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“We are a club o� opportunity; aiming to provide 
robust debate on contentious topics. We don’t shy 

away from the issues o� political correctness, the big 
issues o� the day and most importantly we don’t shy 

away, but actively support, the views o� students.”

- Zach Cole, writing in State, 2011
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FROM THE PRESIDENT

democracy, made up of, by and for the people. Across Eastern Europe, people rejected in mass numbers the 
totalitarian rule of the Soviet Union in favour of self-determination and civil liberties. As the 20th century 
drew to a close, the consensus was clear: no matter the barriers, liberal democracy was fated to triumph.  
 Yet less than a quarter of a century later, democracy is in crisis. Checks and balances are slowly being 
eroded in emerging democracies as well as established ones. Nations once seen as a beacon of hope are sliding 
into authoritarian rule. Freedom House, a think-tank in America, recorded in their annual Freedom in the 
World report that 2017 marked the 12th straight year of decline in global freedom. Only 35 nations saw a 
net increase in political rights and civil liberties, while 71 experienced a net decline. Another organisation, 
V-Dem, notes in their annual democracy report that while the number of elected officials is increasing, the 
quality of democracy is declining. 
 In Australia, only 62% of respondents in Lowy Institute’s annual 2018 poll said that democracy is 
preferable to any form of government. Among 18 to 29-year old’s, that figure drops to just 49%. A separate 
poll conducted by Essential Research in late September revealed that Australians concerningly hold little 
trust in key institutions. While the Federal Police, State Police and the High Court retains the most trust, 
only 39% trust the public service, 31% trust their local State Parliament, 28% trust the Federal Parliament and 
just 15% trust political parties. 

Democracy’s threat
 In the past, many thought that the greatest threat to democracy came from external forces. Today, 
the greatest threat comes from within. Many have lost faith and trust in the democratic process – disgusted 
by the revolving door of Prime Ministers, exhausted by the growing tribalism and partisanship in our 
politics, frustrated by how self-interested and out of touch our politicians have become. Others have seen 
their economic security undermined by growing economic inequality, exacerbated by the Global Financial 
Crisis, globalisation and the rapid rate of technological change.   
 We are more interconnected than ever because of social media, but also more divided by it. It is easier 
than ever for someone to broadcast their opinions, opening up new sources of information and news which 
do not meet the same journalistic integrity as established media. This doesn’t just lead to the prevalence of 
fake news, but also to more people listening to views consistent with their own ideology, further isolating 
themselves from opinions which challenge their worldview. Others are threatened by debate, openly 
ridiculing alternate views, or are wedded towards politically correct expression, further undermining the 
value of an open debate. 
 It is also clear that liberal democratic governments worldwide, Australia included, have become too 
complacent and out of touch with the will of the people. Governments have been slow to respond to the 
hardships and realities of citizens, most preoccupied with short-term electoral gains rather than prioritising 
long-term planning. At times, governments have done too much, other times too little. We have seen the 

he fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 and the collapse of the Soviet Union two years later settled the greatest 
ideological debate of the 20th century – a contest between centralised authoritarian control and T



consequences of this shift to populist politics at the ballot box – the election of Donald Trump, Britain’s 
vote to exit the European Union and the increasing popularity of populist parties and leaders on both the 
far-right and far-left across the western world. Frustrated and exhausted, many have moved inwards towards 
the embrace of nationalist politics, protectionist policies and strongman leaders over the universal liberal 
values of the rule of law, open commerce, human rights and civil liberties for all. 
 Thomas Jefferson once wrote that “A little rebellion every now and then is a good thing”, and he 
isn’t wrong. There is times when democracy requires a good dose of populism to ensure that a government 
of, by and for the people are actually in sync with the interests of the people. It can drive much needed 
economic and institutional reform by addressing entrenched injustice, redistributing power away from 
central authorities or injecting new blood and insights into politics with a fresh dose of idealism and vigour. 
It keeps government on its toes, promoting good and better governance while raising up more active 
participants in the political process – all of which is a good thing. But when populism strays into nationalist 
and nativist tendencies, when democratic pluralism is rejected, when checks and balances are eroded and 
the rule of law ignored, when the rights of minorities, especially immigrants, refugees, and people of the 
Islamic faith, are curtailed or restricted – this is when populism poses a dangerous threat towards our liberal 
democracy. 

Reclaiming democracy
 We are a blessed nation. We have free, fair, clean and competitive elections. Our leaders are held to 
account by an independent judiciary and a system of checks and balances. The rule of law reigns supreme and 
it helps protect our political rights and civil liberties including the freedom of speech, religion, expression 
and association. We have a press freer than most nations, low levels of corruption, a peaceful transfer of 
power from one leader to another. Our Constitution, after all these years, still works and prevails. 
 Our liberal democracy has ushered in over a century of political stability, and for the most part, 
decades of prosperity and opportunity for Australians. It has been passed on from one generation to 
another with the solemn responsibility of ensuring its protection and its passage to a new generation of 
Australians to enjoy. After all, as Ronald Reagan said, “Freedom is never more than one generation away 
from extinction. We didn’t pass it to our children in the bloodstream. It must be fought for, protected, and 
handed on for them to do the same.” 
 To ensure that liberal democracy prevails for a new generation, it starts with us fighting for its 
principles and leading by everyday example. 
 In a highly charged political environment, we must resist the slide into tribal politics. Our politics 
today is more polarised and divided than ever, but history has shown that tribalism can be transcended. 
In World War One, we saw French, German and British soldiers come together at Christmas in a moment 
of peaceful harmony amidst one of the world’s most tragic periods. In the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks, 
Americans rallied together to support their country against terrorism. Even in Romeo and Juliet, we see two 
warring families eventually coming together, putting aside their long-standing feud. 
 It starts with us acknowledge that the party we support isn’t always perfect, it makes mistakes and 
has its own frailties. It also means realising that no single party has all the solutions to our nation’s many 
problems and that no party or ideology has a monopoly on good ideas. It calls on us to reach out to find 
common ground, to realise that though we belong to different parties, we all want what is best for our 
country. 
 Secondly, as we increasingly seek echo chambers and find comfort with whom we agree, let us take 
the time to understand why people we disagree with believe the things they do. We should not run away 
or shield ourselves from opposing or alternative views. Rather, we should cultivate and nurture personal 
relationships with those on the other side. I have always enjoyed the company of people whom I disagree 
with for the intellectual discussions we have and the banter we share have proved more enjoyable and 
valuable than a mere echo chamber. Indeed, the State team is a testament that people with differing views 
can work together cohesively as one unit. And in the fullness of time, we will not just bridge that divide, but 
also become more enriched. 
 It also requires us all to elevate our political discourse. We debate our politics with robust vigour, 
and rightfully so, but we should also do it in a civil manner. We should be less swift to ridicule or condemn. 
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Instead, we should be kinder and gentler to one another, realising that one person’s view, no matter how 
wrong or objectionable, should not have any more worth than another. Civility in our politics doesn’t 
require us to find consensus or to withhold criticism, but for us to be able to disagree with others without 
being disagreeable – an art we are sadly losing. Our approach should not be to put-down people for the view 
they hold, but to applaud them, especially in an age of cynicism, for having an opinion and being willing to 
express it. 
 In an 1814 letter, John Adams – one of America’s founders – wrote that “Democracy never lasts long. 
It soon wastes, exhausts and murders itself.” Is democracy condemned to fail? French political scientist and 
diplomat, Alexis de Tocqueville, disagreed writing that “Democracies always look weaker than they really 
are: they are all confusion on the surface but have lots of hidden strengths.” Our liberal democracy has 
proved resilient, but the hidden strengths of our democracy only extends as far as our willingness to defend 
it. The choice now is up to us – do we rise to defend democracy today by practicing civility and decency 
to one another, the strongest antidote towards ambivalence and populist sentiments, or do we spent our 
twilight years recounting to our children an Australia that once was free? I know my choice. I choose the 
former, and I hope you will to. 

Concluding Remarks
 It has been an honour and a privilege to have served as the ninth President of the UWA Politics 
Club. 
 Politics should not just be confined to students of Political Science. I am proud to have assembled 
a Committee of students from not just different political persuasions, but from a wide range of disciplines 
including Engineering, Public Health, Economics, Finance and more. I want to thank them for their hard-
work and their valuable contributions in making 2018 our most successful year yet. 
 To my Executive, sometimes our differences have run deep. But I have never for a moment doubted 
that each of you hold the best of intentions for our club. I have always valued your counsel, appreciated your 
work – sometimes above and beyond your duty – and enjoyed your company. Our club’s success would only 
be half of what it is without your ideas, your commitment and your will. I will never forget the times we 
shared together and the legacy that we have built. 
 Our Fresher Sub-Committee also deserves recognition for their energy and enthusiasm. Their help 
and feedback across the past year has been indispensable and valued.
 Central to my presidency this year was the revival of State, the publication which you are now reading. 
I want to thank all who helped turned this into a reality, including our contributors, but in particular to 
Sarah Jeffrey as the Editor-in-Chief and Nicholas Cokis as the Deputy Editor. The pages that follow are a 
testament to their hard-work and diligence across many months, and lay a strong foundation for the future 
of State. 
 To our Sponsors, thank you for your kind generosity in sponsoring us. Your contribution has helped 
us financially and helped us run better and stronger events across the year.  
 But most importantly, thank you to the members of our Club. You are the ones who make this Club 
great, the ones who makes our events successful, the ones whom this Club serves. You guys are the best and I 
have been blessed to have met some of you across the past year and to have shared a little in your hopes, your 
dreams and your aspirations.
 At the closing of our Third Mock Parliament, I shared a quote from the series The West Wing. Said 
by the character President Josiah Bartlett, and paraphrased here in Australian context, it serves as a powerful 
reminder for all of us: “…but every time we think we have measured our capacity to meet a challenge, we 
look up and we’re reminded that that capacity may well be limitless. This is a time for Australian heroes. We 
will do what is hard. We will achieve what is great. This is a time for Australian heroes and we reach for the 
stars.” 
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FROM THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF

State has been revived in 2018 to continue its proud tradition of supporting the right of students to share 
their views, whatever their political persuasion. 
 We live in unstable times. As the political divide grows and political arguments turn sour, the space 
for nuanced, evidence-based debate is being rapidly eroded. In an age where the pursuit of truth has been 
traded in for political convenience and point-scoring, now more than ever we need to be able to openly, 
freely and respectfully debate our ideas. 
 I like to think of freedom of speech as providing us with an intellectual survival of the fittest. Those 
ideas that are not strong enough to survive the test of debate face a choice: adapt or die. Those ideas that 
hold true our values and help us in the pursuit of progress, whether as a small community or as a common 
humanity, will live on. Without the test of free debate, we risk clinging on to ways of being that do not 
allow us to reach our full potential. 
 In the words of our first editor, Madeline De Leo, State exists to present “a snapshot of the melting 
pot of ideas present in our youth.” You won’t agree with the opinion of every student published here, but I 
hope that within each article you will find something of value. Even, and perhaps especially, if that value is 
found in passionate disagreement.
 State is an independent and non-partisan publication, staffed entirely by student volunteers. I want 
to thank our 2018 Club President, Ian Tan, for allowing me the privilege of being the Editor-in-Chief of 
State this year, as well as our Deputy Editor, Nicholas Cokis, for sharing the workload and always keeping 
our meetings well-supplied with pizza. 
 I also want to thank our contributors. Coming from across the political spectrum, it’s been an 
exciting year of helping you to express your ideas (no matter how much I might disagree with them!) and 
become part of the legacy of State. I hope that being part of the team has been an enjoyable part of your 
university experience, and that you will continue to contribute your ideas going forward. 
 And finally, thank you to our readers. I hope you enjoy being exposed to a range of viewpoints 
among UWA students, even those wildly different to your own. I hope that reading State will encourage 
you to examine your own beliefs and feel empowered to share them with others. Remember: if you have 
something to say, say it in State!

tate was founded in 2010 as the publication wing of the UWA Politics Club, aiming to be a platform 
for students to express their thoughts and opinions about the world around them. After a short hiatus, S

Sarah Jeffrey
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OUR HISTORY

 The UWA Politics Club was first registered and affiliated with the Societies Council on the 4th of 
December 1969, nearly 50 years ago. Sadly, the passage of time has made it difficult to record what happened 
during these years. There are some things that we do know. The first is that a journal - much like State - called 
‘Incite’ was published.
 The second are memories and recollections. When speaking to a past member, he remembers vividly 
having former Prime Minister Bob Hawke as a guest speaker at an event in 2002. Asking who would be the next 
Labor Prime Minister, and implying then-party leader Mark Latham, Hawke confidently rebuffed him and 
replied that Kevin Rudd was the one to watch. 
 Especially in the years preceding 2008, the club’s progression can be said to have mirrored the business 
cycle – years of strength and growth before entering period of decline. The club was also said to be constrained 
by not having a wide membership base, having been led by Political Science students and targeting Political 
Science students; often with low engagement even from this narrow base.  
 It was during this period of decline, lasting what it seems to be a number of years, in which the new 
UWA Politics Club would emerge. Aided by Professor Bruce Stone, a former Chair of the Political Science and 
International Relations discipline at UWA and now an Honorary Research Fellow, five students came together 
to re-form the club, with Michael Sheldrick inaugurated as the first President in 2008. 
 Indeed, Zach Cole (2010 – 2011 President) vividly remembers a conversation he had with Professor 
Stone and how the latter described that he would be doing “a great disservice to UWA” if the Politics Club were 
to lapse again.  
 If there ever was a golden period for the club, this would be it. In 2009 – in the club’s first full year of 
operation – the club earned the Best Public Affairs Club prize and an Equity Award from the UWA Arts Union. 
It was during this year that the club introduced our much-acclaimed Capitalism versus Socialism debate, always 
a highlight on the events calendar. 
 This was followed up in 2010 with another Best Public Affairs Club prize – and rightfully so. With a 
membership base exceeding 200, the club continued our tradition of hard-hitting debates and further launched 
this publication you’re reading. Issuing stinging words against Pelican, Cole wrote in State that “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”. Multiple editions of State have been published – some of which are available to 
read on the State website.
 Arguably, the greatest legacy of our club will be the Guild Presidential Debate. Few know this, but it 
was actually the UWA Politics Club which established what is now a long-standing and important tradition 
every Guild Election. The 2011 Committee sought to make it happen, but things would fall apart at the last 
minute as accusations of impartiality and bias were thrown around. But in 2012, we succeeded – holding the first 
ever Guild Presidential Debate between STAR’s Cameron Barnes and then Liberty’s Ben Watson. 
 But the good times could never last and the club would enter yet another impasse. The years of 2014 to 
2016 were years of decline. We still held debates and events, but they were few and far in between. 
 It was only in 2017 that the club would enter a new period of growth and resurgence. Under the leadership 
of Sophie Harwood, the club’s membership base increased dramatically to 150. The club brought in a new slate 
of events including a Mock Parliament held in the actual Parliament House, a variety of social and policy events 
and our new flagship Political Science, International Relations and Law Career Breakfast. Further, the club 
undertook an extensive rebranding including the creation of a new logo – kindly designed by Raymond Deng 
– which featured the Federal Parliament. For their efforts, the club earned an Honourable Mention for Best 
SOC Club and Harwood won Best Club President. The golden years were coming back.
 We now look forward to the years to come. Despite periods of decline in the past, we are proud to be 
a part of a club that has such a rich history and tradition. Events such as our flagship Mock Parliaments, the 
Capitalism versus Socialism Debate and Guild Presidential Debate have truly become signature events of the 
club, and to be given the opportunity to uphold these traditions should in itself be an honour for all members 
of the club. 

By Ian Tan
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memberships to grow an already thriving community of politically minded students. For just $10, students 
would receive a 2018 membership as well as a free club t-shirt in a self-proclaimed “best deal on campus”. We 
are pleased to report that in 2018 we had a record membership base of over 270 students, making us one of the 
largest clubs on campus. 
 We started the year running – hosting a free welcome barbeque for POLS1101 students straight after 
their first lecture near the Social Sciences Lecture Theatre. That evening, we were also pleased to facilitate 
an exclusive workshop with Envoy for students interested in applying to the DFAT Graduate Program. The 
workshop was run by Belinda Coniglio, a lawyer and strategist who brought decades of experience working in 
law, consulting and the public service, including experience working within DFAT. 
 Early in March, we participated in the UWA Arts Union’s Super-Sundowner which brought eight 
different Arts clubs including the UWA International Law Club, the UWA Film Society and the UWA Italian 
Club, among others, together as an opportunity for the local Arts community to interact together. 
 However, our club’s focus was on our first main event: a good old, classic Mock Parliament. Held in 
the old Economics & Commerce Conference Room, Mock Parliaments have truly become our club’s flagship 
event. In an at times heated but always entertaining night of discussion and debated, some of the motions 
that were debate included cutting the corporate tax rate, banning foreign political donations and recognising 
Indigenous Australians in the Constitution. With free pizza on the night, our first Mock Parliament set a 
great precedent the events yet to come. 
 Our first writer’s evening for State was held soon after, setting the foundations for the revival of one 
of UWA’s leading publications. Held throughout the year, these sessions allowed those interested about politics 
and current affairs to brainstorm, develop and publish articles for State. As always, free pizza was provided to 
get the creative juices flowing and these sessions provided great company for wider discussions on topical issues 
of the day.  
 In mid-March, we continued the long-standing tradition of hosting the annual Harold Holt 
“Sundrowner” on the banks of Matilda Bay. Amidst an idyllic setting by the banks of the Swan River, watching 
the sun set over the city, this allowed an opportunity for members a chance to socialise and interact with each 
other as well as enjoy a free snag and extended festivities. We also elected our 2018 Fresher Representatives at 
the sundowner, supporting the integration of new students into the club and supplemented this year with the 
creation of our very first Fresher Sub-Committee.   
 The UWA Politics Club subsequently collaborated with Envoy and Unigames in the promotion and 
running of the “Watch the Skies” Megagame.  The megagame proved to be an interesting and enjoyable mix 
of simulation and politics, and attendees played the roles of Head of State, Foreign Minister and Head of 
Defence as they deal with the threat of alien invasion and the challenge of working cooperatively together. 

