a higher position al-Shabaab. Nevertheless, 

for the most part, al-Shabaab has proven itself to be a well-

coordinated menace. 

Al-Shabaab‘s ideology is Sunni Islam; it wishes to 

impose a relentless regime of Sharia on Somalia‘s popula-

tion, having already banned music and shut down cinemas 

in the areas under its control. It wages a violent campaign 

of jihad against infidels and has expressed its admiration for 

the ‗martyred‘ ‗Sheikh‘ Osama bin Laden, finding generous 

patronage in jihadi-sympathisers from Nairobi to Momba-

sa, not to mention al-Qaeda‘s international network of do-
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nors. Al-Shabaab also has a penchant for profanity, gleeful-

ly desecrating the tombs of Somalia‘s Sufi saints. Such bar-

barism has earned it the ire of the Sufi militia group, Ahl al-

Sunna wa‘l Jama‘ah, which, as of 2008, has had five of its 

members appointed ministers in Somalia‘s UN-backed 

Transitional Federal Government (TFG), with others hold-

ing senior positions in Somalia‘s police and intelligence ser-

vices. Still, Christopher Anzalone, a researcher of Islamist 

groups at the Institute of Islamic Studies at McGill Univer-

sity, says that ‗in terms of appearance and weaponry, the 

Sufi militiamen are largely indistinguishable from [al-

Shabaab]‘.  

Ahl al-Sunna wa‘l 

Jama‘ah had fought for the 

late Mohamed Farrah Aidid, 

a warlord who headed the 

United Somali Congress 

(USC) in a clan-based war 

against Siad Barre‘s military 

dictatorship. Mohamed Far-

rah Aidid served as a Gen-

eral in Siad Barre‘s army dur-

ing the Ogaden war against 

Ethiopia in 1977-78 before 

being appointed his Chief of 

Intelligence. But Somalis 

have for centuries been di-

vided into six clan-families: 

the Dir, Isaq, Hawiye, Darod, Digil, and Rahanweyn; each 

clan is further stratified into sub-clans, which are them-

selves fragmented into smaller and smaller units. Siad Barre 

was born into the Marehan sub-clan of the Darod; Mo-

hamed Farrah Aidid was of the Habar Gidir clique in the 

Hawiye. When Somalia‘s government collapsed in 1991, 

President Barre fled Mogadishu for the Gedo region in the 

south, a Marehan stronghold, where he staged a number of 

ill-fated attempts to regain power. The motor of Somali 

politics over the last century or so appears to be a veritable 

cauldron of clan-feuds, gang-fights, imperialism, Islamic 

heresy, and Soviet-backed ‗Scientific Socialism‘; more re-

cently, as we shall see, alternately US- and al-Qaeda-backed 

militias, partly steered by personal rivalries among their 

leaders, have assumed the mantle.  

When Ethiopia‘s US-backed dictatorship sent troops 

to invade Somalia in December 2006 and wrest the country 

from the clutches of the Islamic Courts Union (ICU), al-

Shabaab violently resisted their occupation of Mogadishu. 

The ICU was a coalition of Sharia courts founded earlier 

that year in the south, with al-Shabaab its militant youth-

wing—led by the late Aden Ayro. Three weeks before the 

ICU‘s ultimate collapse, Sharif Sheikh Ahmed, the ICU‘s 

founder and Commander in Chief, surrendered to Kenyan 

security forces. By September 2007, Sharif had made his 

way to Eritrea, where he launched a political party, the Alli-

ance for the Re-liberation of Somalia (ARS). Hassan Dahir 

Aweys was appointed chairman, having previously led the al

-Qaeda-backed Islamist terrorist group, Al-Itihaad al-

Islamiya (AIAI), throughout the 1990s, after which he 

served as the ICU‘s chairman; he would later come to head 

the party‘s armed wing, the ARS-A.  

