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CHRISTIAN McLAUGHLAN

Across America and Europe 
there is an increasingly evident 
rise in disenchantment with the 
Establishment in Mainstream 
Conservative Movements. 
Those who feel disenchanted 
would have traditionally 
described themselves as 
Conservative but feel that the 
political process is no longer 
working towards their interests. 
The success of Brexit and the 
rise of Donald Trump have 
caught many off guard but that 
would indicate that there was an 
inability to listen to the 
concerns of fellow 
Conservatives for a long period. 
These Outsiders may not have a 
strong understanding of the 
intrigues behind the political 
process or a firm understanding 
of the philosophical background 
behind their own beliefs but 
they nonetheless make up a 
considerable component of the 
Conservative movement. 

Many conservatives have 
understandable reasons to be 
cautious with the rise of Donald 
Trump due to his questionable 
record as a Conservative, his 
ill-disciplined mannerisms and 
protectionist views on trade. 
However, it is important to look 
at those surrounding Donald 
Trump, particularly in his 
Cabinet. Vice President Mike 
Pence has a proven record as a 
standard bearer for 

Conservative issues such as his 
proven record advocating 
traditional marriage, the rights 
of the unborn and free trade to 
name just a few. Defence 
Secretary James Mattis has a 
stellar record as a military 
officer and is a firm supporter of 
both NATO and the ANZUS 
treaty. Attorney-General Jeff 
Sessions has had a long career of 
defending the impartiality of 
the Judiciary by fighting 
Obama’s attempts to politicise 
the courts. Furthermore, 
Speaker of the House of 
Representatives has already 
asserted himself in the early 
weeks of the Trump 
Administration by showing 
leadership in his rebuke of the 
controversy surrounding 
President Trump’s phone call 
with Malcolm Turnbull and 
reaffirming the United States’ 
strong alliance with Australia. 
These figures surrounding the 
President make me feel at ease 
as a Conservative, knowing that 
key positions of Government 
and Legislature are in wise and 
Conservative hands. 

It would be impossible not to 
discuss the future of 
Conservatism without 
discussing the enormous 
opportunity that Brexit has 
demonstrated. It was initially 
incredibly disappointing to see 
that despite the success of 

leaving the EU only to see the 
replacement of one Remain 
Prime Minister with another in 
Theresa May. I myself am of the 
belief that it was only natural 
for Michael Gove to lead the 
UK into independence as he 
was one of a few who had 
provided not only leadership 
but a strong track record of EU 
scepticism over a long period, 
unlike others who now sit 
around the Cabinet table. 

However, in most cases it shows 
great strength to change one’s 
mind when the facts provide 
such overwhelming evidence 
and stubbornness may have 
consumed lesser politicians. 
Boris Johnson used his gifts as a 
campaigner to deliver that 
message to those in the 
electorate who may have 
otherwise not have been 
engaged. In regards to Theresa 
May it is fair to say that she has 
exceeded the expectations of 
Conservatives and has proven 
herself to be resolute in the 
delivery of Brexit. While her 
dismissal of Michael Gove is a 
disappointment it is reassuring 
to know that Theresa May is 
not only determined to follow 
the will of the British people 
but also has strong 
Conservatives in her cabinet 
like Boris Johnson and David 
Davis. 
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At home in Australia, it is 
apparent that the freedoms we 
Conservatives hold dear are 
being taken for granted. The 
overwhelming majority of 
Australians had never heard of 
section 18c until prominent 
Conservative columnist and 
broadcast journalist Andrew 
Bolt was subjected to the 
draconian procedure that is 
legitimised under this law. 
Despite the ludicrous nature 
that was the Bolt Case the 
public was told that 18c was 
designed to protect the 
vulnerable minorities from 
those in the media who would 
have the greatest capacity to 
cause harm. In other words 
there could be no chance of 
non-politically engaged 
Australians ever been 
prosecuted under the law for 
their everyday conversations. 
There were warnings that the 
Bolt Case was just the beginning 
and the success of the plaintiffs 
in the Bolt Case would 
embolden the ideologues to 
take down anyone on the right 
who said something that was 
against the views of the left. 