2018 REVIEWED – OUR 
BIGGEST YEAR YET 
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 In mid-April, our club held our Second Mock Parliament. This was the largest ever Mock Parliament 
ever hosted by the club with strong turnout by all parties including the Liberals, Labor, Greens, One Nation 
and a slew of minor and joke parties. This Mock Parliament saw the discussion of motions which included 
re-introducing a price on carbon, implementing a universal basic income, expanding the work for the dole 
program and whether Australia should invade New Zealand. Attendees were also treated to better-quality 
pizzas from Broadway Pizza. 
 A common theme this year has been reviving old traditions of the club with our last major event for 
Semester One being our Capitalism versus Socialism debate. Alexander Lecture Theatre was literally packed to 
the brim, with some students sitting on the steps, as they listened to representatives from Socialist Alternative 
and the UWA Liberal Club debate which ideology is best able to meet human need. After a hard-hitting 
debate and an eagerness from the audience to ask the representatives questions, the club chalked up yet another 
successful event. 
 We finished off Semester One with two smaller scale events. The first was a collaboration with the UWA 
International Law Club on a talk by Dr Marilyn Bromberg in the Tavern on social media law in Australia and 
who owns our data online. The second was our POLS1101 study night, an opportunity for us to thank our new 
members who had contributed to an amazing first year. This event was also well attended with the Purple 
Room in Reid Library full of students discussing their upcoming exam and lecturers and tutors roving the 
room to provide assistance and answer questions. 
 To kick off Semester Two, we hosted our Third Mock Parliament in early August. Members once again 
attended with renewed energy to debate a whole range of issues spanning border security, combating modern 
slavery and whether to ban Donald Trump from entering Australia. 
 However, our major event for second semester was our highly regard Political Science, International 
Relations and Law Careers Breakfast. Together with UWA Alumni, we brought 20 alumni who have forged 
successful careers in law, politics, the public service and civil society together to provide an opportunity for 
students to network, ask questions and gain important career insights over breakfast. Held in the UWA 
Watersports Complex, overlooking the beautiful Swan River, this was a great and useful morning for all. 
Belinda was once again our keynote speaker for the morning, providing words of inspiration and advice to 
students as she outlined her diverse career journey. 
 And for the first time in five years, the UWA Politics Club once again co-hosted the 2019 Guild 
Presidential Debate with the Debating Union. This gave an opportunity for all presidential candidates to 
make their case why they should be Guild President and share their vision on what they will do if elected. 
 Looking back, this has been a big year for the Club. We launched a new website for both State and the 
UWA Politics Club. We diversified our social media streams to better connect with our members and sponsors, 
including branching out into LinkedIn, maintaining an active presence on Twitter and Instagram as well as 
creating a new Facebook group where we run polls on topical issues as well as to connect with our members in 
a more intimate setting. 
 This year also saw us secure sponsorships from Members of Parliament at a State and Federal level. We 
have been fortunate to have interviewed Charles Smith MLC and Tjorn Sibma MLC, both platinum sponsors 
of our club, for State as well as to have Senator Linda Reynolds and Jessica Shaw MLA to serve as our speakers 
during our Mock Parliaments. Over time, we hope to develop a deeper and stronger relationship with our 
sponsors and Members of Parliament to better offer opportunities for our members to engage and interact 
with them. 
 It is clear that 2018 has been our biggest year on record. We have run more events than ever before, 
smashed attendance records at our events and built up a membership base that other clubs are enviable of. 
Our last major event, our 10th Anniversary Cocktail Night, provided an opportunity for us to celebrate our 
successes this year as well as our club’s rich history and tradition. The Cocktail Night also saw the launch of the 
2018 print edition of State, the publication in which you are now reading.  

By Nicholas Cokis & Ian Tan
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Sarah Jeffrey is the Editor-
in-Chief of State and a 
member of the UWA Politics 
Club Committee. She has 
a strong passion for human 
development, climate change, 
disease prevention as well as 
the rights of refugees and 
women. Sarah completed an 
internship with Oxfam earlier 
this year and is planning to 
work with civil society or 
in academia in the fields of 
human rights, security and 
development. 

Alex McKenzie is pursuing a 
Bachelor of Arts, majoring in 
Business Law, Political Science 
and International Relations. 
Maintaining a long-standing 
interest in foreign affairs 
and Australia’s place in the 
contemporary international 
system, he recently completed 
an exchange at the Chinese 
University of Hong Kong 
where he (finally) worked 
out how to use chopsticks. 
With a thirst for travel, Alex 
would love to further explore 
Asia as well as Australia’s own 
backyard. 

Ian Tan is the President of 
the UWA Politics Club and 
a third-year Arts student 
majoring in Political Science, 
International Relations and 
History. He completed an 
internship with the New 
Zealand Taxpayers’ Union 
earlier this year and is a 
current research intern with 
the Centre for Muslim States 
and Societies based at UWA. 
Ian has a broad interest across 
politics and policy with a focus 
on Australian, British and 
Malaysian politics. 

Tyler Walsh is a second-year 
student studying Engineering 
Science (Electrical) and 
Electronic Music & Sound 
Design. With a keen interest in 
Australian politics, especially 
free speech and Western 
Civilisation, he enjoys 
dabbling in music production 
in his spare time. The dream 
for Tyler is a career where he 
can utilise his degree to work 
in electronic music hardware 
engineering and design. 

Nicholas Cokis is the Deputy 
Editor of State, and a first-year 
student of Political Science, 
International Relations and 
Economics. An avid history 
buff with an infectious smile, 
Nicholas lists Paul Keating 
and Gough Whitlam as 
among his political heroes. 
His main political interest lies 
in refugee rights as well as the 
comparative politics of China 
and the United States.  

Desiree Michelle is an 
international student 
from Singapore, currently 
pursuing a Bachelor of 
Arts in Political Science, 
International Relations and 
Communications & Media 
Studies. Eyeing a future career 
in either policy or sports 
journalism, Desiree has a 
long-standing passion for 
sports including the English 
Premier League as well as an 
interest in the politics of the 
United Kingdom. 
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Aleksander Gurak is an 
Accounting and Finance 
student from Peel region and 
a member of the UWA Politics 
Club Committee. Aleks 
is interested in Australia’s 
international relationships 
and domestic politics and a 
noted admirer of Winston 
Churchill and Ronald Reagan. 
In the future, Aleks is looking 
to pursue a career in corporate 
affairs. 

Keegan Nazzari is a first-year 
student of Political Science, 
International Relations and 
Communications & Media 
Studies. He is especially 
interested in Israeli and 
American politics and will be 
undertaking an exchange at 
Tel Aviv University in Israel 
next year, where his study of 
the Hebrew language over the 
past year will prove useful. 

Daniel Archibald is from 
the Midwest in the United 
States and currently 
studying Political Science, 
International Relations and 
Law & Society. With a broad 
interest in foreign policy 
and national politics, Daniel 
is looking to enter law or 
the public service. Outside 
of university, he enjoys 
travelling, political arguments 
and the occasional Netflix 
binge. 

Tim Bell is a second-year 
student of Political Science, 
International Relations and 
History with an interest in 
the process of decolonisation, 
international human rights 
and Jewish history. Counting 
Angela Davis, an American 
social activist, as one of his 
political role models, Tim 
wishes to pursue a career in 
journalism and the media 
after graduating. 

Lloyd Hotinski is of Russian 
origin and has broad interests 
spanning history, religion, 
psychology, literature and 
the arts. With a healthy 
appreciation for the sonnets 
and plays of Shakespeare, 
Lloyd is attracted to the 
works of C.S. Lewis and 
Oscar Wilde, both of whom 
are his favourite authors. He 
is currently in his first-year, 
studying Philosophy, Political 
Science and Economics. 

Rachel Hollick is completing 
her honours in Economics and 
the current Finance Editor of 
Pelican, the official magazine 
of the UWA Student Guild. 
Rachel maintains a long-
standing involvement with 
the YMCA Youth Parliament 
program and recently 
completed an internship with 
the Menzies Research Centre 
in Sydney. She has a goal of one 
day influencing and shaping 
macro-economic policy.  

13



WHAT DOES THE AUSTRALIAN 
DREAM MEAN TO YOU?

We asked some of our contributors what the Australian Dream meant to them. These were their perspectives. 

o me the Australian Dream has to be something unique to Australia. Sure, we have a lot of great qualities that 
immediately come to mind, but many of them are shared with other countries. One thing though that sseems 

hen Darryl Kerrigan boldly appeals the compulsory acquisition of his house, he utters these iconic words: 
“It’s not a house, it’s a home, and a man’s home is his castle”. The film The Castle is iconic in and of itself. It 

uniquely Australian (that shocks many people visiting) is the ability for Australians to dispense with rank when the 
situation demands. We trust in those most capable as well as those who don’t lord their rank over others, instead 
leading by example and working hard. My dad served in the military and he often tells me stories of his times there. The 
ones that stand out the most are the ones where he discusses what happens when someone of higher rank would ‘go 
out bush’ with their assault troop. These exercises, outside of the standard bush exercises in the outback, truly tested 
the mettle of those in leadership roles. The people who best earnt the respect of the soldiers were the officers who 
would listen and learn from the way the others did things and join in the work equally. This culture, which promotes 
meritocracy and hard work, is what I love about Australia, and what comes to mind when I think of the Australian 
Dream. 
- Keegan Nazzari

personifies the Australian Dream. I feel that most Aussies watch this classic film and reinforce to themselves the old 
adage that the Australian Dream is home ownership. Yet, this is exactly what the movie challenges. It asserts that the 
Australian Dream is really about cherished memories, genuine relationships and true-blue values that money can’t buy.
   To me, the Australian Dream is about these things. It doesn’t matter whether we achieve (or practice) these values 
through the traditional path of a marriage, a house and kids, or through our career, travel, service or other pursuits. 
The Australian Dream was never about owning a home, it’s just that owning a home used to be the best route to 
achieving the Australian Dream. I believe that these days, in accordance with changing opportunities and expectations, 
our generation accepts more than just one avenue to achieving this iconic Australian Dream. 
- Alex McKenzie

T

W

he ‘Australian Dream’ means the ability for me to pursue opportunities that aren’t available to me back home. 
Coming from a country with maximum governance over all social, political and economic sectors of society, 

staying in Australia meant a lot more freedom to express my views and thoughts. This includes giving me the ability to 
chase my aspiration of being a journalist without worrying about political correctness or being locked up for expressing 
my opinion, an opportunity I would have never gotten back home. Chasing the Australian Dream also means the 
ability to seek a better and more well-balanced life, so that work and leisure can be enjoyed in equal measure. 
- Desiree Michelle

T
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ulfilling the Australian Dream to me means being content with life. Traditionally, the Australian Dream has been 
about owning your own home in order to secure a successful and prosperous future for you and your family. 

o me, the Australian dream is synonymous with multiculturism and the rapid development in our demography 
over our nation’s short history. Australia can be characterized by changes in immigration, from the acceptance of 

Although this is still an integral part of the Australian Dream, I believe that living in a society that is cohesive and 
embraces Western values is also part of this dream. This allows people to live peacefully and feel safe within their own 
country. I also believe that being part of a society that can celebrate a common culture makes you feel patriotic and 
proud of your own country.

- Tyler Walsh

European refugees after the Second World War to the end of the infamous White Australia Policy. Extensive immigration 
continues even now, albeit not without controversy. Nevertheless, approximately 49% of Australians today are either 
first or second-generation immigrants. We also have the highest proportion of our population born overseas than any 
other country in the world. I think it is from this heterogenous collection of people that we form unique principles of 
multiculturism, principles of acceptance and empathy that make Australia a unique and valuable society to be a part 
of. All of my grandparents fled war torn Europe in the 1940’s to come here and start a new life, and they have told me 
personally that to see their children and grandchildren flourish makes them happier than they could ever ask for. A 
society that can achieve that is one that truly embodies an honourable dream. 

- Nicholas Cokis

F

T

“It will be a union with strong foundations set deep in justice, a union which will 
endure from age to age, a bulwark against aggression and a perpetual security for the 
peace, freedom, and progress of the people of Australia, giving to them and to their 
children and to their children’s children through all generations the priceless heritage 
of a happy and united land.”

- Alfred Deakin, speaking at the Australian Federation Conference,  Melbourne, in 1898.
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jorn Simba has been a member of the Western 
Australian Legislative Council representing the 

Liberal Party for the North Metropolitan region since the 
2017 election. As a politician, his outlook on the Australian 
dream has an important bearing on reality. Having been a 
platinum sponsor of the UWA Politics Club since 2017, 
we were fortunate enough to be able to interview Tjorn to 
get his take on the Australian dream. This interview was 
conducted by Aleksander Gurak in September of this year. 

When you hear ‘Australian dream’, what resonates with 
you?

 What I want, and think what most people want, 
is I want my son, and if I have more children them as well, 
to inherit a better quality of life than I had—and mine was 
pretty good. I actually think this was part of the conservative 
covenant between generations, that you have a relationship 
and an obligation to the generation which preceded you and 
the generation that comes after you—it certainly motivates 
my political action. I’m very much focused on ensuring 
that Western Australia in particular is positioned to take 
advantage of its abundant natural resources and its human 
capital to build a better quality of life. 
 The ‘Australian dream’ is going to be different for 
every individual in this country, and it will be generationally 
driven. For my grandparents, the ‘Australian dream’ was just 
to come back in one piece from the Second World War, to 
have a house, to raise a family, to have a secure job and a car 
to get you there and back. My parents’ generation is slightly 
different. They really had a focus on secure employment but 
probably with a greater degree of social liberalisation. I see a 
difference within generations. I spent three years working at 
UWA and I was struck by the difference in the undergraduate 
cohort to what I remembered it as a student 20 years ago. 
There is probably a greater deal of entrepreneurialism among 
today’s younger people—a great sense of optimism and 
drive. This is not to say that my generation was particularly 
pessimistic, but our experiences were a bit different. We 
had come out of a recession and the difference is, people in 

their twenties, and even in their late twenties, have never 
seen the Australian economy in profound downturn. I have 
lived through that and it changed my perspective, so I was 
more focused on working hard and getting good marks. It 
was a migrant mentality to ensure that I did better than my 
grandfather who got off the boat and had nothing. 
 Though what I think is consistent is that Australia 
is a place where you can pursue your dreams, and you can’t 
say that of many other nations. This is the great Australian 
story, that this is the place where you can make it. I want to 
ensure that it remains that kind of place, that we don’t put 
prescriptions or make pursuit of individual enterprise and 
freedom and success overly difficult, and we certainly don’t 
want to chase our best and brightest out of the country.

Do you think that your generation has fulfilled the social 
covenant?

 I think we have this tendency to really fragment 
groups of people by different demographic markers—
whether it be age or gender or affiliation. As I get older, I 
see greater continuity in people and what matters most to 
them in their early twenties can still mean the most to them 
in their forties or even when they’re eighty. My generation is 
a funny one… I don’t buy into this baby boomer millennial 
war. Generations have been having hotshots at each other 
since Adam was a boy, but in the end, humanity keeps going 
and we’re not all that different.

What is your stance on the ability of young people to own 
their own home? 

 Do you believe that the market is too hard to crack, 
or do you believe that young people are ‘spending too much 
money on avocado on toast’?
  I don’t believe manning the barricades as part of 
this inter-generational warfare is helpful. Is buying a house 
hard? Yeah, absolutely—it was one of the hardest things I’ve 
ever done. But it was probably harder 10 years ago than it 
is today, nevertheless we have a very high hurtle rate. We 
do need to think what it is to live a meaningful life. I am 
concerned about things like intergenerational economic 
rent seeking. Wealth transfers should flow in my view to the 
future generations. What we also have to understand is that 
we are in a time of social disruption. My parents are living 
longer than expected to, people are living longer, you want 
them to enjoy their inherent dignity and autonomy and that 
might mean they spend their children’s and grandchildren’s 
inheritance. In the end it’s still their money. But I will say 
this—I believe we should be more sympathetic to what 
young people have to go through, particularly when you’re 
entering the workforce, and you’re trying to build a life for 
yourself. 
 I am in a privileged position because I remember 
what it was like—and it was hard. We need to make sure 
what is a difficult undertaking won’t be even more difficult. 
It took me a long time to save a deposit and you live of baked 
beans for a while, it does become a bit easier. There are 
certain things that are hard to do in life for a good reason, 
but we shouldn’t make them inaccessible or any more 
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difficult. So perhaps this means we must look differently at 
how we design and build our housing, what kind of housing 
stock we bring to bear and how we use different financial 
instruments to ensure that we can afford it. We cannot have 
a good community if a whole generation is locked out of the 
property market. But I will also say that achieving anything 
will require a tradeoff which might mean you can’t go on 
holiday or you have to take out a second job to strive to 
build a better life for yourself. But I don’t think we should 
trivialize the difficulty of getting into the housing market. 
And yes, you can have lots of avocado on toast—I wouldn’t 
pay 20 bucks for it, but I think you can still do that and buy 

harles Smith is a Member of the Western Australian 
Legislative Council, representing One Nation in the 

East Metropolitan Region since the 2017 election. Charles 
became a Platinum Sponsor of the UWA Politics Club in 
2018, and kindly agreed to sit down with committee member 
Tyler Walsh for an interview this July. This is an excerpt from 
that interview, focused on Charles’ take on the Australian 
dream.  

What does the Australian dream mean to you? 
How would you classify the Australian Dream? A lot of 
people talk about home ownership, property ownership, 
having their own piece of Australian real estate for 
their family to bring up their children in a safe, secure 
environment, which is something that every reasonable 
person wants. We talked about population pressures before, 
increasing populations have shown to exert all sorts of effects 
on the economy. One of those is increasing competition and 
house prices. We have noted in the last ten to fifteen years, 
the price of housing has gone up dramatically. One of the 
reasons for this is because of these population pressures; 
not enough housing, too many people. It’s basic market 
forces. Properties are becoming increasingly expensive and 
increasingly out of range of the younger generation. And I 
think the younger generation have been stitched up by the 
major parties by allowing this to happen, putting home 
ownership out of reach of the younger people. Also, putting 
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a lot of jobs out of reach from younger people. And it all 
revolves around high immigration of people coming in, out-
competing people who are already here. 
 I’ve already alluded to wage growth coming down 
in real terms. Chronic underemployment of younger people 
I think is a big problem. There are many people out there 
qualified with masters degrees who cannot get the job that 
they’re trained to do; they are doing something else that they 
are overqualified for. That’s what we call underemployment, 
and that is a huge issue in Western Australia and Australia 
wide. I think part of the Australian dream, as I’ve just 
mentioned, housing, jobs, is becoming out of reach for 
people and I think it’s the job of politicians to deal with it. 
And yet again, what you see from the major parties is they’re 
not really addressing this issue. It’s starting to be discussed; 
immigration and population pressures are now on the 
agenda at last. But I think the younger generation have been 
robbed of those opportunities to get their own house, to get 
the job they want. If they’ve trained for three or four years at 
university and they’ve put themselves in debt to get that job 
and they can no longer get that job, they have a good reason 
to be grieved. That’s what people like me are trying to deal 
with and change. I think with younger people, there’s a good 
argument for those under 35 to exert more political pressure 
to make those changes happen. 
 When I left university in the UK, there were similar 
issues then. I had a masters degree and I couldn’t get the job 
I wanted to get. I was competing with people with Ph.Ds. to 
get a job, I couldn’t get a job. It was very, very difficult, and 
similar here now. These are very real pressures that I think 
politicians need to deal with. If we have to experience short 
term pain for long term gain, so be it.

There has always been a social contract between one 
generation and another to leave behind a better country for 
our generation. Do you think your generation has met that 

social contract?
 My generation? It’s hard to view oneself as getting 
old. I think the social contract you’re talking about for me 
personally is extremely important, and I’ve raised that issue 
in parliament personally. Edmund Burke spoke about the 
social contract link between the generations; between those 
who are alive, those who are dead and those who are yet to 
be born. There’s a passing down of those institutions, those 
ideals that we keep dear to ourselves which classify our 
civilisation. That social contract is what I’m interested in, 
tradition. In terms of my generation fulfilling it, I think I 
blame it on the previous generation. As I said before, I think 
past generations older than me or mine have had the best of 
times; they’ve had a job from cradle to grave pretty much 
without any threat, and they’ve got good pension funds. 
They’ve seen their property increase in value exponentially. I 
think they’ve had the best of times in the last hundred years 
or so. My generation has mortgage stress; we had to borrow a 
lot of money to buy the house, to buy the Australian Dream. 
And there’s increasing data showing how much mortgage 
stress there is in Perth, and it’s my generation who have that 
mortgage stress. But I think generations younger than me 
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are the ones who are going to be having a hard time and 
there’s some pretty serious changes made. In terms of the 
social contract, I mean, I’m not sure how linked in that is 
to housing and jobs and so on. I view the social contract as 
how individuals interact with the government, the contract 
between government and the individual. The government 
looks after us, the individual makes a contribution to the 
government and so on through taxes, through community 
service or through national service. But look, I think 18 to 
35-year olds, I think they’ve got to get very political and get 
involved in the political system and demand change.