On January 31, 2009, Sharif Sheikh Ahmed became 

Somalia‘s nominal President, supported by the UN; four 

months later, a UN envoy accused Hassan Dahir Aweys of 

being behind a failed coup 

d‘etat. Hassan, who by this 

stage had become leader of 

Hizbul Islam, explained that 

his insurgency against the 

TFG was ‗personal‘. Hizbul 

Islam was an amalgamation 

of the ARS-A and three oth-

er Islamist militias—Jabhatul 

Islamiya (Arabic: ‗Islamic 

Front‘), the Ras Kamboni 

Brigades, and Muaskar 

Anole—with a former high-

ranking ARS official, Omar 

Iman Abubakar, as its chair-

man. Omar Iman was later 

opposed by the warlord Yusuf Mohammed Siad—perhaps 

better known by his alias, Indha Adde (‗White Eyes‘)—

which had the effect of splitting Hizbul Islam in two. Indha 

Adde seized control of one faction; Hassan Aweys re-

mained de facto leader of the rest. Of course, whatever was 

left of Hizbul Islam in December 2010 (including Hassan 

himself) was absorbed into al-Shabaab.  

Indha Adde‘s career, on the other hand, took a dif-

ferent route.  

After having sheltered al-Qaeda‘s envoy to East Afri-

ca, the late Fazul Abdullah Mohammed—the man behind 

the 1998 bombings of Kenya and Tanzania‘s US Embas-

sies—from the CIA, Indha Adde was appointed the TFG‘s 

Minister of Defence. In July 2010, however, he resigned 

from this exalted position, publicly despairing over the futil-

ity of engaging in Somali politics. Now, as a prominent war-

lord in Mogadishu, that self-same gloomy patriot rents his 

militia to the TFG, which has in turn conferred upon him 

the shaky legitimacy of a General in its official military. I 

suppose Gen. Indha Adde felt this to be the more lucrative 

arrangement; it certainly shows where his priorities lie. 

Speaking of the TFG‘s impotence, however, the latest re-

‘AL-SHABAAB’S IDEOLOGY IS SUNNI    
ISLAM; IT WISHES TO IMPOSE A           
RELENTLESS REGIME OF SHARIA ON 
SOMALIA’S POPULATION HAVING      
ALREADY BANNED MUSIC AND SHUT 
DOWN CINEMAS IN THE AREAS UNDER 
ITS CONTROL. IT WAGES A VIOLENT 
CAMPAIGN OF JIHAD AGAINST           
INFIDELS...’  
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port has it that a row between President Sharif Sheikh Ah-

med and the parliament speaker, Sharif Hasan Sheikh Adan, 

is once again hampering its ability to coordinate relief ef-

forts.  

Since mid-2008, al-Shabaab had occupied the majori-

ty of Mogadishu‘s districts. Its militiamen established a tyr-

anny over the city and were to be seen regularly patrolling 

the Bakara Market, apparently levying a tax on local mer-

chants. As of mid-February this year, however, 9,000 US-

backed African Union (AU) troops, cobbled together from 

the Ugandan and Burundian armies, have purged the militia 

from the city. Until now, the TFG, with over 6,000 AU 

troops at its disposal, has barely been able to retain its hold 

over a handful of blocks. Now, from the vantage-point of 

al-Shabaab‘s former headquarters, the National Stadium, 

AU troops are able to control most of the roads leading 

into the city. Whereas al-Shabaab‘s tactic had previously 

been to invade towns, murder TFG soldiers, and plunder 

whatever they needed (weapons) before withdrawing, al-

Shabaab ‗martyrs‘ would run directly into AU gunfire in 

what proved to be a desperate bid to recover Mogadishu. 

Demoralised and defeated (for now), al-Shabaab retreated 

to Baidoa, 250km southwest of the capital. 