These warnings have come to 
fruition, demonstrated in the 
Queensland University of 
Technology Case where an 
indigenous education officer 
with the help of the Human 
Rights Commission sued three 
students following comments 
made after they were removed 
from an indigenous only room 
because of their non-indigenous 
appearance. These university 
students were not politically 

engaged and had career 
aspirations that were forced 
standstill because of the legal 
action that went on for three 
years. What this case has shown 
is that 18c poses a threat not 
just to journalists but also to 
students regardless of their 
political engagement. These 
incursions on our political 
freedoms place enormous 
emphasis on the need to engage 
in the political process on 
campus. It is never an easy task 
providing an alternative voice to 
the left given their entrenched 
support across the university’s 
culture and institutions. Too 
often students have been left 
feeling understandably 
apathetic to student politics as 
the issues discussed during 
campaigns failed to resonate 
with the needs. However a club 
that is united and advocates a 
strong alternative plan for 
mainstream students can 
succeed. This was proven true 
last year in the SRC elections 
with six of our members elected 
as part of the second largest 
bloc elected to the council. This 
was a tremendous result and it 
could not have happened 
without the support of club 
members who gave up their 
time to support their 
Conservative friends on the 
campaign. From these 
experiences, I believe there is 
good cause to engage those who 
have felt disowned from the 
political process. 

While it is easy to isolate the 
struggles of Conservatism 
overseas from Australia there is 

in my view an important lesson 
to be learned from 
Centre-Right Politics in 
Australia. The importance of 
engaging the disenchanted 
remains a critical in securing 
not just a majority but the heart 
and soul of any movement. The 
Establishment element of 
Conservatism will always exist 
and should be respected for it 
provision of stability and 
experience in mainstream 
politics. The Establishment 
does however have a 
responsibility to ensure the 
basic principles of 
Conservatism play an active role 
in the consideration of policy. 
Brexit and the election of 
Donald Trump are remarkably 
different in regards to the policy 
background but indicate a 
disenchantment with the 
Establishment that should not 
be ignored and in the case of 
the UK and US can no longer 
be ignored. In Australia, the 
debate on 18c is showing the 
beginning of a similar crisis with 
people literally and figuratively 
feeling they cannot be heard. 
Politicians on the Conservative 
side need to maintain the fight 
against 18c with the full 
intention of seeing it’s removal 
or otherwise see a continuing 
severing in the relationship 
between the Establishment and 
the Outsiders. It is important to 
keep as many Conservatives in 
the tent as possible as allowing 
any substantial bloc to move 
away and follow a vocal single 
personality based movement is 
not in the long-term interests of 
Conservatism. 

THE SYDNEY TORY
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Reaffirming
Faith in
Free Trade

GEORGE BISHOP

In chapter one of “The shorter catechism 
on classical liberalism” one would surely 
find a discussion on the merits of free 
trade. I suppose the entry would read 
somewhat as follows: 

“As a matter of presumption, the freedom of 
trade in goods and services between nation 
states should be enshrined in the economic 
policy of every government. Only in 
exceptional circumstances, perhaps for a 
matter of national security, during times of 
war or for the mitigation or avoidance of dire 
economic consequences should any 
encroachment on this presumption be 
considered.”

It is alarming to see how many people in 
positions of policy and power across the 
‘free’ world have simply forgotten the 
lessons learnt in their catechism classes. 
It is alarming to see how debates which 
were resolved in the 18th century by the 
economic patriarchs of Adam Smith and 
David Ricardo have been reignited in 
world legislatures. These pioneering 
economists of yesteryear fought against 
wildly protectionist trade laws including 
the so-called ‘Corn Laws’ of the British 
Isles. 

How quick we are to forget the battles 
of days gone by. The protectionist 
‘renaissance’ inaugurated by the Trump 
campaign and propagated by the 
European nationalist-right is 
symptomatic of this international 
amnesia and is offensive to economic 
prosperity, liberty and principle. Anyone 
who would wish to call themselves a 
classical liberal must fight this tide of 
ill-considered policy and must do so 
armed with a defence to the common 
objections against free trade. 
The first thing to note about free trade 
is that at its core it exploits the 
comparative advantage of various 

countries over others in the production 
of goods and services. It recognises that 
Australia is far less competent in the 
production of automobiles than Japan or 
Germany, but that it can produce wool 
more efficiently – with less opportunity 
cost as we would say in the economics 
profession – than the majority of the 
Western world. Free trade allows for 
greater specialisation in goods which 
can be produced efficiently and then 
traded, meaning that each country 
which is party to a trading relationship 
enjoys a greater amount of 
consumption. Whereas without free 
trade countries must expend resources 
to produce a wider array of goods, many 
of which it cannot produce efficiently, 
with free trade it can maximise its 
resource usage and trade with countries 
who are more efficient in the 
production of other goods.

The second thing to note about free 
trade is that because of this first 
phenomena, the volume of bilateral or 
multilateral trade (both imports and 
exports) increases. This is because 
countries have greater amounts of 
exportable goods to supply, now that 
they are more specialised in their 
production, and have greater demand 
for imported goods as because of 
increased production, the purchasing 
power of each country is increased. The 
last part of the preceding sentence 
should be particularly noted. Yes, the 
purchasing power of each country is 
increased, whether by a reduction in the 
nominal price level due to cheaper 
imports or by a reduction in the relative 
price level between two countries. 
Further, because of greater trade 
volumes, world prices should normalise 
and be driven by the marginal cost of 
production in countries with a particular 
comparative advantage.