POLITICAL IDEOLOGIES: A LOOK 
AT WHY WE BELIEVE THE THINGS 
WE DO BY NICHOLAS COKIS

e now live in a world dominated by social media, a 
new a rapidly expanding platform that allows us 

to connect with users halfway across the globe in a matter 
of seconds. Young people especially are being exposed to a 
wide variety of political views and ideas, now more than ever 
before. The implications of this new medium of exchanging 
political discourse on our future politicians and political 
landscape are still being discovered. 
 In light of this trend, I think certain questions 
regarding political opinions and ideologies is now more 
relevant than ever before. Why do we think the way we do 
about politics? What are the different factors that cause us 
to adopt certain political opinions, and how important are 
these factors relative to each other?
 It’s not often that this question is examined outside 
of an academic context. Have you ever, for instance, thought 
about the combination of influences in your life that led you 
to supporting a particular political party, policy or ideology? 
Maybe you have, but it’s likely that either consciously or 
subconsciously you don’t want to. If everyone believes that 
their own political opinions are correct and justified, then to 
us, that should be the reason why we choose to adopt those 
opinions. To think instead that we hold a particular political 
view due to a clinical cause and effect relationship undermines 
our own sense of morality and raises the question of whether 
or not we willingly chose these opinions in the first place. 
 But then again, every action that we take as humans 
is only due to a long and complicated set of circumstances 
that led us to make that decision. Opinions on politics are no 
different. So, what exactly are these circumstances that lead 
us to forming a political opinion, or even more broadly, carry 
a long-term political ideology? 
 Most people would point to parental influence 
during childhood as an important starting factor. Political 
socialisation between parents and children is thought 
to occur in either two ways; through direct socialisation 
between a parent and child or through status inheritance3. 
Direct socialisation refers to communication, whether 
explicit or implicit, between parents and children which 
will usually lead to a child adopting their parents’ views. 

W

This process is prevalent in some families more than others, 
it depends on the degree of politicisation in the family, the 
stability of the family and the homogeneity of political views 
between the parents. Interestingly, the second most likely 
alternative to adopting a parent’s political ideology is for 
a child to rebelliously adopt a view polar opposite to their 
parents as a form of protest. 
 Status inheritance on the other hand is the notion 
that children generally inherit similar experiences and a 
common way of life, which leads to them independently 
adopting views and ideologies similar to their parents. It 
is hard to say which one of these theories is more correct, 
and it’s entirely likely that there is variation across different 
cultures and time periods. Despite this, there is general 
consensus that early childhood is a period where we are all 
greatly influenced to think one way or another. 
 This does not mean though that we are no longer 
influenced in our adult life. Evidence has shown that the 
experiences we have and the people we associate with will 
most likely shift our political opinions accordingly. For 
instance, research4 has shown that travel, education and 
occupations that require an individual to understand 
conflicting arguments influence an individual to adopt a 
more left leaning political ideology. In contrast, those who 
have a lower socio-economic status are most likely to work 
a job with little to no autonomy, and correspondingly will 
have a higher obedience to authority which correlates to a 
more right-wing ideology. A study2 in the US also showed 
that long term periods of poor economic growth garnered 
more right wing sympathies, while periods of strong 
economic growth caused the opposite to occur. Another 
study5 showed how media preferences can ultimately 
form differences in political ideology. While none of 
these indicators can definitively account for or predict an 
individual’s political views or broader ideology, one thing is 
abundantly clear. From the beginning to the end, our lives 
are a constant mix of influences and ideas that shape who we 
are, including what political agenda we support. 
 But does this really answer the question of why 
we have a certain ideology? Perhaps not. Within the past 
decade, an increasing amount of research has suggested 
that there is a certain genetic component which correlates 
to certain political attitudes. That is, inherited from our 
parents and encoded into our genome, are elements which 
will make us more inclined to lean towards one political view 
over another. This has mainly been proven through the use 
of twin studies, comparing the similarity of political views 
between identical and fraternal twins. If identical twins, 
which share close to 100% of the same genes, are more likely 
to exhibit a certain political view than fraternal twins which 
only share around 50% of the same genes, then that trait is to 
some extent determined by genetics. 
 That’s all well and good from an empirical 
perspective (if you have confidence in twin studies, a 
lot of people don’t), but for humans to have a genetic 
predisposition to political ideology, this would have had to 
evolve over time. How would a preference for left wing views, 
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for instance, increase the long-term survivability of humans 
with that genetic trait, especially when evolution takes tens 
of thousands of years to develop, and the idea of left wing 
politics has only been around for a couple thousand? Well, 
proponents of the theory would claim that certain attitudes 
towards groups and outsiders mutated by our ancestors a 
long time ago produced different evolutionary advantages, 
which led to the evolution of biological components which 
affect our political orientation in the modern world. Does 
this mean then, that we can analyse the genome of a newborn 
and accurately predict what political party they will vote for 
in their first election? 
 In reality, no. Skipping over developments and 
hypotheses tried and tested in this new field of study 
appropriately deemed ‘genopolitics’, we can’t predict 
political ideology in the same way that we can predict say 
eye colour. There is no single gene that corresponds to 
conservatism or liberalism. Rather, an exceedingly complex 
process of interaction between genes produces an affinity to 
certain political ideologies which may go on to be practiced 
or unpractised. A child born to deeply conservative parents 
in the American south, for instance, is more likely to have a 
subconscious affinity for right wing political ideas than say a 
child born to socialist parents in Stockholm. Even so, if the 
children were swapped immediately upon birth, this affinity 
could go completely unexercised and they could instead 
adopt the political ideologies sponsored by their parents. 
 To further complicate things, while our genes 
cannot be changed after birth, our broader physiology can, 
and researchers have proved that there are links between our 
physiology and political opinions. One study1 showed that 
not only were there differences between size and activity 
of different parts of the brain between left wing and right-
wing individuals, these parts of the brain expanded after 
involvement in partisan politics. The same study found that 
participants examined after 9/11 exhibited more activity in 
the part of their brain associated with fear response, which 
corresponded with an increase in more rightward political 
thought.
 What this all means is that the genetic and 
environmental factors that influence our political ideals 
do not follow a simple ‘nature vs nurture’ antithesis. 
The relationship between your political views, genes and 
environment is quite more complex, and continues to be so 
throughout your entire life. 
 Knowing this, how then can we now answer our 
original question? Why do we think the way we do about 
politics? As I have shown, the answer to this daunting 
question is complex and still being discovered. Peter Beattie 
(whose study1 provided much of the research for this 
article), summarised it much better than I can when he said, 
“genetic and environmental influences may not always work 
in concert but may pull in different or opposite directions, 
thereby producing a kaleidoscopic pattern of ideological 
components”. 
 This may seem to you a vague and unsatisfying 

conclusion to an arguably important question, but what 
I take away from this is that we should strive to recognise 
not only the factors that caused us to adopt certain political 
positions, but more importantly to understand the same for 
the people around us. I think this is especially true for those 
that we fundamentally disagree with the most. Now that we 
have digital access to an increasing amount of diverse political 
opinions, perhaps it is better to meet this new situation with 
understanding more so than resentment.  
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THE NECESSARY VALUE OF 
FOREIGN AID BY ALEX MCKENZIE

t a time when our farmers are struggling and many 
areas of the country are in drought, domestic issues 

take centre stage. The Australian dream is centered around 
the idea of a ‘fair go’, and for this reason many Australians 
begin to critique our foreign aid program. 
 Indeed, in recent weeks, nationalist sentiments have 
been spreading rampantly across social media platforms.1 
Such stories and memes, which are not necessarily 
substantiated, have critiqued the extent of Australia’s foreign 
aid during a time when our farmers are suffering. Many 
have considered this to be unfair, and have called for this 
money to be redirected to struggling Australians. Such ideas 
are perfectly understandable in times of crisis and struggle. 
However, it cannot be understated that Australia’s foreign 
aid is more than just giving away money. It is an inherently 
strategic investment in the promotion of Australian values.
 Australia has one of the world’s most generous 
foreign aid budgets. For 2018-2019, $4.2 billion has been 
allocated to development assistance, with $1.3 billion of 
this amount directed to the Pacific region.5 This is in line 
with Coalition government policy in recent years, which has 
seen the overall foreign aid budget significantly reduced, yet 
alongside this reduction a greater proportion of the budget 
has been re-allocated to the Pacific. This reflects the strategic 
value placed on the Pacific island region and the prime 
role that foreign aid plays in advancing Australia’s interests 
overseas.
 Of course, the foreign aid program of any nation is 
motivated by strategic interests. The phrase “there’s no such 
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thing as a free lunch” is particularly relevant in considering 
how foreign aid is utilised as a geopolitical tool. But in times 
when the existence of a foreign aid budget is critiqued by 
members of the public and even some parliamentarians, it 
is imperative to emphasise the strategic necessity of foreign 
aid.14
 Australia is the pre-eminent state actor in the 
Pacific region. Referred to by former prime minister John 
Howard as ‘our patch’, in the Pacific, Australia still plays 
the hegemonic role. In the ten years 2006-2016, Australia 
committed $US7.7 billion in the Pacific; the largest of any 
donor. Trailing Australia was the United States, and in third 
place was China, who have contributed $US1.78 billion in 
the same period.7 China has been advancing its presence 
within our backyard in recent years, in line with its goals of 
exerting greater influence elsewhere around the world.
 An often criticised feature of China’s foreign aid 
is so-called ‘debt-trap diplomacy’, which can be seen in Sri 
Lanka. The Hambantota Port was a development funded 
primarily by China. The China Merchants Port owned 85% 
of the project, with the remaining 15% owned by the Sri 
Lankan Government.10 Sri Lanka was subsequently unable 
to repay the loans it had used to fund construction of the 
port, and had little choice but to subscribe to the desires of 
the Chinese. China now maintains a 99-year lease over the 
Sri Lankan port.12
 This acquisition has sparked fears that many of 
China’s international development initiatives may just 
be carefully hidden ways of acquiring key infrastructure 
around the world. Indeed, President Xi Jinping’s ‘One Belt 
One Road’ initiative highlights China’s ambitious goals 
of spearheading massive international investment and 
construction. The Australian government is conscious of 
the threat posed to its hegemonic status in the Pacific island 
region by China’s expansive aid and development projects, 
and the potential for such key infrastructure to eventually be 
ceded to China as part of debt relief measures.
 Earlier this year, the Chinese telecom company 
Huawei was refused landing rights in Australia for a 
communications cable it was planning to connect between 
the Solomon Islands and Australia. The government cited 
national security concerns, and DFAT then stepped in to 
cover half of the Solomon Islands’ costs for a new cable to 
be constructed without Huawei and now with Australia’s 
approval.2 China’s growing influence in the region highlights 
our need to stay true to our western, liberal democratic 
values, and to be a source of such values in this region.
 Although having just critiqued the debt-trap 
diplomacy tactics of China’s foreign aid practices, it’s 
important to acknowledge the complexities surrounding 
the issue, and the good that China is also doing. Earlier this 
year, Australian senator Concetta Fierravanti-Wells claimed 
that China’s aid constructed “useless buildings” and “roads 
to nowhere”.3 This comment received strong criticism from 
the Chinese government and Chinese state-owned media 
outlets. Such comments may carry some truth to them, 

but they aren’t particularly helpful in advancing Australia’s 
interests in the region, or at promoting cooperation with the 
Chinese. 
 Instead of merely critiquing China’s aid program, 
we should also be seeking ways to work alongside the Chinese 
to deliver suitable aid to this region. China’s aid can and does 
lead to benefits for recipients, as in the case of Samoa where 
Chinese aid “has in general met the expectations and demands 
of the recipient government and civil service”.6 However in 
other countries such as Tonga and Vanuatu, Chinese aid has 
led to “less positive” outcomes.8 In addition, a great deal of 
the success or failure of Chinese funded initiatives depends 
on the “actions of Pacific Island Governments”.8 In other 
words, China doesn’t force these governments to sign on to 
their programs. These governments still exercise autonomy 
in their decision to agree to these projects.
 The senator’s comment also highlights what we 
must not do: criticise without acknowledging our own 
shortcomings. An article in the Vanuatu Daily Post this 
year responded to the comment that China’s roads ‘lead to 
nowhere’, by stating bluntly that they do lead somewhere: 
“they lead to our homes”.13 The article then further critiqued 
a past Australian road project, labelling it a “laughing 
stock”. Perhaps most poignantly, the article ended with this 
recommendation: “If Australia is serious about helping, it 
should do more, do it better, and gripe less.”
 Australia’s economic ties with China are important, 
but when it comes to value alignment, there is no question 
that Australia sides with a US-led global order which strives 
to maintain a ‘free and open Indo-Pacific’.9 Our role in 
the Pacific is not to force China out of the region, nor to 
paint China as the enemy. Rather, Australia’s role should 
be to provide a choice, an alternative option for Pacific 
Islands seeking aid and cooperation to that of China’s 
often “opaque” infrastructure development programs.11 
Australia’s development assistance in the Pacific is focused on 
four main objectives including economic growth, effective 
regional institutions, healthy and resilient communities and 
the empowerment of women and girls.4 DFAT states that 
they prioritise programs that are “effective, deliver positive 
change and address priorities identified by Pacific island 
governments”.4 This shows that Australia’s aid program is 
designed to support the sovereignty of recipient countries 
while still improving their economic competitiveness and 
the welfare of ordinary people.
 When thinking about the Australian dream, 
one is reminded of fundamental values such as fairness, 
egalitarianism and freedom. These values are reflected in our 
common slang through iconic phrases such as ‘fair dinkum’ 
and ‘true blue’. The idea that everyone deserves a ‘fair go’ 
is so heavily ingrained in the national psyche that it is often 
taken for granted. If foreign aid is at its core simply a tool 
of international diplomacy, then it is essential that we use 
our foreign aid to promote these decent and good values, 
particularly in our own backyard. Debt-trap diplomacy, as 
practiced by China, threatens the sovereignty of small Pacific 
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island countries. Australia’s values of fairness, egalitarianism 
and freedom directly conflict with the practice of debt-trap 
diplomacy. It is just, for Australia to act peacefully yet sternly 
critique the opaque development programs run by China.
 Australia wants to be seen as a country that is 
kind, benevolent and helpful. We want to show countries 
in the Pacific that a relationship with Australia is mutually 
beneficial. We, as citizens, should want to be seen as a positive 
power that stands up for the fundamentally important 
values of freedom, democracy and a ‘fair go’.
 If China is left as the only major source of aid 
in the Pacific, this is not good for the regional promotion 
of liberal democracy. For the entirety of our existence as a 
nation, Australia has been an avid advocate of a free society. 
Our involvement in the Second World War alongside the 
Americans saw us liberate the Pacific region from the grip 
of imperialist Japan. We have a moral duty to remain a free 
leader in the Pacific. In order to effectively lead, we need an 
effective foreign aid program.
 Australia’s foreign aid budget is necessary and 
justified. As attractive as it may be to give in to nationalist 
sentiments and the true, bitter reality our farmers are facing, 
it would be irresponsible for a middle power and regional 
hegemon such as Australia to eliminate its foreign aid 
program. The drought is a horrible situation, but there will 
always be significant problems at home. That fact does not 
justify limiting or eliminating foreign aid. 
 We are lucky enough to live in one of the most 
prosperous nations on earth and we are privileged to enjoy 
the fruits of a free society. We live in a time where the free 
and open international order we benefit from is increasingly 
threatened by authoritarianism and nationalism. It is 
important for us, for Australia, to promote the Australian 
dream which at its core is a ‘fair go.’ We want to give Pacific 
island governments the option to have a ‘fair go.’ We want 
to give Pacific residents the opportunity to have a ‘fair go.’ 
We should even give Chinese aid initiatives a ‘fair go’ in the 
grand scheme of things. But we cannot give anyone a fair go 
if we don’t have an international presence through a robust 
and comprehensive foreign aid program.

References
1ABC News 2018a, ‘Australia’s foreign aid budget called into question 
when farmers face drought’, http://www.abc.net.au. 
2ABC News 2018b, ‘Deal to be inked for Solomon Islands undersea 
internet cable Australia stopped China building’, http://www.abc.net.au. 
3CGTN 2018, ‘Chinese envoy hits back at Australian criticism of Pacific 
aid’, https://news.cgtn.com. 
4Department of Foreign Affairs & Trade n.d., ‘Overview of Australia’s 
Pacific Regional aid program’, https://dfat.gov.au. 
5Department of Foreign Affairs & Trade 2018, ‘Australian aid budget at a 
glance’, https://dfat.gov.au. 
6Dornan & Brant 2014, ‘Chinese assistance in the Pacific: agency, 
effectiveness and the role of Pacific Island governments’, Asia & the Pacific 
Policy Studies, vol. 1, no. 2, pp. 349-363. 
7Lowy Institute n.d., ‘Chinese aid map’, https://chineseaidmap.
lowyinstitute.org/.
8Lowy Institute 2018a, ‘The bad - and good - of China’s aid in the Pacific’, 
https://www.lowyinstitute.org/the-interpreter. 

9Lowy Institute 2018b, ‘A “free and open Indo-Pacific” and what it means 
for Australia’. https://lowyinstitute.org/the-interpreter. 
10New York Times 2018, ‘How China got Sri Lanka to cough up a port’, 
https://nytimes.com. 
11Sydney Morning Herald 2018, ‘Australia will compete with China to save 
Pacific sovereignty, says Bishop’, https://www.smh.com.au. 
12Times of India 2018, ‘Inside China’s $1 billion port in Sri Lanka where 
ships don’t want to stop’, https://timesofindia.indiatimes.com. 
13Vanuatu Daily Post 2018, ‘Postcard from the ‘Road to Nowhere’’, 
http://dailypost.vu. 
142GB 2018, ‘Pauline Hanson has grave concerns over use of foreign aid’, 
https://www.2gb.com. 

THE MOST GENTLEMANLIKE 
SPECULATION: MISCONCEPTIONS 
BY PRO-EUTHANASIA ADVOCATES 
BY LLOYD HOTINSKI

n this article, I argue that there are some acts of (passive) 
euthanasia that are justifiable, but that it would not be all 

right to legalise (active) euthanasia for two common, 
misconceived reasons that are presented by pro-euthanasia 
advocates: (1) the right to die; and (2) respect for autonomy. 
First, I begin by defining euthanasia. Second, I discuss the 
case of Anthony Bland. Third and fourth, I discuss the 
misconceptions of each reason presented by pro-euthanasia 
advocates.
 We now turn to defining (1) euthanasia, and (2) 
the active and passive, with voluntary, non-voluntary and 
involuntary distinctions.