Perhaps there is some hope. It is unclear how long al

-Shabaab‘s retreat—which it insists is ‗tactical‘—will last, 

but it is worth noting that setbacks for the militia loom on 

the horizon, to the north and south. Earlier this year, for 

example, Sheikh Ahmed Madobe, a southern warlord, suc-

ceeded in recapturing Doblei, a small town straddling the 

Kenyan border, when his militia (known as the Raskamboni 

movement) teamed up with the TFG and the Kenyan air 

force in an offence against al-Shabaab. The Ras Kamboni 

Brigades, you will recall, was one of the four militias that 

comprised Hizbul Islam; its leader was the Islamist warlord 

Hassan Abdullah Hersi al-Turki. In late 2009, a power-

struggle in Somalia‘s southern port-town, Kismayo, appar-

ently saw the militia—have we not heard all this before?—

bifurcate into Madobe‘s ‗moderate‘ wing (supportive of the 

TFG—I wonder why?) and al-Turki‘s Islamist wing—now 

aligned with you-know-who.  
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FEMINISM, IN THIS DAY 
AND AGE? 

Kelsie White 

We live in the twenty first century. There are women 

that have risen above the glass ceiling, women that have 

been elected to the highest political ranks and women that 

have fought on front lines all over the world. Prominent 

politicians like John Howard have told me, as a young 

woman born in the 90s, that ‗we are in the post-feminist 

stage of the debate‘ and that there is basically no need for 

radicalism, protests and change anymore. 

To that, I ask, why not feminism?  

I question those that doubt the need for feminism 

and those that render it a non-issue in their mind. Why is it 

that I am made to feel unsafe when I wear a skirt above my 

knees and why is it that sometimes I need to be chaperoned 

at night? Why is it that I am complimented on my eyelash-

es/figure/cleavage/hair before my achievements? Why is it 

that my sexual partners are important in a different way to a 

males and why is it that I am more likely to be sexually as-

saulted both verbally and physically? Why is it that I will 

always be the butt of blonde jokes, make-me-a-sandwich 

and get-in-the-kitchen jokes? 

Sometimes I sympathize with those that play the 

‗humanist‘ card. These people claim that they are for the 

equality of all, irrelevant of gender, race, religion et cetera. I 

empathize with their plight and I empathize with their 

thinking, but until they can see that the world we live in 

disproportionately disadvantages women (among other mi-

norities) I can‘t help them. This disadvantage does call for 

an –ism to correct it and feminism is the appropriate an-

swer. To simply dismiss feminism is giving our society far 

too much credit. 

I want to take a second and remind everyone that 

feminism is the idea that women are human, yes human. 

Remember back, only 100 years ago, when women in Aus-

tralia didn‘t have the right to vote and where treated to 

some extent as property of men? Feminism in its first stag-

es was important then and I completely agree that we have 

come a very, very long way since that time. We have pro-

gressively moved into a world with very different women-

identifying centric issues.  

Today, those issues have been shoved in our face. 

Let‘s look at the Slut Walks occurring all over the world. 

Their aim: reclaim the word slut. While I admit that this is 

somewhat of a polarising issue amongst self-identifying 

feminists, the reclamation of the word slut comes from a 

very important place – rape culture. This is a war that to-

day‘s feminists have to fight. We live in a world where 

women are taught to be modest, conservative, to be chap-

eroned, to be careful at night, to live without attracting neg-

ative attention, to watch out for our drinks at night clubs, 

to self defend and to carry pepper spray and rape whistles. 

We are taught all of this simply because men are never 

taught that my body, and any woman‘s body, does not be-

long to them. Men are not told not to rape; women are 

simply given a thousand ways to avoid it. This is not the 

only war that today‘s feminists must fight. 

We are still fighting and searching for the science 

behind socialised gender identity and sex. Gender, one of 

the weirdest constructs I have ever examined, is how you 

identify yourself and how you portray yourself to the world. 

Ultimately it depends if you personally wish to be or act in 

a masculine or feminine way. Sex, on the other hand, refers 

to your biological anatomy. Today, men who portray femi-

nine characteristics and women who portray masculine 

characteristics are laughable. They are weird, wrong and in 

some people‘s minds, abominations. What we have to fight 

against is the idea that a man acting femininely is bad. It 

isn‘t bad; in fact it‘s perfectly normal. The stereotypes of 

men being men and women being women are outdated and 

zip me straight back to the 50s. It shouldn‘t shock us when 

young boys play with Barbie dolls, or when young girls play 

with army figurines. Ultimately, this will be achieved when 

men wearing skirts, (think Kevin Rudd, John Howard, any 

sports player, any businessman) won‘t be a laughable image.  