THE USYD CONSERVATIVE CLUBECONOMICS
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The third thing to note about 
free trade is that it should be 
pursued even if it is not 
reciprocated by other 
countries. The predominant 
argument shouted by the left 
on this point is that while 
other countries should be 
petitioned to liberalise their 
trade, that Australia should not 
do the same in order to 
‘protect domestic industry.’ 
Indeed, during a process of 
trade liberalisation, there will 
be some temporary job losses 
and firms or indeed whole 
industries may shutdown. But 
these are merely temporary 
phenomena, persisting while 
labour reallocates and retrains 
to be of greater use in other 
firms and industries. It is a 
short term pain, but a pain 
anaesthetised by the decreased 
cost of living for every 
Australian citizen.  Moreover, 
such an argument is an affront 
to personal liberty. By imposing 
tariffs, local quotas and 
subsidies, the government in 

effect directs the bundle of 
consumption which each 
consumer may purchase. The 
government in doing so says 
that consumers may not 
purchase whatever good they 
wish but only those which are 
approved. 

However, the overwhelming 
repudiation of this argument is 
to be found in the fact that by 
imposing protectionist trade 
policies such as tariffs, the 
government in fact raises the 
price of inputs for local firms. 
It makes their final product 
more costly to produce and 
thus less competitive on the 
global market. It does not 
protect industry but rather 
stunts it. The arguments put 
forward against free trade are 
simply untenable or are 
outweighed by many positive 
factors to free trade. Those of 
us in the classical liberal 
tradition  should not forget our 
catechism and succumb to the 
poor arguments and rhetoric of 

the Left. As Milton Friedman 
put it in his magnum opus On 
Freedom: “We could say to the rest 
of the world: We believe in freedom 
and intend to practice it… Our 
market is open to you. Sell here 
what you can and wish to. Use the 
proceeds to buy what you wish. In 
this way co-operation among 
individuals can be world-wide yet 
free.”

THE SYDNEY TORY
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THE USYD CONSERVATIVE CLUB

Give Back States Their
Ability to Raise Revenue

Malcolm Turnbull’s 
announcement on March 28 this 
year to give part of income 
taxing powers to states was 
received well by federalists. 
This, however, was not well 
received by the premiers of each 
state, excluding Colin Barnett, 
and resulted in Turnbull 
shelving the proposal three days 
after announcing it. The 
justification for this policy shift 
was that currently the states are 
left with the most inefficient 
taxes to raise revenue, and little 
ability to raise it themselves. 
This is shown when we see that 
state governments only raised 
$68.7billion of $435.9billion 
revenue raised by all levels of 
government in 2013-14, with the 
federal government raising the 
lion’s share at $353.1billion. The 
three biggest revenue raisers for 
government being income tax, 
corporate tax, and the Goods 
and Services Tax, respectively, 
which are all collected on a 
federal level.

This leaves state governments 
heavily dependent on the 
federal government to help pad 
their coffers, with over 
$50.2billion being returned to 
the states from revenue raised 
on GST in 2013-14. And this is 
why the Turnbull government 
was looking at the option of 
returning part of the income 
taxing powers to the states as it 

would mean that the federal 
government wouldn’t haven’t to 
foot the bill for various state 
government projects, helping 
remove bureaucratic 
inefficiencies from double 
handling. But when we look at 
competitive federalism we need 
to be able to have efficient 
competition, and while income 
tax competition does that in 
part it doesn’t address the 
source of the problem.

When we bring competitive 
federalism into the fold we need 
to look at what is best going to 
affect supply in those areas, 
resulting in the boost in 
economic activity. Dropping 
income taxes may result in an 
increase in the labour supply 
but in general people will not be 
moving from areas where they 
hold a job to areas they don’t 
just for a percentage point or 
two reduction in their income 
tax. 

This would likely hold true if 
there were great opportunity 
interstate but unless there are 
other competing factors in 
other states and territories the 
labour demand largely would 
remain unchanged. As a result 
we would likely see each state 
either leaving the income tax 
level unchanged or funding 
decreases through more deficit 
spending.

This is where we have to begin 
looking at supply side solutions 
to these problems, especially 
when there are a number of 
economists that believe 
Australia is at the peak of our 
Laffer Curve on income tax. Of 
course there is never a wrong 
time for a tax cut, but when 
revenue is the key indicator you 
need to get more creative with 
your taxation strategies to not 
harm growth but to also to keep 
revenue levels up, especially in 
situations where our debt levels 
are by far beginning to exceed 
our ability to pay. 