Definitions
 Beauchamp and Davidson provide one of the most 
comprehensive definitions of euthanasia, one that “dictates 
no moral conclusions” and “is not subject to refutation by 
counterexample”; as such, it will be referred to here for this 
article.2
 They argue that the death of a person, A, is an act 
of euthanasia, by B, if and only if: (1) B intends A’s death 
and causes it by act or omission; (2) A suffers acute pain or is 
irreversibly comatose; (3) (a) B intends A’s death primarily to 
cease A’s suffering or irreversible comatose-ness, and (b) B’s 
intervention in causing A’s death produces less suffering than 
B’s non-intervention; (4) A’s death is caused as painlessly as 
possible, unless, subject to 3b, a means of causing A’s death 
that is more painful takes precedence; (5) A is not a foetus.2
 Euthanasia has several qualifying adjectives to 
distinguish between acts of euthanasia that are active 
and passive: voluntary, non-voluntary, and involuntary. 
To clarify, euthanasia is said to be active “when medical 
intervention takes place […] to end the patient’s life”; passive 
“when medical treatment is withdrawn or withheld from 
a patient […] to end the patient’s life”5; voluntary “when 
carried out at the patient’s request”; non-voluntary “when 
the patient does not have the capacity to make a request”; 
and involuntary “when the patient is competent to make a 
request but does not do so.”9
 Under Australian law, no legal distinction is drawn 
between euthanasia and murder: the latter being, very 
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roughly speaking, an act of unlawfully killing another person 
with intent.6 And yet, we debate the moral permissibility 
of euthanasia, implying that we draw a significant moral 
difference between them: that is, “the person performing 
euthanasia is well motivated […] acting in the best interests 
of the person who dies […] whereas a murder is committed 
without regard for the interests of the victim.”7
 We now turn to the case of Anthony Bland.

Anthony Bland
 In 1989, Anthony Bland was “caught up in a 
stampede at the Hillsborough, England, football stadium; 
his lungs were crushed and his brain deprived of oxygen”8; 
“he sustained hypoxic brain damage,” and fell into a 
persistent vegetative state (PVS): “his brain stem continued 
to function,” so “he was not ‘legally dead,’” but “his cerebral 
cortex (the seat of consciousness, communicative activity, 
and voluntary movement) was destroyed.”10 His wretched 
state was described by Lord Justice Hoffman as:
 “He lies in […] Hospital […], fed liquid by a pump 
through a tube passing through his nose and down the 
back of his throat into the stomach. His bladder is emptied 
through a catheter inserted through his penis, which from 
time to time has caused infections requiring dressing and 
antibiotic treatment. His stiffened joints have caused his 
limbs to be rigidly contracted so that his arms are tightly 
flexed across his chest and his legs unnaturally contorted. 
Reflex movements in the throat cause him to vomit and 
dribble. Anthony Bland has no consciousness at all. The 
parts of his brain which provided him with consciousness 
have turned to fluid. The darkness and oblivion […] will 
never depart.”1
 As Bland’s condition had “no prospect for 
any improvement,” his doctors “applied to the court 
for permission to withdraw his ventilation, antibiotic, 
and artificial feeding and hydration scheme” (the ‘non-
consensual regime’); however, the Official Solicitor declared 
that this was “a breach of the doctor’s duty to his patient, 
and a criminal offence.”10
 In the end, the House of Lords ruled that 
terminating Bland’s life was “not in his best interests,” but 
because “any hope of Bland recovering had been abandoned 
[…] his best interests in being kept alive […] evaporated,” and 
along with that, “the justification for the non-consensual 
regime and the duty to maintain it”; absent this duty, “the 
withdrawal of nutrition and hydration was not a criminal 
offence.”10
 However, if we are to understand passive euthanasia 
as ‘withdrawing medical treatment to end a patient’s life,’ 
then Bland’s case was an instance of passive euthanasia. But 
Sir Thomas Bingham declared that this was “not about 
euthanasia,” as it was not the “taking of positive action to 
cause death.”
 Hence some draw a legally (and morally) relevant 
distinction between active euthanasia and passive euthanasia 
(euthanasia as act or omission) and argue that the former is 
euthanasia, but the latter is not. In this article, for the sake of 

argument, it will be granted that euthanasia, whether by act 
or omission, is euthanasia.
 The purpose of this case study is to proffer a 
common ground shared between most, if not all, pro- and 
anti-euthanasia advocates: allowing Bland to die was a 
morally justified act; and, if we understand euthanasia to 
include omissions, then it was a morally justified act of passive 
euthanasia. Thus, we can say yes in answer to the question: 
‘are acts of euthanasia, considered only in themselves, ever 
justifiable?’, if we believe that letting Bland die was a morally 
justified act. I believe it was so, for the reasons considered 
above by the presiding judges.
 We now turn to the question of ‘would it be all 
right to legalize acts of active euthanasia?’, and two common 
reasons presented by pro-euthanasia advocates for why 
it would be: (1) people have the right to die; and (2) the 
criminalization of euthanasia disrespects the autonomy of 
those who want to be euthanized, and people have the right 
to have their autonomy be respected. I will attempt to answer 
this question by arguing that ‘it would not be all right to 
legalize acts of active euthanasia,’ for the reasons presented 
by euthanasia advocates that are presented here.
 We now turn to reason (1): people have the right to 
die.

Right to die
 Hohfeld viewed ‘X has a right to do R’ as meaning 
one of four things: (1) X has a claim that Y do R (opposite 
no-right): Y has a correlative duty to X to do R; (2) X has 
a privilege (or liberty) to R (opposite duty): X is free to do 
R, and Y has a correlative no-right that X do R; (3) X has a 
power (opposite disability): X is free to alter his or another’s 
legal relations, and Y has a correlative liability to having his 
legal relations being altered; and (4) X has an immunity 
(opposite liability): Y has a correlative disability to change 
X’s legal position.10
 Each right has an opposite and a correlative, as can 
be seen above, and can be distinguished between rights that 
are active and passive; positive and negative. An active right 
concerns the “holders’ own actions” (i.e. privilege and power 
rights); and a passive right regulates the “actions of others” 
(i.e. claim and immunity rights); a positive right entitles one 
to “provision of some good or service”; and a negative right 
entitles one to “non-interference.”11
 In this debate, the ‘right to die’ can be distinguished 
as meaning either the ‘right to be allowed to die’ or the ‘right 
to be killed’: both are active power rights, because both 
concern the right holders’ own powers to alter their own 
or another’s legal relations.3 However, while the former is 
a negative right, the latter is a positive right: i.e. the former 
right holder exercises “the right not to be touched without 
their informed consent” (non-interference), while the latter 
demands euthanasia (provision of some good or service).3
 Because both are power rights, the non-power 
right holders have a correlative liability to having their legal 
relations being altered by the power right holders: i.e. both 
power right holders impose a claim right-like duty on others 
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to either kill or let die. However, the notion that someone 
could impose a duty on someone else to kill them is absurd: 
no one has that right or power. Therefore, ‘the right to die,’ 
in the sense of ‘the right to be killed,’ is a misconception, and 
should not be appealed to in arguments for active euthanasia.
 We now turn to reason (2): the criminalization of 
euthanasia disrespects the autonomy of those who want 
to be euthanized, and people have the right to have their 
autonomy be respected.

Respect for autonomy
 Autonomy is the capacity “to live one’s life according 
to reasons and motives” that are “one’s own and not the 
product of manipulative or distorting external forces.”4 
It should be distinguished from freedom, which concerns 
“the ability to act, without external or internal constraints,” 
whereas autonomy concerns “the independence and 
authenticity of the desires (values, emotions, etc.) that move 
one to act in the first place.”4
 Therefore, criminalizing euthanasia does not 
disrespect our autonomy, nor would legalizing euthanasia 
respect autonomy, for it is not our autonomy that is affected 
by euthanasia’s criminalization or legalization; rather, it is our 
freedom, and our freedom is different from our autonomy.
 To clarify, autonomy is the “various capacities for 
rational thought, self-control, and freedom from debilitating 
pathologies, systematic self-deception, and so on”; it is “the 
capacity to reflect upon and endorse (or identify with) one’s 
desires, values, and so on.”4
 Thus, although people do have the right to have 
their autonomy be respected, criminalizing euthanasia 
does not affect our autonomy, because it does not affect 
our mental capacities for autonomy in a relevant way, if at 
all, such as in the case of brainwashing. Therefore, I reject 
the notion that ‘criminalizing euthanasia disrespects our 
autonomy’ as another misconception.
 In conclusion, I argued that there are some acts of 
(passive) euthanasia that are justifiable, but that it would not 
be all right to legalise (active) euthanasia for two common, 
misconceived reasons that are presented by pro-euthanasia 
advocates: (1) the right to die; and (2) respect for autonomy. 
First, I began by defining euthanasia. Second, I discussed the 
case of Anthony Bland. Third and fourth, I discussed the 
misconceptions of both reasons presented by pro-euthanasia 
advocates.
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CLIMATE CHANGE IS UNDENIABLY 
INTERTWINED WITH SECURITY, 
AND WE ARE RUNNING OUT OF 
TIME BY SARAH JEFFREY

limate change is the defining issue of our time. Key 
effects of climate change – altered weather patterns 

and more extreme natural disasters – are direct threats to both 
lives and livelihoods. As a result, human desperation, fuelled 
by environmental stress, can result in security breakdowns 
both within and across state borders. It is clear (to most, 
that is) that we require real action on climate change and we 
require it now; we can’t let our politicians keep kicking the 
can down the road. 
 For those whose political careers aren’t dependent 
on kowtowing to the resources industry, climate change is 
recognised as a ‘threat multiplier’; that is, something that can 
and does exacerbate other threats to security. In this piece, I 
will focus on three key threats to global security: worsened 
drought in the Middle East, hampered food production 
in sub-Saharan Africa and the increase in climate-based 
migration in South East Asia. 
 Water scarcity in the Middle East is highly likely to 
be exacerbated by climate change, thus further destabilising 
an already-unstable region. An increase in the magnitude 
and regularity of drought in the arid and semi-arid region 
will intensify the stresses on naturally limited water sources. 
The resulting insecurity of human populations has the 
potential to lead to violent conflict.
 In fact, it already has. A 2007-2010 drought in the 
Euphrates Basin had severe impacts on Syria, due to both the 
environmental stresses of drought and the Assad regime’s 
policies7. Some 85% of the flow of Syria’s rivers comes from 
the Euphrates, making the country’s agriculture industry 
highly dependent on this water source. 
 In 2008, Syria’s recorded wheat and barley yields 
dropped 47% and 67% respectively, from the previous year. 
The Assad regime’s response was to import large quantities 
of grain; the impact of this, however, was that grain prices 
then increased more than twofold. 
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 As many as three million people from Iraq and 
Syria7 emigrated from the drought-affected regions into 
Syria’s urban areas, largely due to crop failure, lost livestock, 
and resultant food insecurity6. Many of these migrants were 
forced to settle in squalid illegal camps with limited access 
to infrastructure, employment and aid. Consequently, these 
settlements “became the centre of developing unrest and the 
seedbeds of the Syrian civil war.”7
 That civil war has since killed at least 400,000 
people2 and seen millions more flee their homes, most 
seeking refuge in Lebanon and Turkey8. Of course, climate 
change cannot take sole responsibility for what has happened 
in Syria, but it would be naïve to suggest that it wasn’t an 
important factor.
 Sub-Saharan Africa faces similar risks to food 
security as a result of climate change, made worse by the fact 
that a significant proportion of African economies are highly 
dependent on climate-sensitive agriculture industries. The 
semi-arid Sahel region, made up of 14 countries including 
Sudan and parts of Nigeria, is at particular risk7.
 To gain an idea of how food insecurity affects state 
security, we can look at the impact of the 2008 food crisis in 
Africa. Reduced agricultural productivity, combined with 
policy failure and global economic factors, severely affected 
developing nations, and saw several African countries riot in 
response10. The riots in Sahel countries such as Cameroon 
and Senegal were particularly severe, with dozens killed 
across the region during the unrest. 
 Economic welfare is the single factor that has been 
most consistently associated with conflict, whether inter-
state or intra-state; as such, ongoing disruptions to the 
agriculture industries of Africa as a result of climate change 
are likely to result in conflict5.
 It is also important to note that while the number 
of democratic states has grown over the last half-century, so 
too have the number of fragile states with weak institutions9. 
Armed conflicts of the late-20th and early-21st centuries have 
been overwhelmingly concentrated in poor developing states 
with illiberal, weak and/or corrupt political institutions4. 
Therefore, as the effects of climate change become more 
pronounced in the future, we can expect political grievances 
caused by a lack of socio-economic welfare in the face of crisis 
to intensify.
 Moving into our own backyard, the Asia-Pacific 
region is poised to face intensified impacts of climate change 
and, amongst other security issues, this is likely to result 
in dramatic increases in climate-induced migration. The 
poorest people in the region continue to suffer higher rates 
of death, displacement and damage due to severe climate 
events; this is because they are more likely to inhabit high-
risk areas, such as degraded urban environments or low-lying 
coastal deltas3. 
 The impact of mass migration is largely dependent 
on the extent of destabilising factors, including food 
shortages and population tensions. In cases where host areas 
are unable to meet increased demands for essential resources 

such as fresh water, food and shelter, conflict becomes more 
likely. The threatening and cyclical effect of this is summed 
up well by Campbell et al 2007: “Water shortages can lead 
to food shortages, which can lead to conflict over remaining 
resources, which can drive human migration, which, in turn, 
can create new food shortages in new regions.”1
 Climate change is typically not defined as a security 
threat in and of itself; it simply makes other security threats 
more likely to occur and, when they do, be far more serious 
in impact. 
 The crippling winter-time drought in eastern 
Australia notwithstanding, most of the more extreme 
impacts of climate change have so far been felt in less 
developed regions of the world; in other words, those who 
have contributed the least to anthropogenic climate change 
are those who are feeling its worst impacts. 
 But it won’t remain this way for long. The 
combination of food and water shortages, mass migration, 
and internally displaced people can very quickly rescind 
public confidence in governments. This lost confidence 
creates the potential for political unrest and the growth of 
radical fundamentalism1, a critical threat to state security 
with clear spill-over effects on the global stage.
 This means that even wealthier nations who are able 
to shield themselves to some of the effects of climate change 
now, will not be able to do this forever. The status of climate 
change as a threat multiplier means that its threat to human 
security goes far beyond a raised global temperature; the 
stability of the natural environment is deeply intertwined 
with the foundations of our societies and economies. 
 And so, we have a choice. We can take real steps to 
ensure that we, and other industrialised nations, are taking 
effective action to implement the Paris Agreement, reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions, and mitigate the effects of climate 
change. Or, we can continue to live in denial and be entirely 
unprepared when worse comes to worst. 
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SEEN-ZONED BY SCOMO: THE 
GOVERNMENT PLANS TO GAIN 
“BACKDOOR” ACCESS INTO YOUR 
ENCRYPTED DATA BY TIM BELL

he suspicion of the government secretly snooping 
through your online messages has been an uneasy 

thought in the back of the minds of even the most transparent 
and morally righteous people out there.  This suspicion is 
becoming all too real, proven by the fact that the government 
isn’t even trying to keep its actions secret.  Angus Taylor’s 
new cybersecurity laws will coerce tech companies to allow 
Australian law enforcement agencies access into encrypted 
data.  The repercussions of the new cybersecurity laws could 
potentially be felt across the country, as most Australians 
use encrypted forms of communication for administering 
their day-to-day life. Government agencies having widely 
unaccountable access to this data poses a significant threat of 
systematic failure and an individual’s right to privacy.
 The Assistance and Access Bill 2018 was released 
on the 14th of August 2018 as a draft by the Department of 
Home Affairs for public consultation.  The bill is in response 
to Peter Dutton’s claim that encryption is a “significant 
obstacle for criminal investigation.”2 The Liberals’ new 
proposed laws will force tech companies to grant Australian 
law enforcement agencies access to encrypted material or 
face severe financial repercussions, which could include 
“fines up to $10 million.”3 The Bill would allow Technical 
Assistance Requests, Technical Assistance Notices and 
Technical Capability Notices to be issued to the Attorney-
General on the request of the heads of various Australian 
law enforcement agencies.  The Bill has also created more 
extensive powers for the issuing of a warrant under the 
Surveillance Devices Act 2004, Crimes Act 1914, the 
Customs Act 1901 and ASIO Act 1979.2 Taylor claims that 
the proposed laws will not give law enforcement agencies 
“backdoor” access to peoples’ encrypted material or create 
“systematic weakness”, but there are doubts over his claims.
 So, what is this fear of “backdoor” access and 
“systematic weakness” which the government has been 
pursuing desperately to ease the concerns of civil and 
digital rights advocates? Malcolm Turnbull explained this 
technological concept, as well as a sixty-three-year-old could, 
telling a press conference at the Australian Federal Police 
Headquarters that it “is typically a flaw in a software program 
that perhaps the... developer of the software program is 
not aware of and that somebody who knows about it can 
exploit.”1  The former Prime Minister is correct in explaining 
that software, in general, can be manipulated to be accessed 
against the intentions of the creator, but does not explain 
the worrisome concept of “backdoor” unaccountable and 
invasive access by law enforcement agencies in the context of 
The Assistance and Access Bill.
 The government has repeatedly stated that “The 
measures expressly prevent the weakening of encryption or 
the introduction of so-called backdoors.”3 Digital and civil 
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rights advocates do not seem to be convinced about these 
claims.  The motivation for tech companies to strengthen 
the encryption of information over their services was in 
response to what Edward Snowden uncovered about the 
practices of the NSA in 2013.  With this new legislation being 
proposed law enforcement agencies will be given access to 
vast powers with little space for judicial review.  This could 
potentially lead to a similar violation within Australia by 
law enforcement agencies abusing their powers, given in the 
name of national security, to intrude on Australians’ rights 
to privacy. 
 The lack of judicial review and possible weakening 
of encryption is seen through the three types of technical 
warrants and the unclear jurisdiction of law enforcement 
over what possible areas of investigation this Bill would 
cover. The Bill states that agencies will be able to request 
technical assistance if matters concern national security 
threats and “protecting the public revenue.”4 This becomes 
very broad and unclear over where government agencies can 
use this Bill.  The government has claimed the proposed 
legislation was created for protecting national security but 
seems to be used as a way of extending the government’s 
power and using this potential legislation as a vehicle to 
intrude into innocent individuals’ personal information.  
 The three ways in which the government is planning 
on collecting encrypted information are through Technical 
Assistance Requests, Technical Assistance Notices and 
Technical Capability Notices. Technical Assistance Requests 
can be issued by “The Director-General of Security (DGS), 
the Director-General of the Australian Secret Intelligence 
Service (DGSIS), the Director-General of the Australian 
Signals Directorate (DGASD) and the chief officer of an 
interception agency (COIA).”4  
 Under Section 317ZS of the Bill (relating to Technical 
Assistance Requests), there are few limitations over what 
an agency can request, and all voluntary requests are not 
reported on the Annual Audit Disclosure.  As well as 317ZS, 
Section 371E(1)(a) states that, under the Technical Assistance 
Request, modification to an electronic system’s encryption 
protection could be made.  This clause goes against 
everything the government has tried to assure in relation to 
both the weakening of encryption and “backdoor” access.  
 The collaboration over access to encrypted 
information is purely between the technology service and 
law enforcement agencies. This could become a system 
that will gradually evolve into the complete disintegration 
of individual privacy through encryption.  There is also the 
potential of the increased use of a black market of online end-
to-end encryption communication services, not bound by a 
public centralised figure, to grant the government access.  
 National security, transparency and privacy are 
three factors that need to be considered when creating new 
laws which could potentially encroach on an individual’s 
liberties.  There are undesirable repercussions from what has 
been proposed by the government under the Assistance and 
Access Bill 2018. Such repercussions include difficult judicial 
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review and broad terms of reference of investigation, due to 
the lack of clarity in many of the clauses within the proposed 
legislation.
 These proposed laws will provide the government 
with the ability to weaken encryption and have “backdoor” 
access, due to the difficulty for tech companies going 
through the arduous process of scrutinising every request 
by the government.  The accumulative effect of all these 
factors will potentially lead to an Australian ASIO saga like 
what was seen in America with NSA and Edward Snowden.  
The proposed legislation could ascend Australia into a 
future of state monitoring into much more than what we 
could possibly imagine. With Julian Assange hiding in the 
Ecuadorian Embassy in London, who knows how intrusive 
it possibly become.      
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THE AWKWARD CHINA 
QUESTION: HOW MUCH IS 
ENOUGH? BY DESIREE MICHELLE 

hen you hear the word ‘China’ come up in the media 
or in conversation, you cannot help but think of the 

enormous weight of this global superpower and what it is up 
to now. With the release of Clive Hamilton’s controversial 
new book Silent Invasion: China’s Influence in Australia, the 
discussions and debates about how much Chinese influence 
permeates throughout Australia has been revitalised and is a 
key talking point in universities, coffee ships and parliament 
alike. 