Judging by the laughter in your head, we aren‘t there 

yet. 

Feminism purports the idea that women and men are 

equal and that women deserve equality in the eyes of the 

law, society at large and amongst other women. I don‘t see 

anything wrong with this idea, and I will continue to call 

myself a feminist until things like rigid stereotypes and rape 

culture are corrected within our 21st century, developed 

state world. 



 

Page 28 

THE TRANQUIL GULF: 
EERIE SILENCE WITHIN  
ARAB MONARCHIES. 

Jack Nitschke 

In Marrakesh, King Mohammed VI basks in the  

success of his new constitution, which grants modest, 

mostly cosmetic new powers to the Moroccan Parliament 

and strips him of some of his more superfluous titles. To 

the east in Jordan, King Abdullah II replaces his entire  

cabinet in response to protests. Further south, the         

outnumbered citizens of the United Arab Emirates are 

promised universal suffrage by 2020. In Oman, Sultan   

Qaboos bin Said likewise toys with the idea of a more    

representative legislature. The things here mentioned are 

not at all negative, they represent a step forward for the 

Arab monarchs, who are now beginning to pay at least lip 

service to the idea of democracy; but in contrast to the   

dramatic and often violent upheaval that those Arab       

dictatorships of less regal bearing have experience since 

January, these reforms ring especially hollow. 

As popular uprising spreads across the Arab world, 

unseating despots and regimes at breakneck speed, the  

Arab monarchies watch placidly from the sidelines, quietly 

contemplating the gravity of this new order in the region, 

and seeking to ingratiate themselves towards their newly 

democratic fellow Arab states. It seems at first glance to be 

little to distinguish these monarchies from their              

Republican neighbours besides the crowned heads that sit 

atop them. One could be forgiven for thinking that this 

shouldn‘t   actually count for that much, seeing as the 

―Republics‖  experiencing insurrection are veritable      

monarchies in all but name. True enough, Bahrain          

experienced a large series of protests, primarily from its 

Shia majority (the Al Kalifa  dynasty that rules Bahrain is 

Sunni and tends to discriminate against Shias), but this was 

more or less quashed in March following a brutal        

crackdown partially undertaken by neighbouring Saudi   

Arabia. In contrast, such brutal tactics have only made    

protest movements stronger in places like Libya and Syria, 

yet they seem to have all but ended protests in the tiny Gulf 

Kingdom.  It seems more than coincidental that as         

totalitarian regimes fall like dominoes, none of the Arab 

monarchies have experienced tangible loss due to the Arab 

Spring. There are a number of explanations to be had: 

The first let us examine the Monarchies of the   

Arabian Gulf. The Gulf Cooperation Council, ostensibly an 

economic partnership consisting of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, 

Bahrain, Qatar and Oman is has proven itself a             

manifestation of both the intermeshed political interest of 

its members and the regional supremacy of the Saudi         

monarchy. When Saudi Arabia intervened in Bahrain to end 

the protests erupting therein, it did so out of a mix of     

religious chauvinism (helping preserve the Sunni Al Kalifa 

against their Shia subjects) and concerted self-interest. The 

Saudis fear that a democratic Bahrain, which would        

inevitably take into     account the views of its Shia majori-

ty, would be susceptible to the         influence of Iran, the 

Shia    bogeyman that acts as a terrifying example of   heret-

ical     anti-royalism in the 

eyes of Arabia‘s Sunni dyn-

asts. Saudi     Arabia has no 

intention of permitting 

another Iran to     develop 

on its border and threaten 

the status quo. In       Febru-

ary The Onion, a satirical 

news website published a 

story with the headline: 

―Saudi Arabian King To           

Populace: 'Don't Even Think 

About It'‖, despite the hu-

morous nature of this    

article it bears all the sinis-

ter underpinnings of an 

ironically expressed truth. 

The Saudi regime has 

throughout its       history 

made use of its obscene oil 
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wealth to effectively employ both carrot and stick when 

dealing with its        populace, pacifying them with 

handouts and using         repression when that fails. With its 

vast oil reserves and effective armed forces, Saudi Arabia is 

the lynchpin that binds the Gulf Monarchies together. By 

their very nature of government, and in light of the danger-

ous precedent that a successful anti-monarchical revolution 

within a member state would set, the interests and internal 

security of each of the Gulf monarchies is intrinsically tied 

to one another. The Domino Theory of Cold War days 

pervades within the thoughts of Arabia‘s crowned heads 

and guides their      approaches to regional stability. 

Keeping this in mind, it is also important to re-

member that although the differences between an Omani 

Sultan and a Syrian President may seem    entirely cosmetic, 

they do in fact represent two 

entirely     different forms of                 

totalitarianism. Monarchies for 

one are inherently autocratic; 

there is no need to adopt     

democratic trappings, like the 

rubber stamp parliaments of 

Syria or Mubarak‘s Egypt or to 

periodically hold rigged elec-

tions to bolster one‘s legitimacy. 

Monarchies also have the ad-

vantage of being inherently dy-

nastic (at least in the case of the surviving Arab ones), so 

succession is not as contentious an issue in Saudi Arabia as 

it was in Qaddafi‘s Libya (to digress briefly, such ingrained 

dynastic traditions can be a double edged sword in some 

cases, as the          homosexual, childless Omani Sultan is 

no doubt painfully aware). Indeed the Arab monarchies 

have the distinct     advantage of being able to use religion 

as a tool of          legitimacy in a way that the faux-

democracies that now    teeter of the brink of destruction 

never could. The Saudi dynasty has both the history of its 

19th-20th Century       insurrection against the Ottoman Em-

pire and its         guardianship of the Islamic Holy Places to 

bolster its      legitimacy and its Islamic credentials. It also 

imposes     Wahhabi Islam as a means of controlling and 

conditioning its subjects. Morocco‘s King uses the title of 

Amir al-Mu‘Minin (Commander of the Faithful), the title 

adopted by Mohammed‘s immediate  successors during 

Islam‘s       formative century. It is easy for   observers 

from the       increasingly secular Occident (to borrow Ed-

ward Said‘s useful terminology) to scoff at such things and 

primitive and anachronistic. But in a part of the world as              

purposefully underdeveloped and uneducated as the Middle 

East, religious credentials still count for something and 

should not be underestimated. 

This aside, it must be mentioned that Monarchs of 

the Middle East have by and large been a great deal    

shrewder in their attitudes towards protesters. At the first 

sign of protests in their respective realms, the rulers of   

Morocco, Oman, Jordan and Kuwait were quick to offer 

concessions in the form off constitutional changes, the   

firing of unpopular ministers, cash handouts and economic 

reform. Such are much like the ―too little, too late‖ 

measures     offered to protesters in Egypt and Tunisia as 

the ruling  regimes in these nations were in their death 

throes; yet they have proven very effective in the Arab 

monarchies, probably      because they were offered imme-

diately, and were not proceeded by any heavy handed at-

tempts at        crackdown. The rulers of Morocco and 

Oman have often been touted as        reformers, and whilst 

this may not have manifest 

itself much during their re-

spective reigns, there does 

pervade amongst the two 

men a somewhat benign and 

pragmatic attitude towards 

their subjects; that of a be-

nevolent dictator.    

For the time being, the Gulf 

Monarchies sit on the side-

lines cheering on the protest-

ers that now rebel against oft

-despised neighbours. Qatar, the second nation (after 

France) to recognise Libya‘s Rebel Council as its legitimate 

government and also its primary source of arms, has made 

use of its Al-Jazeera news station to influence popular    

opinion in the Arab world and has certainly done so thus 

far, with Al-Jazeera becoming a major source of             

commentary and a prime tool of information dissemination 

for protestors across the Middle East. The monarchies     

self-righteously wag their fingers at the likes of Bashar       

al-Assad even as revolts are violently supressed in Bahrain, 

secure in the knowledge that their fabulous oil wealth and 

vital strategic position (The United States‘ Fifth Fleet     

operates out of Bahrain) induce a convenient myopia 

amongst those Occidental powers that now clamour for the 

heads of those like Qaddafi, less shrewd than themselves.    