Sino-Australian alliance: friend or foe?
 Before I discuss the debates, it is worth looking at the 
history surrounding this important relationship that greatly 
affects Australia and its people. China’s growth since the 
1970s has entailed urbanisation, growth in manufacturing, 
and investment in infrastructure. This created demand 
for building materials, energy for electricity and transport, 
and raw materials for manufacturing. Australia was well 
placed to meet much of this demand, and it was a ready 
market for Chinese manufactured goods. To date, China 
is Australia’s largest economic trading partner, with the 
greatest investments coming from Chinese businesses and 
investments.6
 Things started to dramatically sour in the Australia-
China bilateral relationship in mid-2017, when the issue of 
Chinese influence in Australia exploded into the national 
consciousness. On the 5th of June, investigative reporting 
program ‘Four Corners’ aired a special joint documentary 
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by the ABC and Fairfax Media, which promised to uncover 
“how China’s Communist Party is secretly infiltrating 
Australia.4 The program traced the stories of various 
individuals and their ties to China and concluded that all 
Australians must be more careful of “covert Chinese actions 
taking place on Australian soil.” 
 Following this documentary, Australian media, 
think tanks, and people including politicians, political 
analysts, experts, and commentators have been intensively 
investigating the issue of Chinese influence in Australia. 
Inevitably, this has had a profound negative impact on 
China-Australia bilateral talks, with both Chinese and 
Australian ministers and investors accusing each other of 
trying to infiltrate the other’s political processes to suit their 
own interests – reducing the relationship to that of bickering 
children at the playground. 
 The impact of this is ongoing, and has been 
recently revived with the release of Clive Hamilton’s 
Silent Invasion, in which he argues that Beijing’s reach has 
extended into Australian politics, business, education and 
religious groups.3 Interestingly, he also accuses the Chinese 
government of contriving a systematic Chinese campaign of 
espionage and influence peddling, leading to “the erosion of 
Australian sovereignty”, caused by a recent wave of Chinese 
migration of “billionaires with shady histories and tight links 
to the [Chinese Communist] party, media owners creating 
Beijing mouthpieces, ‘patriotic’ students brainwashed from 
birth, and professionals [into Australia] marshalled into 
pro-Beijing associations set up by the Chinese embassy” 
- essentially targeting the Chinese diaspora in Australia.5 
While this book is something I would expect from a populist 
figure to instill fear into the citizens, it is worth making sense 
of these claims. 

The ‘China threat’ - how real is it?
 The ‘China threat’ was first coined in the early 1990s, 
and conceptualises China (PRC) as a hegemonic power that 
represents a source of regional and international instability; 
one that is able to challenge the current global order which 
sees the US as the primary strategic power in the East Asian 
region.9 It would seem true that China could have at the 
time, recording an average growth rate of 10.2% in 1992 and 
if China were to maintain this, it would surpass (by GDP) 
the US to become the world’s largest economy. This brings 
up the assumption that with rapid economic growth comes 
increased military power and an alleviated profile on the 
international stage. 
 Many Western commentators, including 
Hamilton, allege that with this power, China will go on 
to get more ambitious and, eventually, will aggressively 
pursue world domination the way the US has in the past 
two decades. They argue that China will start with Australia 
as a testing ground for its tactics to assert its ascendancy in 
the West, since it already has established trading links and 
so much investment. Because of this, they also propose 
that Chinese investment and engagement undermines 
Australian sovereignty and security. There is some truth 
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response to dealing with the Chinese which many claim to 
undermine the domestic affairs of Australian politics. If 
the government wants to maintain broad engagement with 
a powerful country that has been controlled by one party 
since the Cultural Revolution of 1949 while maintaining a 
liberal economy with vast resources and human capital, it 
will require careful understanding.
 The government seems to be concerned with the 
influence of Chinese students in Australian universities, 
with a growing number of discussions about China being 
met with well-organised and well-publicised protests on 
Chinese news platforms; this could potentially be picked 
up by the Australia community as an extension of the 
Chinese Communist Party (CCP)’s influence.1 With every 1 
in 3 students being international, and the bulk coming from 
the PRC, it is easy to see that universities depend on their 
student fees to generate revenue. Nothing about student 
protest is really undesirable but is rather a manifestation of 
the academic freedom that Australian university students 
have, which is unavailable in PRC. However, the issue 
that Australians face is that the opinions held by many 
Chinese students (not just PRC students) provide avenues 
for alternative points of view on this issue of China which 
Australians are unfamiliar with. 
 I find that many of us are hearing views that are 
often inaccurate, and frequently phrased in an inflammatory 
way which paints a negative stereotype of the Chinese. If 
universities could facilitate better discussions between the 
local students and the Chinese on contemporary issues and 
debates about the PRC, it allows students to hear debates 
about China and reflect on China critically — something 
they cannot do within Chinese borders. Universities have 
a responsibility to uphold academic freedom regardless of 
background, and a Constructive debate would help students 
to learn and appreciate diverse viewpoints, rather than 
treat China as a menacing threat that wants to influence 
Australian society to align more to the Chinese Communist 
Party’s principles. 
 To conclude, I am of the view that while Chinese 
influence can be daunting and seem to infiltrate Australia 
and undermine the democratic freedoms that our society 
has, it is vital to understand the importance and the need 
for continuing Chinese investment. Though China will 
continue to grow economically and gain more power in the 
international system, it is important to keep in mind how 
much investment China has contributed and how much 
raw material Australia has exported, and the amount of free 
trade that has been conducted between the two countries. 
For Australia to grow economically, we cannot ignore or 
misplace the Chinese influence that will inevitably be here to 
stay. But, to ensure we maintain a balance, the government 
needs to keep an eye on the kind of investments the Chinese 
are pouring in and to ensure we remain close to the US to 
balance China’s growing power in the East Asian region. 

to this proposal, as China has strategically expanded its 
influence in the region during the 21st century, particularly 
through territorial claims on the Spratly Islands and rapid 
development in bilateral agreements, such as free trade, with 
Australia. However, it is misguided and, frankly, wrong to 
suggest that promoting continued Chinese engagement and 
strengthening economic ties undermines Australia’s security 
and abandons the sovereign right to exercise democratic 
values.
 The Chinese government also faces a dilemma 
when it comes to its foreign policy. While China wants to 
increase its military capabilities and ensure it will never be 
humiliated on the international stage (as was during the 
‘century of shame’), it faces an awkward situation; while it 
wants to be one of the more powerful states in the region, 
it does not want to be so powerful as to challenge the East 
Asian regional order where the US is still the strategic 
deterrent that balances growing Chinese influence. There is 
no denying that China has made massive progress in opening 
up its doors to the West and its regional neighbours, but it 
knows better than to challenge the status quo - including 
Australia’s relationship with the US, which is much stronger 
than the Sino-Australian relationship. So long as the US is in 
the Pacific and Australia is still a bilateral partner of the US, 
the Chinese influence, though is prevalent, will not threaten 
Australian society on its principles. 
Chinese influence on Australian society - how should we deal 

with this?
 There have already been attempts to curb Chinese 
influence on Australian society. Most notably, the Australian 
government has banned foreign political donations as part 
of a crackdown aimed at preventing external interference 
in domestic politics, citing ‘disturbing reports’ about the 
extension of Chinese influence on party politics. 
 This saw the prominent opposition Senator Sam 
Dastyari quit some senior Labor Party positions in early 
December of last year, after a tape surfaced of him appearing 
to endorse China’s contentious expansion in disputed 
areas of the South China Sea, against his party’s platform.8 
Ultimately, Dastyari quit the Senate in January 2018.
 Inevitably, this sparked controversy and debates 
within the Australian-Chinese community. On the 19th 
of March 2018, a group of 30 China scholars submitted a 
petition calling for the  espionage and foreign interference 
legislation  to be withdrawn, pending more extensive 
consultation and rigorous, measured public debate.7 It 
argued that the bill directly threatened academic freedom, 
and that the “alarmist tone” of recent public discourse 
over China was impinging Australia’s ability to calmly and 
rationally deal with the issues.2
 There is some basis to the open letter - it reflects the 
poor risk management on the government’s part by using 
sweeping labels that imply that all PRC students are part 
of a Beijing-orchestrated campaign of subversion. Causing 
anger in a community as powerful as the Chinese does not 
help when it comes to developing a methodical, systematic 
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AUSTRALIA SHOULD MOVE ITS 
EMBASSY TO JERUSALEM BY KEEGAN 
NAZZARI 

Trump is a Friend of Zion” and “Trump Make Israel 
Great”. This is what the banners lining streets all over 

Jerusalem read. Workers were seen planting new flowers in 
red and white, cleaning streets and excitedly preparing the 
city, all because Donald Trump was coming to town. Rarely 
has such affection been displayed for a world leader. But the 
decision by Trump to move the embassy to Jerusalem, the 
disputed capital of Israel, has deepened the long-standing 
relationship between the U.S. and, arguably, the US’s 
strongest and often only ally in the Middle East. And it is a 
move which Australia should follow. 
 In 1918, at the end of the first world war, the 
partitioning of the Ottoman Empire began. By its conclusion, 
many of the former Ottoman territories had been divvied 
up into independent states or territories of either Britain or 
France (through the Sykes-Picot Agreement). One of these 
was called the British Mandate of Palestine4 (or Mandatory 
Palestine). This included the territories now called Israel, 
Jordan and the lands claimed by Hamas and the Palestinian 
Authority. In 1946, just two years before David Ben-Gurion 
declared Israel’s Independence, Jordan (then known as 
Transjordania6) had its own independence established. 
Today, Jordan has an area of almost 90 000 square kilometres, 
with Israel at just over 20 000km5. For visualisation, Israel 
from north to south is the same length as Geraldton to Perth 
(roughly 400 km) and at its widest from west to east is about 
100 km (Perth to York). 
 On the 29th of November 1947, Australia led the 
way for an independent Israel (against British pressure) by 
chairing the UN General Assembly’s Ad Hoc Committee 
on Palestine, as well as having the UN pass a motion 
(Resolution 1811) stating “Independent Arab and Jewish 
States and the Special International Regime for the City 
of Jerusalem…   shall come into existence in Palestine two 
months after the evacuation of the armed forces of the 
mandatory Power [Britain] has been completed.” This was 
not an unprecedented move, in 1922 all 51 members of the 
League of Nations voted unanimously in agreement that 

“

“Recognition has been given to the historical connection 
of the Jewish people with Palestine and to the grounds 
for reconstituting their national home in that country.” A 
number of other countries were also established by similar 
Mandates including Syria, Lebanon and Iran. 
 However, immediately after the British Mandate 
expired and Israel’s Independence was established (the 5th 
of May, 1948), the first Arab-Israeli war broke out as forces 
from Egypt, Lebanon, Syria, Jordan and Iraq invaded the 
former British Mandate. By the end of the war, Jordan 
had taken East Jerusalem and the West Bank (of the Jordan 
River), Egypt had taken the Gaza Strip and Israel had taken 
the remainder of the former Mandate. In 1949, Israel and the 
Arab states came to a series of armistices, which ended the 
war and established territorial borders which would stand 
for nearly 20 years. During the war, approximately 70 000 
Arab Palestinians fled from Israel to the neighbouring Arab 
countries, primarily Jordan. The reason for this was panic. 
According to Israel, this was purposely incited by their own 
leaders to ‘clear the field’ for the war. According to the Arab 
League, this panic was due to fear of the Israeli forces.
 As a counterpoint to this mass migration of 
Palestinian Arabs, nearly all of the Middle East and North 
Africa’s Jews had left and migrated either to Israel or the 
West. Over time, in total this has led to the migration of 
850,000 Jews. This left just 26,000 Jews left in Arab countries 
(plus Iran), while Israeli census data records in excess of 1.5 
million Arab Israelis. With only a few tensions and conflicts, 
this remained the status quo until the 5th of June 1967, 
when Israel launched pre-emptive strikes against its Egypt 
(who were preparing for war). This resulted in the complete 
destruction of the Egyptian Air Force, and the conquering 
of the Gaza Strip and the Sinai Peninsula. General Nasser 
of Egypt then convinced Syria and Jordan to attack Israel in 
retaliation. Israeli counterattacks successfully repulsed the 
offensive and conquered the West Bank, East Jerusalem and 
the Golan Heights. The defeat was astounding, Israel lost 
less than 1,000 troops, while killing more than 20,000 of the 
aggressors’ troops in just 6 days.
 Concluding on the 10th of June, the war left the 
Arab League Leaders embarrassed and humiliated, until 
1973. In 1973, Egyptian President Anwar Sadat allied with 
Syria to strike Israel on Yom Kippur (the holiest day in 
Judaism). While finding early successes on both the Egyptian 
and Syrian fronts went a long way to restoring the league’s 
dignity following 1967’s Six Day War, Israel ultimately won. 
No changes were made on the Syrian Border beyond the 
addition of a UN buffer zone, but Israel agreed to withdraw 
from the Sinai Peninsula in exchange for peace with Egypt. 
Unfortunately, this caused anger against Sadat within the 
Arab world, leading to his assassination as well as Egypt’s 
suspension from the Arab League. Since then, a tenuous 
ceasefire has existed between Israel and Syria and a peace 
treaty has been signed with Jordan. This has led to the Arab-
Israeli Wars shifting towards conflict not with neighbouring 
countries but with the Palestinian Authority, Palestinian 
Liberation Organization (PLO), Fatah and Hamas. 
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states was unfortunately Australia. This is a disappointing 
move from Australia as at the time Australia was the only 
nation to criticise the resolution besides Israel and the U.S. 
Israel and Australia have had historical links dating back to 
the First World War. These include liberating the region 
from the Ottomans by capturing Beersheba (the famous 
Charge of the Light Horse Brigade) and by achieving the 
first step in the British-Egyptian taking of Jerusalem7. Israel 
and Australia are also linked economically, according to 
the Australian Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade2, 
trading goods and services to a value of $1.3 billion from 
2015-2016.
 Australia beat out one of Israel’s strongest allies, if 
not its strongest (the U.S.), in refusing to call East Jerusalem 
an occupied territory of Israel in mid-20143. The U.S. isn’t 
the only superpower Australia and Israel share as an ally. 
Israel was the first Middle-Eastern country to recognise the 
People’s Republic of China as the government of China, and 
since diplomatic ties were established between the two in 
1992, they have become extremely close both economically 
and militarily. So why shouldn’t Australia continue 
to strengthen its ties with Israel, the only functioning 
democracy in the Middle-East? They share military history 
and early ties to the British, as well as strong modern ties to 
the two most powerful countries in the world today. They 
share economic and cultural ties, as well as a Judeo-Christian 
heritage.
 The best way for Australia to support Israel today, 
considering all the adversity the Middle-Eastern country 
faces, is for us to recognise the right of Israel to exercise its 
National Sovereignty and determine its own capital within 
its own borders.
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 In 1988, King Hussein of Jordan told the world that 
Jordan was relinquishing its claim on the West Bank and 
Eastern Jerusalem (which it lost in the 1973 war). They severed 
all administrative and legal connections, making the choice 
to claim the land as belonging to the PLO. In 2000, Ehud 
Barak, the Israeli Prime Minister, met with Yasser Arafat, 
the leader of the PLO. In this meeting, he offered Arafat a 
peace deal, granting all of Gaza, 94% of the West Bank and 
East Jerusalem as a capital for the PLO for the formation of 
a Palestinian state. Arafat Refused. In 2008, the new Prime 
Minister of Israel, Ehud Olmert, offered the same deal plus 
even more land to the Palestinian Leader, Mahmoud Abbas. 
Abbas Refused.
 The Gaza strip is now entirely controlled by Hamas, 
and the West Bank is divided into lands ranging from total 
Israeli control to shared control to total Palestinian Authority 
Control. East Jerusalem has been entirely incorporated into 
Israel.
 That is an extremely brief overview of the history of 
the modern state of Israel. Now as the title makes obvious, 
this article concerns the Australian embassy to Jerusalem. 
So, after a brief history of the embassy, I will analyse the 
Trump Administration’s decision to move the U.S. embassy 
to Jerusalem. Israel has faced challenges being recognised as 
a state, let alone getting Jerusalem recognised as its capital. 
However, at its founding, amongst the countries who 
recognised Israel were Turkey, followed closely by Iran 
(until Ayatollah Khomeini’s revolution in 1979). Israel has 
also maintained full diplomatic ties with Egypt and Jordan 
since the signing of treaties after the 1973 Yom Kippur War. 
This recognition of Israel allowed for the U.S. congress to 
reach a decision in 1995, which stated “Jerusalem should 
be recognized as the capital of the State of Israel.” This has 
been a common talking point in U.S. domestic politics since 
1992. Then President Bill Clinton promised to recognise 
Jerusalem as the capital of Israel, move the U.S. embassy 
there and criticised George H.W. Bush for a perceived lack 
of U.S. involvement in keeping Jerusalem undivided. Later, 
George W. Bush would criticise Bill Clinton for failing 
in his promise to move the embassy. The most recent 
president before Trump, Barack Obama, also stated whilst 
campaigning, “Jerusalem will remain the capital of Israel, 
and it must remain undivided.” He too never went through 
with an official recognition.
 Then on December 6 of last year, President Donald 
J. Trump finally refused to waive the 1995 U.S. Jerusalem 
Embassy Act, recognising Jerusalem as the eternal capital 
of Israel. The embassy then opened on the 14th of May this 
year, with Trump’s daughter and son in law Ivanka Trump 
and Jared Kushner (an orthodox Jewish couple) attending 
the dedication ceremony. Immediately following this 
decision, the UN Security Council voted 14-1 in favour of 
condemning the U.S. move. However, the resolution was 
vetoed by the U.S. and passed to the General Assembly. 
Here it passed at 128 votes in favour to just 9 against, with 
35 states abstaining and 21 absent8. Amongst the abstaining 

OPINION: YOUR UNI FEES AREN’T 
THAT EXPENSIVE BY DANIEL ARCHIBALD 

often hear students (I’m talking to you, socialist activists) 
complain about how expensive university fees are and 

how they are unaffordable. I often laugh off this claim, 
because if these students truly knew what an expensive 