‘INDEED THE ARAB MONARCHIES 
HAVE THE DISTINCT ADVANTAGE OF 
BEING ABLE TO USE RELIGION AS A 
TOOL OF LEGITIMACY IN A WAY THAT 
THE FAUX-DEMOCRACIES THAT NOW 
TEETER OF THE BRINK OF             
DESTRUCTION NEVER COULD’ 
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UWA POLITICS CLUB 
UPDATE 

Since taking over the reigns of the UWA Politics 

Club in early 2010, I have had the pleasure of guiding this 

great Club for, not only one but, two years.  During this 

time, I have seen the Club develop, grow and become the 

student public affairs club renowned for no-nonense public 

policy debate at UWA, and arguably, Western Austral-

ia.  After two years at the helm, I will soon pass the baton 

on to the next President and Committee to continue this 

drive.  

It is useful, at the outset, to briefly outline the history 

of the modern, reformed UWA Politics Club.  Fortunately, 

for you the reader, the Club's history is short, sharp and 

sweet.  In the years proceeding 2009, the UWA Politics 

Club fluctuated more than the stock market during the 

GFC.  It had brief periods of positive engagement with the 

student body, but was largely led by pol-sci students and 

failed to gain wider attraction on the student scene.  These 

brief periods were interrupted by lulls, before Professor 

Bruce Stone, a great supporter of the Club, would attempt 

to revive it again.  Neil Tomas (President 2009) revived the 

Club with the aid of Prof. Stone in 2009.  I remember vivid-

ly talking to Bruce after taking over the reigns in 2010, 

when he said that he wouldn't revive the Club again and, he 

emphasised, I'd be doing a great disservice to UWA if it 

lapsed once more.  During 2009, Neil Thomas brought the 

Club back from extinction.  He began with a Capitalism v 

Socialism debate between the WA Young Libs and the So-

cialist Alternative, which latter morphed into the much an-

ticipated UWA Liberal Club v UWA Labor Club debates 

that are now a fixture on the Club's event list, held twice a 

year.  He brought in outside speakers, staged a career fair, 

and really brought the Club into the forefront of the UWA 

student scene.  For that, the Club was awarded the 2009 

UWA GUILD PAC Club Award for best public affairs 

club. 

In 2010, I took over a Club from Neil Thomas which 

was on the up.  Which, during 2010, became a stalwart of 

UWA public affairs and had a membership base that other 

Clubs would die for.  After, a successful 2010 O'Day, the 

Club made it a priority to get our finances in order.  We had 

attracted significant student enthusiasm in 2009, and need-

ed to find some funding to ensure that the Club could run 

effective events.  And also, so we could put some food and 

drinks on for our members afterwards.  With a sponsorship 

drive to source funding from local members of parliament, 

and greater paid membership, the Club quickly found itself 

with the luxury of having some funding on the side to play 

with.  Our events during 2010, continued our commitment 

for hard hitting, contentious and robust political de-

bate.  The highlights being our well represented Nuclear 

Future debate with the attendance of a Senator, West Aus-

tralian reporter and eminent scientists, and our UWA De-

cides panel discussion before the 2010 Federal Election 

which saw current members of parliament and candidates 

speak in front of a packed Oak Lawn merely days before 

polls opened.  To cap off a wonderful 2010, the Club re-
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ceived its second UWA GUILD PAC Club Award for best 

public affairs club. 

In 2011, we have merely built on this trend with 

events such as Small Parties: Their Place, Their Influence 

and Their Future.  But we have taken a particular focus on 

improving another aspect of the Club: our social im-

pact.  By this, I refer to the social events we put on for 

members.  We started this early in the year with the QUAD

-CLUB BBQ and have continued it with pizza at events, 

drinks in the TAV to launch this magazine, Bowling-for-

Ban-Ki and our end of semester cocktail party at The 

Claremont Hotel.  It is important, in my opinion, that the 

Club not only provides events so that Club members can 

hear influential speakers, but provides them with opportu-

nities to really engage with public policy and other mem-

bers.  Not only this, but I believe the Club has an important 

role in fostering, and providing a forum for, contact be-

tween like-minded students in relaxed and social environ-

ments.  The Club's efforts in 2011 have been a great start in 

emphasising the social aspect, and reforms to the Club's 

constitution have seen the introduction of a Social VP from 

2012.  Hopefully, this will enable exponential growth in the 

Club's social footprint. 