I
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tertiary education looked like, they would probably become 
comatose. Australia has some of the most affordable and 
egalitarian university fee schemes in the developed world.  
On the contrary, the United States tertiary tuition cost is the 
epitome of unaffordable. As someone who has spent most of 
their life in the United States, I know a thing or two about 
American universities. But don’t just listen to what I have to 
say, look at the numbers. 
 The scenario for these figures will be the average 
situation for university students in Australia and the US. 
Australian figures will reflect students that live at home 
and commute. US figures will reflect students who live in 
on campus student housing. All amounts are in Australian 
Dollars.
 UWA has rather reasonably priced tuition. For 
simplification I will examine only the cost of a Bachelor 
of Arts degree for a domestic student. Again, all amounts 
are in AUD. At UWA the typical fee range is listed as 
$6,444-$10,754 per year. This gives a range for total cost of 
$19,332-$32,262 for a three-year degree.5 If you are unable 
to pay for this out of pocket you can defer this tuition via 
the government’s student loan HECS-HELP. When you 
achieve an income of $55,874 per year you will then have to 
start repaying your student loan. This repayment threshold 
changes each year and the threshold examined will be for 
2017-18.  With an income range of $55,874-$62,238 the 
government takes 4% of your income to pay your student 
debt.1 This means that if your income is $55,874 per year 
you would pay only $2,234.96(AUD) per year. A measly 
$186.25 per month of your $4,656.16 monthly income. A far 
cry from unaffordable. Moreover, there is no real interest. 
The total debt amount will only be indexed yearly to reflect 
changes in the Consumer Price Index.1
 Now let’s go on an odyssey of income inequality 
and crushing student debt, and examine the tuition cost of a 
state-funded public university in the US. The cost examined 
is in AUD at a rough conversion rate and does not include 
student housing costs; something that most US students 
pay. Ohio State University is a large, state-funded, and 
moderately prestigious university. Tuition for state residents 
is around $15,000 per year. Meaning that the total cost for a 
four-year Bachelor of Arts degree is $60,000.3 For out-of-
state residents this number is tripled. This means that if you 
are unfortunate enough to live in a state with poor quality 
public universities, you are forced to either stay and receive a 
subpar degree or go elsewhere are face a $180,000 total cost.3
 The numbers shown only reflect students fortunate 
enough to be able to live at home and study. If you live 
elsewhere in the state your tuition cost including housing is 
$32,386.94(AUD) per year: a total cost of $129,547 for in-state 
residents over four years. This number jumps to $249,550 for 
an out-of-state resident. While there may be small variations 
due to exchange rate, I assure you these numbers are correct.
 If you are unable to pay the excessive fees out of 
pocket, there are some student loan options available. If you 
are lucky enough, or needy enough, to get a direct subsidised 

loan from the US government then you can take a yearly 
max of $7691.20 per year. The perks are that the government 
pays your loan interest while studying and for 6 months after 
graduation.2 If you get a direct unsubisidised loan you can 
take a yearly max of $28,667.20. However, this comes with 
a 5.04% interest rate for undergrads which must be paid 
immediately.2
 If you can’t get a government loan, then you can 
pay a visit to good ole Sallie Mae. Sallie Mae used to be a 
government operation that provided student loans; now, it is 
a private corporation. Private loans are often more expensive 
than government loans. For undergrads you can take as 
much money as needed but you face a variable interest rate 
of anywhere between 4.12%-10.98% APR and a fixed interest 
rate range of 5.74%-11.85% APR.4
 To pay for education in America you’re going to 
have to put your American dream on pause and maybe 
sell a kidney. For comparison, the total cost of a Bachelor 
of Arts degree from an Australian university will set you 
back $32,262.5 The same degree from a US university will 
cost you $60,000 if you live at home and $129,547 if you 
live in student housing, like most students do.3 That means 
at the base price there is a difference of $27,738. If you 
consider what university really costs American students that 
difference jumps to $97,285. Not to mention the variation in 
in-state and out-of-state costs, and the fact that this doesn’t 
even consider loan costs, school supplies, entertainment, etc.
 So, next time you become angry about how 
expensive uni is, be thankful that you have HECS and don’t 
have to pay more than $50k for an entire tertiary education. 
Somewhere, thousands of kilometres away, an American 
uni student cries themselves to sleep because they are utterly 
crushed by tuition payments. The biggest thing worth crying 
over at UWA is the arduous trek to the Business School.

THE END OF FREEDOM OF 
SPEECH? BY TYLER WALSH

ne of the things that I admire most about Western 
civilisation is that we are free to express what we 

are free to express what we believe without fear of 
persecution by authority or society. It is evident that this 
fundamental freedom is rapidly being lost in our society 
today. I believe that we currently live in an era of excessive 
political correctness and policing of opinion. 
 Take the example of last year’s national postal vote 
asking Australians “Should the law be changed to allow same 
sex couples to marry?”. Both sides of politics campaigned 
hard for and against this cause; the ‘Yes’ campaign sent 
text messages nationwide via an SMS bot as one of their 
strategies, while the ‘No’ side broadcasted advertisements to 
promote their side on national television. 
 I think both sides of this campaign were guilty of 
attempting to silence and shut down their opposing side. 
However, I noticed in particular that the Coalition for 
Marriage, the leading force behind the ‘No’ campaign, were 
attacked and falsely accused of being hateful fear-mongers 
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who were simply homophobic. 
 These days, you can just stick ’phobia’ at the end 
of any word to as a reason to silence someone. NSW Senate 
candidate for the Australian Conservatives Kirralie Smith 
says that “The gay lobby are never satisfied and seem to be 
the biggest bullies going around!”2
 This is just one of many examples of freedom of 
speech being lost in society. It doesn’t matter if you are in the 
online world or the real world; your thoughts are susceptible 
to being attacked. Nobody is immune to being silenced by a 
higher power.
 The thought police are already in full effect in the 
United Kingdom. A few months ago, Tommy Robinson was 
arrested for “breaching the peace” outside of Leeds Crown 
Court. Robinson was filming a live broadcast of himself 
reporting on a trial taking place inside the court regarding 
ten Muslim men who were being charged of alleged sexual 
assault. Robinson’s live stream was brought to an abrupt 
halt as he was handcuffed by police and escorted to the back 
of a paddy wagon. A court order was in place by the judge 
presiding over the Muslim grooming case which restricted 
reporting regarding the details of the trial6, hence Tommy 
Robinson was charged and imprisoned for a short term for 
contempt of court. 
 The fact that Tommy Robinson does not have 
the freedom to report on pending court matters isn’t the 
big issue here. In fact, it is understandable why reporting 
restrictions exist on matters where the defendant is yet to be 
proven guilty. According to Judge Heather Norton, “this is 
not about free speech, not about the freedom of the press, 
nor about legitimate journalism, and not about political 
correctness. It is about justice and ensuring that a trial can 
be carried out justly and fairly, it’s about being innocent 
until proven guilty. It is about preserving the integrity of the 
jury to continue without people being intimidated or being 
affected by irresponsible and inaccurate ‘reporting’, if that’s 
what it was”.7
 The greater problem with this case was a separate 
court order preventing the media from reporting on 
Tommy’s arrest and sentencing. Many people in the UK saw 
this as an attempt made by the establishment to silence right-
wing activists by stealth and keep their citizens in the dark. 
 The UK seems to be so scared of criticising the 
‘religion of peace’, they even banned Canadian political 
personality Lauren Southern from entering the country 
for alleged racism. As part of a social experiment, Southern 
distributed flyers in the UK satirically claiming “Allah is a Gay 
God” which resulted in her ban.4 As we all know, Islam is a 
religion not a race, therefore her stunt cannot be considered 
racist. It appears that the UK authorities were simply looking 
for an excuse to ban Lauren Southern in order to shield a 
minority group of people from being criticised. Fortunately, 
she wasn’t banned in Australia during the national tour she 
did with Stefan Molyneux in July this year. I still managed to 
meet her without the Australian Government intervening!
 Speaking of free speech being misinterpreted as 

racist or hate speech, some politicians advocated for reform 
to Section 18C of the Racial Discrimination Act last year. 
Part of the reason for modifying this legislation was because 
words such as ‘offend’ were too restrictive on personal 
freedoms, since offence is taken not given. Unfortunately, 
the proposed changes to 18C were not passed by federal 
parliament. There have been two notable lawsuits in recent 
times where this legislation was abused to restrict freedom of 
speech; the QUT case and the Sonia Kruger case. 
 In 2013, Queensland University of Technology 
student Alex Wood unknowingly walked into an Indigenous 
Computer Lab and was asked to leave. Wood later posted 
in a Facebook group “Just got kicked out of the unsigned 
indigenous computer room. QUT stopping segregation 
with segregation?”. 
 Alex Wood and two other students from the 
university who commented on Wood’s post were sued by 
Indigenous staff member Cindy Prior for $250,000 worth of 
damages and were not aware of this legal action being made 
against them until 2015. Fortunately, Prior was advised by 
a federal court judge to not proceed further with this case, 
hence the charges were dropped.5 Although the defendants 
were not charged, this case should not have proceeded this 
far in the first place. The proceedings would have placed 
a considerable amount of stress on Wood and the other 
defendants; all over an opinion on Facebook. Liberal 
Senator for Victoria James Paterson says “This shows callous 
disregard for the welfare of three innocent students whose 
lives have been damaged by a tortuous three and a half-year 
case.”5
 In regards to Sonia Kruger’s case, she stated on the 
Today show in July 2016, shortly after the Nice terrorist attack, 
something to the effect of that she would like to see Australia 
stop Muslim immigration because of fears of public safety. 
Kruger also mentioned that she supported Andrew Bolt’s 
comments regarding a correlation between the number of 
Muslims in a country and the number of terrorist attacks. 
A racial vilification complaint was made against Kruger and 
she faced a hearing in the Civil and Administrative Tribunal 
in June this year.1
 I don’t know how that complaint could have 
possibly resulted in a hearing, since ‘Muslim’ is not a race. 
As I am writing this paragraph right now, on the 16th of 
September 2018, I hear the news that a friend of Israeli-
Australian political activist Avi Yemini was murdered by 
an Islamic terrorist. Kruger’s comments are relevant to the 
society we are living in today, and we shouldn’t have to tread 
on eggshells to say what needs to be said. Both Wood and 
Kruger’s cases were unjust, in my opinion, because they were 
punished for reasonable and rational opinions.
 On the internet, it may be apparent to some that the 
social media giants are part of one monopoly dedicated to 
protecting the ‘anti-free speech’ thought contagion. Apple, 
Facebook, Spotify and YouTube all banned the American 
right-wing media platform InfoWars within 12 hours of each 
other in July this year. No specific examples were provided to 
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InfoWars to explain the reason for the bans. 
 InfoWars editor-at-large Paul Joseph Watson 
believes this clearly suggests ‘big-tech’ collusion and proves 
that their (Facebook, YouTube etc.) terms of service are all 
bullshit.3 Some people may argue that these companies have 
the right to exclude whoever they want from their platform, 
as part of their right to exercise free speech against those 
they are banning from their platform. Paul Joseph Watson 
quickly debunks this argument by stating that these big-tech 
companies have monopolised free speech online (you can 
watch the full video released by Paul Joseph Watson titled 
‘The Purge’ on his YouTube channel). 
 I believe that private companies do have the right to 
do whatever they wish given that it is legal, but interfering 
with the political climate crosses the line. I see this as an 
abuse of power because it allows private companies to 
influence political elections in favour of the political views of 
their executives. 
 Avi Yemini was also recently ‘zucked’ for alleged 
hate speech, and he also received no information on what 
content he was specifically banned for. His Facebook page 
with over 150,000 likes was deleted without warning; he has 
since created a new page, but this has only attracted around 
8,000 likes as of August 2018. Avi Yemini is planning to run 
for Victorian parliament as a candidate for the Australian 
Liberty Alliance at the next state election. Losing over a 
year’s worth of content and 142,000 followers will have a 
harmful effect on his political campaign. Facebook, and 
American social media company, have effectively interfered 
with Australian politics and damaged the campaign of the 
Australian Liberty Alliance by imposing this ban. This sets 
a dangerous precedent for political candidates and parties 
worldwide to have their success taken away from them by 
Silicon Valley.
 I could rattle off with more examples and scenarios, 
such as the recent satirical cartoon of Serena Williams, and 
Dr. Quentin Van Meter and Patrick J. Byrne’s proposed 
speaking event that was scheduled to take place at UWA, but 
there is only so much you can fit in 1500 words. I will briefly 
mention the UWA speaking event controversy in my review 
of “Transgender: One Shade of Grey” which can also be read 
in this year’s State magazine publication. 
 I encourage you all to take the time to think about 
where the world is heading as society controls the speech 
of its citizens more and more. Although my examples have 
favoured the right side of politics, the left have just as much 
of a right to freedom of speech. This includes Queensland 
primary school student Harper Nielsen, who became 
recently infamous for refusing to stand for the national 
anthem. Although she has a right to oppose the national 
anthem and declare her beliefs, refusing to stand and refusing 
to leave the room does take it a step too far since this disrupts 
other people in the room proudly standing and singing the 
national anthem. 
 Everyone has the right to freedom of speech given 
that the speech does not cross the line of being irrational hate 

speech or infringes on other people’s freedom of speech.

References
1 Australian Conservatives 2018, ‘Bernardi supports Kruger’, https://
www.conservatives.org.au/bernardi_supports_kruger. 
2 Kirralie Smith NSW 2018, https://www.facebook.com/
KirralieSmithNSW/posts/1015961155250920. 
3 Paul Joseph Watson 2018, ‘The Purge’, https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=qm4Pks_1_hI. 
4 Star Observer 2018, ‘Far-right activist who distributed flyers saying 
“Allah is gay” heading to Australia’, http://www.starobserver.com.au.
5 The Guardian 2016, ‘QUT computer lab racial discrimination lawsuit 
thrown out’, https://www.theguardian.com. 
6 The Guardian 2018, ‘EDL founder Tommy Robinson jailed for 
contempt of court’, https://www.theguardian.com. 
7 Wikipedia 2018, ‘Tommy Robinson (activist), https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/Tommy_Robinson_(activist).

THE POLITICAL GAME THAT 
SUSTAINS OUR DISASTROUS 
OFFSHORE DETENTION POLICY  
BY NICHOLAS COKIS 

f you were to ask a group of young Australians about 
our current policy on asylum seekers, I’m sure at least a 

sizeable majority would make known their stark disapproval 
of our nation’s stand on this issue. Even most adults will 
admit it’s appalling that we enforce a policy of offshore 
mandatory detention for asylum seekers attempting to enter 
this country, as researcher Denis Muller found in 20164. The 
same collection of people, however, reluctantly gave their 
support to our current system of offshore detention. 
 Now why would the majority of Australians 
support offshore detention, a system which has drawn 
so many international condemnations that detainees are 
resorting to setting themselves on fire2 as a form of protest? 
Muller says that fundamentally—the Australian public 
accepts this policy because they simply have not been 
offered a better alternative. We want to prioritize national 
security and protect against terrorism, and so far, mandatory 
offshore detention is thought of as the only way to do this. 
I say, ‘thought of’, because among experts there are several 
potential solutions which would satisfy these conditions 
while not incurring excessive human rights abuses. Processing 
asylum seekers onshore with concurrent background checks 
is one of these solutions, as proposed by the Refugee Action 
Coalition6, amongst others. 
 In reality, it is the express fault of the Australian 
Labor Party and the Liberal-National Coalition that we 
have had little to no effective reform. A cowardly game of 
chicken between these two major parties has prevented any 
real change to asylum seeker policy. Both are willing to play 
with the lives of innocent war victims so that they can cash 
in on a political advantage. In order to understand how 
things have become this bad, we need to look at the history 
of mandatory detention in Australia. 
 Gough Whitlam famously lifted the white Australian 
policy in 1973, ushering a new wave of multicultural 
immigration into Australia. But 1999 saw a distinct rise in 
the number of asylum seekers coming to Australia by boat, 

I

32



today. While innocent asylum seekers are being brutalised far 
away from Canberra, our politicians are smiling and reaping 
the rewards of their political gain. Such callous neglect of 
fundamental human rights is perhaps one of the darkest 
stains on our nation, and this is one of the few issues which 
makes me feel overwhelmingly ashamed to be an Australian. 
Things need to change. I don’t doubt that looking back, 
future Australians will treat our current policy with the 
same contempt they will the white Australia policy. 
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and the then Howard Government made the fateful decision 
to adopt a hostile rhetoric to the new so called ‘boat people’. 
This played right into the government’s hand when, in 2001, 
the Norwegian Vessel Tampa rescued 433 Asylum seekers 
headed for Australia but was subsequently refused access 
to Australian ports. The Tampa Affair was only resolved by 
allowing some of the asylum seekers to be accepted by the 
New Zealand government, but forcing those remaining into 
detention on Nauru. 
 The immigration minister at the time, Philip 
Ruddock, went so far as to claim that asylum seekers were 
seen throwing children overboard in a bid to get them 
special treatment. This claim, which was later echoed by 
Prime Minister John Howard, was proven a flat out lie7—
but the damage had already been done. Through a vitriolic 
and malevolent campaign to demonize asylum seekers, 
the Howard Government managed to gain a significant 
advantage in the 2001 election, contributing greatly8 to its 
re-election. By encouraging and drawing upon people’s fear 
in the wake of the 9/11 attacks the Australian public paid the 
price, setting a horrific precedent for the approach to asylum 
seekers that both party’s need to form government. 
 The Howard Government set up the so-called 
Pacific Solution in 2001, which formally forced asylum 
seekers to be sent to offshore detention centres on Nauru 
and elsewhere. A decline in the number of asylum seekers 
by 2007 led to the Rudd Government’s dismantling of the 
Pacific Solution—however the election of opposition leader 
Tony Abbott in 2009 saw him revitalise the Coalition’s 
rhetoric against asylum seekers. The Labor party was forced 
to make a meaningful stance on immigration, but instead 
of challenging the harsh policy of Tony Abbott, the 2013 
election1 was the first to see both major parties outbid 
each other in their promises to mistreat boat people. This 
shameful bipartisan agreement has continued to restrain 
offshore detention policy every since, with neither party 
having the courage to show the electorate they can do better.  
 Part of the horror of offshore detention centres is 
undoubtedly intentional: with the appalling conditions 
an attempt to dissuade further attempts to seek asylum in 
Australia. Aside from the cruelty of inflicting this treatment 
on people who are desperately fleeing turmoil, there is also 
no evidence to suggest it works. The United Nations Refugee 
Agency has affirmed3 the lack of empirical evidence to show 
that being detained offshore deters regular immigration. If 
you aren’t convinced by ethics alone there is a significant 
economic argument to be had against mandatory offshore 
detention. So far, the program has cost Australia around $1 
billion dollars a year, roughly $1 million dollars per detainee 
on Nauru or Manus Island. This is in stark contrast5 with 
the $12 000 that it would cost to process these claims on 
shore without detention, saving an enormous amount of 
money that I’m sure could actually go to making someone’s 
life better rather than worse. 
 In light of this, it really is unbelievable that both 
major parties have let this issue continue to the point it’s at 

MANUS ISLAND AND NAURU: 
AUSTRALIA’S SHAME BY SARAH JEFFREY

eza Barati. Sayed Ibrahim Hussein. Hamid Kehazaei. 
Omid Masoumali. Rakib Khan. Kamil Hussain. Faysal 

Please be aware that this article discusses death, suicide and mental 
health issues, and may be upsetting. If you need help, call Lifeline 
on 13 11 14 or access their online crisis support chat at 
www.lifeline.org.au.  

Ishak Ahmed. Hamed Shamshiripour. Rajeev Rajendran. 
Salim Kyawning. Fariborz Karami. 
 These are the names of the refugees and asylum 
seekers who have died since the start of 2014 at the offshore 
detention centres on Manus Island and Nauru9. Causes of 
death range from drowning, to sepsis, to suicide. How much 
longer do we pretend that offshore detention, and the way 
our politicians deal with it, isn’t a national shame?  
 In the first six months of this year, eight cases were 
brought before Australian courts10, with legal representatives 
of dangerously unwell children on Nauru arguing they must 
be brought to Australia for immediate medical treatment, as 
insisted by their doctors. The Department of Home Affairs, 
led by Peter Dutton, lost every single one of these cases, 
either by conceding defeat before the case could be heard or 
by Australian judges ruling in favour of the child. 
 One by one, critically unwell children in offshore 
detention are receiving the medical care they require in 
Australia. How many of these cases have you heard of? 
 Perhaps the most well-known of these cases is that 
of a 10-year old boy, known in court documents only as 
AYX18, who made repeated attempts to kill himself while 
on Nauru8. The boy fled Iran in 2013 with his mother and 
father, and arrived in Australia by boat in July that year. The 
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of incidents of self-harm by refugee children, including two 
incidents from June of this year1: a 14-year old girl trying to 
set herself on fire by dousing herself in petrol and a 10-year 
old boy ingesting sharp metal objects.
 In speaking to the ABC, Dr Vernon Reynolds, who 
worked as a child psychiatrist in Nauru for almost two years, 
said “My reports became probably stronger and stronger in 
their wording, talking about how we’re failing these kids, 
how we’re neglecting these kids.” 
 Dr Reynolds was meant to return to work on Nauru 
in April this year, but said that Australian Border Force 
officials had asked that he not return, due to some of his 
statements “potentially putting the [International Health 
and Medical Services], or potentially the Government, at 
risk by stating we were neglecting the care of these children.” 
 Australians need to know what is happening in 
offshore detention, for this immigration program is being 
run by our government. This is being done in our names. 
 The only reason we know some of what is 
happening to the people that Australia sends to Nauru is 
because of our news organisations and whistle-blowers from 
within the system. But of course, there are hurdles standing 
in the way of this knowledge becoming public. 
 Such hurdles include the increased costs of visa 
applications7, with the non-refundable application fee for 
a single-entry media visa increasing from $200 to $8000 in 
2013. Approval is also highly selective, with the ABC, SBS, 
The Guardian, and Al Jazeera all being repeatedly declined. 
 And so, the saying goes: out of sight, out of mind.
 If these people are kept away from the media, 
if we cannot hear about what is happening to them, then 
eventually Australia, and the world, will forget about them 
and let whatever happens to them, happen. 
 They might slowly be resettled in the US if they are 
not originally from countries targeted by Donald Trump’s 
restrictive immigration ban, or potentially New Zealand, 
had Jacinda Ardern’s offer not been turned down by both 
the Nauruan and Australian governments6. Or, stuck in 
limbo, with no sense of a hopeful future, they may choose to 
end their suffering, before we can do any worse to them. 
 The argument that has been repeatedly made for 
offshore detention, and for turning down New Zealand’s 
resettlement offer, is that if we allow people to come to 
Australia by boat to seek asylum (an act that is perfectly legal 
under international law5), we encourage people smuggling. 
 This argument has been broadly met with a mix 
of acceptance and scepticism by the Australian public, 
alongside questions being raised about the legality of boat 
turn-backs3 and ‘enhanced screening’ processes conducted 
at sea, as well as claims of paying people smugglers $40,0004 
to return to Indonesian waters and mistreatment of asylum 
seekers by Australian officials.
 Ultimately, however, the general public is not 
afforded access to much information about the conduct of 
Operation Sovereign Borders, with the government raising 
claims of public interest immunity. 

family were legally recognised as refugees in 2014; that is, 
they had a well-founded fear of persecution in Iran and thus 
should have been accorded protection by Australia under 
international law. 
 In late 2013, the boy began to suffer from night 
terrors and suicidal ideation, and his parents repeatedly 
raised concerns about his health. Since then, his mental 
health problems progressively became worse. He attempted 
suicide at least twice, firstly by drug overdose and, on a 
separate occasion, by trying to strangle himself. 
 He was recommended for transfer to Australia 
for medical treatment in July 2017. This was rejected that 
December. Then, finally, in March of this year, lawyers 
representing the child applied for an injunction to have him 
brought to Australia to receive acute psychiatric care. Once 
again, Peter Dutton’s Department of Home Affairs fought 
against this injunction, arguing that there was enough 
mental healthcare available on Nauru and asked for the 
hearing to be delayed by one week. 
 The court disagreed, ordering that the child 
immediately be moved to Australia to receive the healthcare 
he desperately needed. Justice Nye Perram, who presided 
over the case, stated that “A delay … cannot be justified, 
there is a significant risk the boy would not be alive by that 
hearing, and I am not prepared to run that risk.” 
 That boy is now in Australia with both of his 
parents and is receiving treatment, thanks to our courts. But 
there are still children left in offshore detention; children 
whose mental health is worsening day by day. 
 Over the past few months, it has been reported 
that at least six children in Nauru have a rare mental illness 
known as resignation syndrome2. These children are living 
across a number of places in Nauru, including tents in the 
camp, in the community, and in the Regional Processing 
Centre, according to a health professional who has recently 
worked on the island. 
 Dr Louise Newman, a psychiatry professor, 
described resignation syndrome as a severe state of 
withdrawal that overly stressed children may enter into, 
telling reporter Lane Sainty that “It’s usually been found in 
situations where there’s no sense of safety around them and 
they’re traumatised. It’s like going into hibernation.” 
 “This is one way that children will respond in this 
situation, if it’s extreme enough. It’s about the severity of the 
situation that refugees and asylum seekers face within our 
system of immigration,” Dr Newman also said. 
 There is no light at the end of the tunnel for 
these people under Australia’s current immigration policy. 
The hopelessness of their situation is succinctly put by Dr 
Nick Martin, who was a senior medical officer on Nauru 
from November 2016 to August 2017: “They can’t come to 
Australia, they’re not allowed to go to New Zealand, they 
can’t go to America, and they’re refugees. They can’t go 
home.”
 Leaked documents compiled by staff on Nauru and 
obtained by the ABC’s 7.30 programme describe a number 
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 Indeed, at a 2013 Senate Inquiry, then-Immigration 
Minister and now-Prime Minister Scott Morrison said that 
providing more information about the Operation “would 
prejudice current and future operations, put people at 
risk who are involved in our operations, and unnecessarily 
cause damage to Australia’s national security, defence, and 
international relations.” 
 The majority report by the Inquiry raised concerns 
about the government’s refusal to provide relevant 
information about Operation Sovereign Borders. 
 Of course, border security is a key element of 
our national security and we must protect it, but the 
maintenance of secure borders should not require sacrificing 
our humanity. There are alternative pathways; sensible, 
humane choices that uphold the balance between security 
and compassion. It is not a choice between opening our 
borders a la German Chancellor Merkel or letting people rot 
in indefinite offshore detention.
 Whatever the policy question is, the policy 
answer should never involve knowingly harming innocent, 
vulnerable people – especially when they are refugee 
children. Yet this is what is being done on Nauru today. This 
is being done in our names. This is Australia’s shame. 
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LIBERTY IN A TIME OF FIAT 
CURRENCIES BY RACHEL HOLLICK

t has long been said that there can be no liberty without 
economic liberty; that the individual cannot experience 

real freedom without the ability to freely transact and 
dispose of resources according to their own inclinations.
This axiom derives itself from the fact that an individual’s 
choices, both economic and social, are determined by their 
intrinsic values; so it follows that economic liberty is the 
ability for the individual to freely represent their beliefs and 
values through the choices they make.
 An individual will choose to engage in a contact if 
the outcomes and terms are aligned with their beliefs about 
the world. For example, an environmentally conscious 
person would hardly engage in a contract if its fulfilment 
required the increased emission of carbon, as this opposes 
their beliefs about what should and should not be done.
 Similarly, an individual will choose to dispose of 
their own property as and when the inclination arises. In 
the case of a hedonist, they would only dispose their income 
on the purchase of a good if it was believed to add to their 
happiness. Subsequently, to deprive the individual of the 
ability to freely transact and dispose of resources is to deprive 
them of the ability to express their intrinsic values through 
choice and force them into a life of hypocrisy.
 Consequently, as the economic and social person 
is inextricably linked, the freedom of the individual is 
contingent upon economic liberty. Of recent, however, 
the maintenance of liberty in all things economic has been 
difficult due to the constant government intervention in 
fiat currencies, which have affected the individuals ability to 
dispose of their resources as they see fit.
 Fiat currencies are those currencies which have 
no intrinsic value. This is because they are not backed by a 
particular commodity, unlike traditional currencies which 
are exchangeable for a set amount of the physical commodity 
by which they are backed (for example the pound and its 
gold standard). As such, because fiat currencies do not derive 
their value from an asset but rather confidence, based on the 
principles of demand and supply, they do not have any value 
in themselves.
 The fact that fiat currencies are not commodity 
backed means that they theoretically have an unlimited 
supply and are open to manipulation. Central banks can 
print money without the need to hold commodity reserves, 
which has allowed governments to expand the money 
supply for their own purposes. In the case of Zimbabwe, the 
government sought to use seigniorage, whereby the money 
supply is expanded through the creation of new money, 
for the purpose of increasing their own purchasing power, 
although this has occurred at the expense of the individual’s 
purchasing power, which was degraded by subsequent 
inflation. Hence, as the supply of currency is controlled by 
a central entity (typically a central bank) that can expand or 
contract the money supply at will, the value of currency is 
liable to manipulation.
 While currencies may be subject to change in value 
due to external shocks, this government manipulation 
interferes with the individual’s ability to self-determine. For 
if the value of the currency is not secure then the individual I
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is forced to dispose of their income not at their own leisure, 
as was previously the case with traditional currencies, but 
at the leisure of the government. For instance, were the 
government to decide on a policy of inflation, the currency 
would be devalued with large expansions in the money 
supply. This has the effect of forcing the individual to dispose 
of their income sooner rather than later to avoid future 
price increases, whereby each dollar buys progressively less. 
Therefore, as the government determines the value of the 
currency, the individual is no longer necessarily in control of 
when they dispose of their income.
 This implies that when the government has the 
power to interfere with the value of a currency, the individual’s 
economic liberty is compromised. The ability for them to 
transact and dispose of resources according to their own 
inclination depends on the benevolence of the government, 
who has the capacity to make them do otherwise. Thus, the 
maintenance of economic and hence absolute liberty 
 Note: Fiat currencies have existed since the 11th 
century and continue to be used today. China was the first to 
employ such a currency with the distribution of paper notes as 
a medium of exchange during the Khan Empire, these pieces 
of paper were valued at a set amount of a physical commodity 
but not able to be converted. Since then, many countries have 
adopted similar national fiat currencies including the United 
States of America and Japan, whose dollars were unpegged 
from the gold standard in 1971 and 1973 respectively. Although 
more recently there has been the development of international 
fiat currencies, in the form of Bitcoin and other crypto-
currencies that are neither government issued nor commodity 
backed. Taken in of itself this significant change, from paper 
currency to shared electronic ledgers, shows just how much fiat 
currencies have evolved over time and continue to play a large 
role in our society as a means of payment. 

A GUIDE TO AND DEFENCE 
OF AMERICA’S CURRENT 
GUN POLICIES BY KEEGAN NAZZARI

A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security 
of a free State, the right of the people to keep and bear 

Arms, shall not be infringed.”
 One of the most controversial statements ever 
written into law, the United States’ Second Amendment 
needs to be understood by anyone who cares about their 
freedom.
 To understand the Second Amendment, the writers’ 
intentions must be understood. In 1789 James Madison 
presented what would later become the Bill of Rights; the 
first 10 amendments of the U.S. Constitution. A series of 
articles which limit Congress’ power, and ensure the citizens’ 
rights. These include freedom of expression, religion and 
assembly, amongst others.
 The Second Amendment was written after 

“

America’s War of Independence; it was designed to ensure 
a safeguard against a democratically elected government 
becoming tyrannical. This was a clear and overarching worry 
of the founding fathers and so they saw fit to establish a 
means of protection for the people.
 A rather persuasive argument proposed by the 
Jewish, conservative commentator Ben Shapiro is, “I fear the 
possibility of a tyranny rising in this country in the next 50 
to 100 years. Let me tell you something, Piers. The fact that 
my grandparents and great grandparents in Europe didn’t 
fear that is why they’re now ashes in Europe.” Shapiro stated 
this whilst appearing on the Piers Morgan Show on CNN in 
January of 2013.
 In the book  Hitler’s Table Talk, 1941-1944: Secret 
Conversations, Hitler said “The most foolish mistake we 
could possibly make would be to allow the subjugated races 
to possess arms. History shows that all conquerors who have 
allowed their subjugated races to carry arms have prepared 
their own downfall by so doing. Indeed, I would go so far as 
to say that the supply of arms to the underdogs is…  for the 
overthrow of any sovereignty.”
 The likelihood of America turning dictatorial or 
fascistic is often challenged as absurd or ridiculous. However, 
it would be arrogant to suggest that governments, including 
democratically elected ones, have not historically done so. 
This has happened in France, Spain, Japan, Italy and most 
obviously Germany. Many often forget that Hitler came to 
power through a fair election. Some of the gravest atrocities 
of human history are a result of these occurrences.
 Whilst the argument in favour is often straw 
manned into self defence or hunting, this is not in any way 
an accurate reflection of the law. It is not why the Second 
Amendment was written and it does not reflect the need 
to preserve the safety of the people from an oppressive 
government.
 Another often touted argument favouring gun 
control’s implementation in the U.S. is that, ‘more guns equal 
more gun deaths.’ While many would view this as common 
sense, it is grossly ignorant and warrants further inspection. 
In truth more guns will only result in more gun crime when 
those guns are illegal. According to a 1997 – 2017 study by 
the Crime Prevention Research Center, it has been found 
that the majority of all gun murders committed in America 
are committed in just 2% of all counties. The great irony is 
that these counties often impose the strictest gun laws, with 
cities such as Chicago and Los Angeles, dominating the the 
murder statistic. The myth that guns cause gun crimes is just 
that, a myth. It takes only a cursory analysis of the statistics 
to see that the only guns which increase gun crimes are illegal 
guns. Gun control merely takes the guns off the law-abiding 
citizens, and leaves the criminals with theirs.
 One of the most important and difficult things for 
people opposing America’s current gun laws to understand 
is that more guns do not threaten more lives. For instance, 
an examination of Australia would find that the amount 
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of legal and registered guns in Australia is larger than ever 
before according to Philip Alpers, a University of Sydney 
public health researcher, gun control expert and founding 
director of GunPolicy.org, and yet no mass shootings have 
occurred since Port Arthur, and there is almost no gun 
violence. A look at Switzerland would find that according to 
the Small Weapons Survey4 there were 46 firearms for every 
100 citizens, and yet they have the lowest crime rate in the 
world.
 In order to save lives it cannot be forgotten that 
making currently legal guns illegal will not achieve this. 
A  study by researchers Professors James Wright and Peter 
Rossi5  analysed convicted prisoners and found that the 
firearms that were used by criminals were legally obtained 
just 3 percent of the time. To make more guns illegal would 
make no positive difference to the number of gun crimes in 
America. In fact a study by the Northwest University School 
of Law1  found that each year, guns thwart a crime or save 
a life 2.1 million to 2.5 million times. A Crime Prevention 
Research Center study conducted from 1950 to 2016 found 
that 98.4% of all mass shootings (shootings of 4+ people) 
occur in gun free zones. This is the clearest indicator that the 
removal of legal guns results in more death and damage. No 
one is for more illegal guns but it is simply wrong to suggest 
less legal guns is a good thing. Citizens need to remain armed 
because criminals who already are willing to murder won’t 
politely surrender their guns.
 Another argument proposed regularly in America 
is to ban assault weapons. A term with no actual meaning, 
as an assault weapon or assault rifle has no definition. This 
commonly proposed idea has its basis in mass shootings. In 
2014 the Sandy Hook Shooting occurred using an assault 
weapon. It is proposed that banning assault weapons would 
have prevented this, however the state (Connecticut) already 
had an assault rifle ban.
 Most murders in America are committed using 
handguns, however some of the highest profile gun 
crime incidents involve the use of fully automatic (fires 
continuously as the trigger is pulled) and semi automatic 
(fires a single bullet each trigger pull) weapons. These are 
often confused terms, and many people fail to realise that 
all fully automatic weapons are illegal in America, except to 
a small few exceptionally qualified individuals who require 
them for their profession, for instance bodyguards. As such 
the only people in possession of Fully Automatic weapons 
are people such as the Secret Service, military and criminals.
Clearly people proposing laws on these weapons should 
actually know what these weapons are, however the vast 
majority do not understand the difference between the two. 
Another worry about this proposal is that the majority of all 
gun murders in America use a handgun. Many who argue 
against “automatic” weapons are still supporting the right to 
bear and own a handgun, most of which are semi automatic. 
This shows a clear lack of an underlying principle.
 Why do we want to prevent mass murders? Because 

we don’t want people to die. If we don’t want people to 
die, then why keep handguns legal and not semi automatic 
weapons?
 It can be generally stated that most people in 
the debate want to avoid harm to people. Yet it remains 
incontrovertible that to do this legal guns must remain 
available to the general public. Making good people helpless 
won’t make bad people harmless.
 Once it has been established that keeping handguns 
and semi automatic weapons legal saves lives, the next 
question becomes: “Who should be allowed to have them?”
Thankfully a much less controversial issue mostly. Most 
people would agree (96% according to a 2017 Gallup Poll3 on 
the matter) that to purchase a gun a criminal background 
check should be mandatory. This remains consistent when 
regarding those suffering mental illnesses, as most people 
would agree that they should not be allowed access to guns 
in the same capacity as a healthy person, be it due to a risk to 
others or themselves.
 However, an area where this does become more 
controversial is the No Flight List. The No Flight List 
requires no trial, no witnesses and no due process. It has 
been noted that the No Flight List seems to target priests, 
elderly nuns, Green Party campaign operatives, left-wing 
journalists, right-wing activists and people affiliated with 
Arab or Arab-American groups. People are also caught up 
if they have similar names to terrorists or criminals or others 
on the No Flight List; this includes babies and children. 
Clearly this is not a valid way to effectively prevent criminals 
from possessing weapons.
 So yes, whilst some concessions are reasonable, it 
still remains that saving lives can happen without stripping 
innocents of their rights. We should instead ensure that the 
good, law-abiding, morally upright citizens of America are 
allowed their fundamental human right to bear arms, and 
focus our efforts on the illegal guns possessed by criminals. If 
we cannot come together and agree on that then we truly are 
lost.
 Overwhelming evidence shows that removing legal 
guns from a city, county or even a small building results in 
more deaths than not. Gun-owners and non-owners both 
agree that stricter measures need to be taken to prevent the 
mentally ill and violent criminals from gaining guns.
The misconception that gun ownership is a fundamental 
human right for the purposes of hunting, self defence and 
‘fighting the British,’ is a lie. The Second Amendment 
completely safeguards the people’s ability to overthrow 
tyrants.
 With this intent behind the Second Amendment 
it comes as no surprise that one of Hitler’s first steps 
was enforcing gun control; one of Stalin’s first steps was 
enforcing gun control; one of Mao’s first steps was enforcing 
gun control; one of Mussolini’s first steps was enforcing gun 
control. This list goes on. This is because it allows their own 
secret policies and militaries to freely operate, allowing the 
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tyrant to enforce their will on the people.
 No we don’t think that today’s, tomorrow’s or even 
the day after’s leaders will turn into dictators. But it could 
happen, 50 or 100 years from now. How can we stop such a 
cruelty? By ensuring that the future tyrants know that those 
they oppress are not helpless.
 As President Ronald Reagan wrote in 19752 “The 
gun has been called the great equalizer, meaning that a small 
person with a gun is equal to a large person, but it is a great 
equalizer in another way, too. It ensures that the people are the 
equal of their government whenever that government forgets 
that it is servant and not master of the governed…  [America 
has] a Constitution; a Constitution that, as those who wrote 
it were determined, would keep men free. If we give up part 
of that Constitution we…  increase the chance that we will 
lose it all. I am not ready to take that risk.”
And nor should you.