It would be remiss of me not to mention the publica-

tion I am writing in.  One of the major changes that oc-

curred during late 2010, and through 2011, was the devel-

opment of this, the Club's premier publication, 

STATE.  Whilst, the Club had always provided great events 

for students, there was a real need on the UWA campus for 

a publication which provided a serious outlet for writers to 

pen their political, social and economic thoughts.  The Peli-

can had become known around campus as left-wing 

whingey rubbish, which allowed us to fill a void with 

STATE.  At the outset, the effort to publish such a maga-

zine was probably underestimated by the Club's Commit-

tee.  However, I have been proud to have guided the Club 

during a period in which we have established a reputable 

publication. 

I hope this brief history of the Club over the past 

few years has demonstrated how young the Club actually 

is.  And, although, the achievements of the Club to do date 

have been significant, there is still much room for growth 

and development.  In particular, the social aspects of the 

Club and the further development of this maga-

zine.  However, the future does pose challenges for the 

Club.  Ensuring an engaged membership requires continual 

improvement with new and re-invented event ideas.  It re-

quires a committee that is enthusiastic and dedicated to the 

cause.  But there is an opportunity for the UWA Politics 

Club, to capitalise on recent changes in the UWA 

Guild.  Just a fortnight ago, UWA witnessed a change in it's 

Guild with the election of the LIBERTY party and the de-

feat of incumbents STAR who had governed for over 15 

years.  With this change, comes a lot of uncertainty but it 

also provides the UWA Politics Club with the chance to 

frame the agendas of PAC and SOC in the next months, to 

ensure that public affairs clubs such as ours are given the 

best opportunity to provide services to UWA students and 

ensure a vibrant campus life.   

To end, I would like to emphasise one of the Club's 

primary objectives, to promote a diversity of political opin-

ions.  In order to do this, it is imperative that the Club re-

main independent and not become hi-jacked by radical 

views of the left or the right.  Nor, to become a tool for 

political ambition.  The Club's greatest achievements have 

been on the back of events which discuss hard public policy 

issues, not petty politics, and really get to the core of the 

issues facing society.  Of course, it's fun to have a bit of 

politiking here or there, or a discussion about how many 

Labor leaders there will be before the next election, but the 

focus of the Club must rest with robust, and intellectual 

policy discussion. 

To all the Club members, committee members, sup-

porters and speakers at our events - never stop debating, 

and never stop fighting for the freedom to debate. Few 

years has demonstrated how young the Club actually is and 

that there is still much room for growth and develop-

ment.  In particular, the social aspects of the Club and the 

further development of this magazine.  However, the future 

does pose challenges for the Club.  Ensuring an engaged 

membership requires    continual improvement with new 

and re-invented event ideas.  It requires a committee that is 

enthusiastic and     dedicated to the cause.  But there is an 

opportunity for the UWA Politics Club, to capitalise on 

recent changes in the UWA Guild.   

To all the Club members, committee members,    

supporters and speakers at our events - never stop debat-

ing, and never stop fighting for the freedom to debate. 

Zach Cole 

President—UWA Politics Club 
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CAPTION CONTEST 

LAST ISSUE’S 

WINNER 
"I SOLEMNLY SWEAR I AM UP TO 
NO GOOD"  - CAMERON PAYNE 

CONGRATULATIONS! 
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STATEMAGAZINE.UWA@GMAIL.COM 
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QUESTION TIME IN THE TAV  
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Interested in contributing to State Magazine?  

We‘re looking for writers, photographers, formatters and editors. 

 

Please contact us at statemagazine.uwa@gmail.com 
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