References
1Armed Resistance to Crime 1995, “The Prevalence and Nature of Self-
Defence with a Gun”, Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, vol. 98 
issue 1
2Reagan 1975, “The Gun Owner’s Champion”, Guns and Ammo, 
<https://patriotpost.us/pages/171>
3Saad 2017, “Americans Widely Support Tighter Regulations on Gun 
Sales”, Gallup, 17 October 
4Small Arms Survey 2007, “Guns and the City”, Cambridge University 
Press 
5Zimring 1987, “Armed and Considered Dangerous: A Survery of Felons 
and Their Firearms.”, American Journal of Sociology 93, no. 1 pg. 224-226

JOHN MCCAIN: WHY HE HAS 
EARNT OUR RESPECT BY ALEX MCKENZIE

t was November 4th, 2008. In-front of thousands of 
people, close to midnight in his hometown of Phoenix, 

Arizona, US Senator John McCain conceded the Presidential 
election to fellow senator Barack Obama. In the face of his 
passionate supporters booing the new President-elect, he 
assertively held his hands up to settle the crowd and clearly 
exclaimed his pride in the fact that America had just elected 
its first African-American President. He implored his 
supporters to recognise the significance of Obama’s election, 
and how this reinforces the greatness of America10.
 John McCain passed away on August 25th this year. 
If you’re reading this article, it’s unlikely that you missed 
this event. There was no shortage of praise for the former 
naval aviator, Vietnam War veteran, two-time presidential 
candidate and revered US Senator. Former Presidents, 
foreign heads-of-state, sitting politicians from each major 
party and commentators from both sides of politics highly 
praised the late McCain. What made him so revered and 
admired? What earnt him near-universal praise and respect? 
Why was this infamous “maverick” such a prime example of 
the term itself?
 This day and age of fierce political rivalry is seemingly 
characterised by a contagious refusal to compromise and 
the proliferation of ideological nonsense. The existence 
of a man with the stature, goodwill and common-sense of 

I

John McCain almost seems to be out of place. What really 
stood McCain out was his steadfast will to support what 
he believed was right, no matter the cost or consequences. 
McCain was not a conformist.
 So what exactly were those values, ideas and 
character traits which he so exquisitely exemplified?
 Courage. The first is undoubtedly courage. It can 
unfortunately seem like a cliché to discuss McCain’s time 
as a prisoner of war in Vietnam. However, one simply 
cannot do justice to the man without acknowledging this 
unfathomably testing part of his life. In 1963, McCain was 
shot down over Vietnam during a combat mission1.Taken 
to the ‘Hanoi Hilton’ prison, he was only treated for his 
severe injuries when his captors realised that his father was 
an admiral. When his father was appointed the commander 
of all US military forces in Vietnam, McCain was offered an 
early release. Famously, McCain refused. He said he would 
only accept an early release if all Americans who had been 
captured before him were released as well, citing the military 
code of conduct6.This bold courage is emblematic of a great 
man. I, for one, have absolutely no idea about how I would 
handle the physical and psychological torture experienced 
by McCain. My reluctance to even consider the idea infers 
that I, like everyone, would undoubtedly struggle. For 
someone under immense and seemingly eternal pain and 
pressure, to stay true to their values, even if those values 
meant they would remain indefinitely in hellish conditions, 
is an incredible display of perseverance. It is a lesson we can 
all learn from and can all be inspired to take into our own 
lives; a sense of courage and perseverance, characterised by 
an unbreakable commitment to the values we hold dear.
 Patriotism. McCain was also characterised by 
unwavering patriotism. Importantly, this patriotism should 
not be confused with a blind idolisation of America. Rather, 
he firmly believed that America was the greatest nation in the 
world because of the values upon which it was founded, the 
things for which it stood and the quality of the people that 
called it home. He valued his nation and fellow countrymen 
more than any individual issue or matter of policy. As 
mentioned earlier, throughout the 2008 Presidential 
election campaign McCain had vociferous debates with then 
senator Obama on matters such as policy and experience, 
but John McCain never doubted the citizenship, decency or 
patriotism of Barack Obama. He frequently defended his 
political rival as an equal citizen. 
 McCain’s patriotism also extended to the critique 
of individuals who he believed were not representative of 
American values or presented challenges to the advancement 
of America’s interests. Donald Trump and John McCain 
have clashed at times throughout the past several years. 
Famously, in 1999, Trump said he wasn’t sure if McCain was 
a true hero because “he was captured”11. McCain dropped all 
support for Trump after the ‘Access Hollywood’ video was 
leaked. He was then one of the most vocal Republican critics 
of Trump’s Presidency, labelling his politics as “spurious 
nationalism cooked up by people who would rather find 
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scapegoats than solve problems” 11. At the 2017 Liberty 
Medal Award Ceremony, McCain spoke eloquently about 
America. I’ve decided to quote at length some of what he 
had to say, because I feel as though paraphrasing it will 
detract from its fluency.
 “[We should not] fear the world we have organized 
and led for three-quarters of a century. We live in a land 
made of ideals, not blood and soil. We are the custodians of 
those ideals at home, and their champion abroad. We have 
done great good in the world. That leadership has had its 
costs, but we have become incomparably powerful and wealthy 
as we did. We have a moral obligation to continue in our just 
cause, and we would bring more than shame on ourselves if we 
don’t. We will not thrive in a world where our leadership and 
ideals are absent. We wouldn’t deserve to...America made the 
future better than the past” 8. 
 Pragmatism. Pragmatism can occasionally carry 
negative connotations. However, the ability to fight 
strenuously for what you believe in, yet ultimately be willing 
to compromise in order to get the job done, is a crucial skill 
for lawmakers to possess if they are to be part of an effective 
government. McCain maintained a reputation for being able 
to make deals with his political opponents and meet them 
halfway. His political pragmatism combined with unabashed 
patriotism saw him develop key friendships across the aisle, 
including with former Vice President Joe Biden. Biden said 
of McCain that “he is a good and decent man…a genuine 
patriot who puts our country before himself. It has been a 
great privilege to call him my friend” 6. 
 Cooperation. “...who puts our country before 
himself...”. Another way of saying this is essentially that 
John McCain did what he believed to be the right thing for 
the best interests of America, no matter how controversial, 
difficult or unpopular that may have been. This is most 
evidently exemplified in the now infamous moment where 
he boldly voted ‘no’ to the skinny repeal of Obamacare 
(otherwise known as the Affordable Care Act). Against the 
wishes of the Republican party, and despite being heavily 
influenced by Vice-President Pence, McCain refused to tow 
the party line on the issue of healthcare. He dramatically 
voted no to the Republican proposal as he believed in a 
bipartisan approach to the issue7. It may seem almost self-
evident that in a competitive political system, cooperation 
across the aisle and the willingness to compromise is essential 
in order to govern effectively. For too long American politics 
has been stifled with the incorrect assumption held by 
lawmakers that, ‘it’s my way or the highway’. In a country 
founded on the principle of free speech and by extension 
freedom of political opinion, people will forever continue to 
differ in their approach to solving problems. John McCain 
was one of the few prominent politicians who knew this 
through and through. Pragmatism & cooperation were the 
tools of his trade.
 Relationships. McCain valued friendship and he 
valued family. In the context of this publication, I feel it was 

important to talk about his perception of the relationship 
between the United States and Australia. In January 2017, 
merely days after assuming office, President Trump had 
a controversial and testy phone call with then-Australian 
Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull. The President had 
concerns in regard to the asylum seeker deal made under the 
prior Obama administration, and this led to Trump labelling 
the conversation as the “worst call by far” he had with any 
foreign leader, on a day where the President also spoke to 
figures such as Vladimir Putin9. McCain, having fought 
alongside Australian troops in Vietnam and aware of the 
mutually beneficial and inseparable bonds between the two 
countries, phoned the Australian ambassador, Joe Hockey, 
to “express [his] unwavering support for the US-Australia 
alliance”4. He identified how the two nations were “united” 
through “family and friendship, mutual interests, common 
values and shared sacrifice”. This self-inflicted responsibility 
eventually culminated in him visiting Australia in May last 
year to have frank dialogue with government ministers and 
academics, urging Australians to ‘stick with the U.S.’5. In 
the eyes of John McCain, America’s position in the world 
was bigger than the Trump administration, or indeed any 
one person. He valued the traditional relationships which 
America shared with countries such as Australia. This 
inherent value was so great that he saw it fit to voluntarily 
assume an almost ambassadorial role in an effort to maintain 
the warmth of this alliance, in the best interests of both 
America and Australia.
 So, to answer the question—what made him so 
revered and admired? The answer can be encapsulated in 
two words: wholesome values. The truth is that the handful 
of values I mentioned can be overlappingly applied to each 
of the instances discussed. These values are the ingredients 
of McCain’s goodwill, common-sense and unwavering 
commitment to support what he believed was right. The 
reason why I believe John McCain has earnt our respect is 
because he is one of the best examples of the type of person 
we should all strive to be. No individual is perfect, and he 
would never claim to be. But you don’t have to be perfect 
to be a source of inspiration; a role model per se. A great 
role model is someone who is real. Someone who has lived 
through positive and negative experiences, has had triumphs 
and tribulations and has learnt from their mistakes.
 I feel that not only America, but indeed the world, 
will miss an individual of the calibre of John McCain. It is 
important for us to recognise good people, particularly 
when these good people have had a significant impact upon 
the world. While there may never be another John McCain, 
we will continue to find good people who make it their lives’ 
destiny to uphold wholesome values. We must recognise 
and support these individuals in both our personal lives and 
in public life. As his daughter Meghan McCain said at the 
late senator’s funeral, “The America of John McCain has 
no need to be made great again because America was always 
great”4. In a time where populism is spreading globally, 
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the ‘cult of personality’ is again an attractive concept and 
seething tensions are cracking the surface of once seemingly 
insurmountable democratic regimes; now more than ever it 
is important for the people of the world to consider what 
they value the most. While John McCain may no longer be 
with us, he will forever serve to be a source of inspiration for 
good, wholesome values which we should actively apply in 
our world.
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“Our lives begin to end the day we become silent about things 
that matter.” 
- Martin Luther King Jr. 
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A speaking event regarding transgender ideology featuring Dr Quentin Van Meter and the author, Patrick J. Byrne, was condemned 
by the UWA Student Guild and eventually cancelled by the university. Many disgruntled UWA students claimed that Van Meter and 
Byrne’s beliefs were based on hatred and pseudo-science. I can assure you that after purchasing this book from their relocated event and 
having a read of it myself, this book puts forward some necessary questions about transgenderism. Transgender: One Shade of Grey 
explores the influence that the transgender world view has had on things such as politics, law, sports and schools. Much to my surprise, 
Byrne discusses this topic in a politically neutral tone. There are no hidden agendas in this read; Byrne refers to current Australian 
legislation, research and testimonials as evidence for his conclusions. If that’s not enough to satisfy those who are sceptical of Byrne’s 
views, each chapter includes its own set of endnotes. These endnotes consist of detailed citations of all referenced material, allowing 
readers to analyse the sources for themselves to create their own informed opinion. Regardless of what your own personal beliefs are 
regarding this issue, Byrne demonstrates that the impact that transgenderism has in society can be observed by all.

Sam Dastyari is a former Australian Senator who introduced Pauline Hanson to the halal snack pack and got a bit too close with the 
Chinese, resulting in his resignation from the Australian Senate. This memoir talks about his life prior to politics and his political 
influences. Dastyari delivers his story with a sense of humour, from inserting a mock halal certification certificate inside the front cover 
to using the ingredients of a snack pack to mark chapters on the contents page. Personally, I am someone who doesn’t agree with Sam 
Dastyari’s politics, but it is always interesting to see things from the perspective of those with opposing views to you. I find his comments 
regarding Pauline Hanson and the One Nation party intriguing. Sam Dastyari believes that Pauline Hanson “plays footsies with the 
extremists, but keeps just enough distance to claim she is not them” (p.170). He then goes on to claim that she is a threat to Australian 
politics. I can understand where he is coming from and I am able to form my own conclusions by comparing the views of Dastyari and 
Hanson. I can only assume myself that Dastyari feels threatened because of the big influence that Pauline Hanson has on Australian 
politics; she is ‘draining the billabong’ and shaking up the two-party ‘duopoly’. One Halal of a Story is a good read for those who want 
to explore what makes Sam Dastyari who he is as a person. I believe that both sides of politics can benefit from reading his story.

No Friend but the Mountains is a book that I believe every Australian should truly read. Behrouz Boochani is a Kurdish journalist 
who has been detained by the Australian Government on Manus Island since 2013. In a series of over 700 text messages to translator 
Omid Tofighian in Australia, Behrouz documented the harrowing experience from his journey by boat to Australia to his capture 
and imprisonment by the Australian government. The techniques of traditional Farsi literature employed by Behrouz are translated 
brilliantly—providing a chilling but captivating perspective on the treatment of asylum seekers. The nuanced construction of his 
characters shows the desperation that asylum seekers have in the face of incredible hardship, doing anything at the chance for a better 
life. As a piece of literature and an account of protest, I cannot recommend No Friend but the Mountains enough. 

It was supposed to boost Theresa May’s slim majority, bolster her negotiating position as the UK prepared to exit the European Union 
and to obliviate the Opposition.  But, as the result of the 2017 General Election showed, it wasn’t to be. Betting the House is the 
insider’s story of what happened – why May called the election, the campaign that played out, what happened on election night and the 
immediate aftermath. It is a vivid tale of what happens beyond the headlines and the news stories, highlighting the underlying forces 
which shaped the campaign and the dominant personalities, including the power struggles in the Conservative campaign between the 
experienced political operators and May’s personal team. The campaigns of both major parties are covered, though the book chronicles 
the Conservative campaign in greater detail. This is partly because of the shambolic nature in which it was run and, perhaps, of the greater 
drama. Overall, this is a solid, well-researched book which opens up to the reader the contours and backroom of political campaigns.
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OUR MEMBERS ON THE BIG ISSUES
Across the past year, we asked our members what they thought about the big and major issues. Here 
is a selection of their responses. Compiled by Nicholas Cokis

IF MALCOM TURNBULL LOSES 
HIS 30TH CONSECUTIVE 
NEWSPOLL, SHOULD HE 
RESIGN THE LEADERSHIP OF 
THE LIBERAL PARTY?

In April, then Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull 
was about to lose 30 consecutive NewsPolls, the 
justification he used to oust former Prime Minister 
Tony Abbott three years ago. Most of our members 
believed that he should not be held to the same 
standard, with a noticeable 8% of members 
struggling to take any side. 

(42 for no, circumstances are now different), (26 
for yes, he set his own benchmark), (8 for deeply 
conflicted).

WAS THE ANDREW GAFF’S 
SUSPENSION APPROPRIATE? 
Western Australia was thrown into a media frenzy 
when, during the second AFL Fremantle vs West 
Coast Derby earlier in the year, West Coast star 
player Andrew Gaff violently struck Fremantle’s 
Andrew Brayshaw. When asked about the issue, 
58% of our members agreed with the given eight-
week suspension against Gaff, with a noticeable 24% 
of members arguing for criminal charges to be laid 
against Gaff. 

(38 for suspension fair and just), (16 for Gaff should 
face criminal charges), (10 for Gaff had a clean 
record and intended no harm), (2 For Gaff should 
be deregistered and/or banned)

DO YOU SUPPORT 
AIRSTRIKES IN SYRIA?
On the 14th of April, American, British and 
French aircraft bombed sites operated by the Syrian 
Government that were allegedly manufacturing 
chemical weapons for use in warfare. A narrow 57% 
of respondents to this poll showed their support for 
the allied airstrikes, showing a clear divide between 
our members. 

(40 for no), (29 for yes).

WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING 
MEASURES DO YOU THINK 
AMERICA SHOULD ENACT 
TO CURB GUN VIOLENCE?
In light of the mass shooting at a high school in the 
United States in February, we found out what kind 
of gun control measures our members supported. 
The majority were in favour of strengthening 
background checks, with a large amount also opting 
for the very difficult task of repealing the second 
amendment. 

(80 for Strengthen background checks), (55 for repeal 
the 2nd amendment), (51 to ban assault weapons), 
(31 to increase funding for mental health),  (30 
to raise the legal age to buy a gun to 21), (12 for 
concealed carry), (11 for expand gun free zones), (11 
for and the immunity for gun manufacturers to be 
sued by victims of gun violence), (3 for abolish gun 
free zones).

SHOULD THE VOTING AGE 
IN AUSTRALIA BE LOWERED 
TO 16?
Lowering the voting age to 16 would allow an 
additional 600,000 Australians to vote in elections, 
and was an issue popularised by Greens Senator 
Jordan Steele-John earlier this year. The stark 
majority of our members were against lowering the 
voting age, with small support given to the notion of 
non-compulsory voting for 16-17-year olds. 

(86 for no), (35 for Yes but non-compulsory), (7 yes 
but council elections), (3 for no it should be raised to 
20/21), (3 for yes, all elections).

WHO DO YOU SUPPORT FOR 
LIBERAL LEADER?
On Thursday the 23rd of August, the eve of the 
Liberal Party leadership spill after a week of 
turmoil, we asked our members who their most 
preferred leader would be. A sizable 64% showed 
their support for WA representative Julie Bishop, 
with the main challenger Peter Dutton garnering 
a mere 8% of votes. 

(81 for Julie Bishop), (18 for Christian Porter), (11 
for Peter Dutton), (10 for Malcolm Turnbull), (4 
for Tony Abbott), (4 for Scott Morrison).
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Front Row: Neve Staltari (Fresher Representative), Lewis Hutton (Policy Vice-President), 
Tjorn Sibma (Sponsor), Ian Tan (President), Sarah Jeffrey (Committee Member) 

Middle Row: Reagan D’Souza (Secretary), Bradan Sonnendecker (Social Vice-President), 
Aleksander Gurak (Fresher Representative)

Back Row: Anthony Meo (Sponsorship Officer), Charles Barblett (Committee Member), 
Harmon McAullay (Treasurer), Tyler Walsh (Committee Member)

Absent: Hannah Smith (Committee Member), Sophie Harwood (Immediate Past President)

Pictured: Ian Tan (President), Sarah Jeffrey (Editor-in-Chief), Nicholas Cokis (Deputy Editor)

Daniel Archibald
Emily Forster

India Mcfarlane

Jarred Balm
Salome Legris
Siena Ellison
Tara Suann

THE 2018 COMMITTEE

STATE TEAM

FRESHER SUB-COMMITTEE

43



“Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed 
citizens can change the world; indeed, it’s the only thing that 
ever has.”
- Margaret Mead