In the 2013-14 tax year company 
tax receipts were equal to 
$67.3billion, almost the same 
amount as raised by all state 
taxes combined. While there is 
no data on where company tax 
is collected we are able to make 
rough estimates from the 
statistics relating to entities 
incomes and profits by state for 
the 2013-14 income year. While 
this doesn’t give the exact 
figures of tax receipts 
aggregating the results to the 
profitable areas of industries 
gives us an estimated total tax 
receipts of $68.4billion, this 
variation could be for any 
number of reasons. Obviously 
aggregation has occurred with 
these statistics and they don’t 
account for tax credits and a 
range of other factors.

KERROD GREAM

THE USYD CONSERVATIVE CLUBECONOMICS

Secretary Originally published in the 
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FIGURE A: Estimated Corporate Profits by State ($mil)

ACT NSW NT QLD SA Tas Vic WA unknown total

$1,101.8 $79,591.4 $594.6 $23,490.2 $6,739.8 $1,279.0 $85,272.4 $28,078.1 $1,767.6 $227,915

FIGURE B: Estimated Corporate Tax Receipts by State 2013-14 ($mil)

$330.5 $23,877.4 $178.4 $7,047.1 $2,021.9 $383.7 $25,581.7 $8,423.4 $530.3 $68,374.4

ACT NSW NT QLD SA Tas Vic WA unknown total

FIGURE C: GST Distribution 2013-14 Budget ($mil)

$1,021.8 $15,557.9 $2,756.0 $10,740.9 $4,595.0 $1,800.5 $11,320.3 $2,457.5 $50,250.0

ACT NSW NT QLD SA Tas Vic WA total

From these numbers opposite 
in Figure A and B we can look 
at the state breakdowns; that 
is, the estimated amount of 
tax revenue raised by each 
state. With the numbers in 
Figure C we can compare 
how well off a state would be 
in relation to their current 
GST funding.

A quick analysis of these figures 
reveals that the states with 
lower populations would be 
negatively affected if states were 
given corporate taxing powers 
in exchange for the federal 
government taking all of the 
GST revenue. While NSW, 
VIC, and WA are all 
significantly better off. This is 
all assuming that no tax rate 
changes are undertaken. What 
however is likely to occur is that 
to encourage business 
investment states would 
compete on the corporate tax 
rate, this would not only 
encourage foreign businesses to 
invest in Australia but 
incentivise companies to move 
interstate to help minimise their 
tax. A side result of this would 
hopefully make the decision of 
corporate tax cuts much easier 
to make as not only would we 
be competing globally but also 
locally as well. This local 
competition would move labour 
force demand to where 
companies are relocating and  
result in greater investment due 
to the likelihood of lower tax 

rates. This would be of greatest 
benefits to areas like Tasmania, 
and South Australia, which do 
not have the large population 
centres of other states so it 
makes it harder for them to 
compete for business 
investment.

As a result we would ideally see 
state governments taking on a 
greater role for their own fiscal 
security, without relying on the 
inefficient taxes such as payroll 
and stamp duty. Nor would the 
federal government be expected 
to foot the bill for state fiscal 
mismanagement and would 
result in a large reduction in 
costs associated with the federal 
government passing money to 
the states. 

Moving towards a competitive 
corporate tax system would 
have greater benefit than that of 
a competitive income tax 
system. While income taxes 
aren’t likely to change supply all 
that much, they do change 
behaviour in terms of 
minimisation strategies and this 

would be the largest benefit to 
be achieved out of returning 
income taxing powers to the 
states. Corporate tax 
competition however would be 
more likely to act in the 
intended fashion, with states 
competing for corporate 
investment. As this would likely 
create a more friendly business 
environment this would result 
in labour demand being shifted 
to the more friendly business 
states, as they drop their 
corporate rates to try to capture 
a larger share of investment. As 
this occurs there would likely be 
greater overall investment, 
doing more to grow the overall 
economic pie and flowing on 
more to the everyday Australian 
in a much more unseen way 
than the in your face income tax 
restructure.

THE SYDNEY TORY
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John Howard was the Prime Minister of Australia from 1996-2007, making him the second 
longest serving Prime Minister in Australia’s history: a remarkable feat considering the 
revolving door of Prime Ministers in the last decade! He barely needs an introduction. Like 
a Colossus he bestrode Australian politics, and continues to be deeply respected by most 
Australians. I was privileged to chat with Howard about the nature of his conservative 
philosophy, its successful application during his time in government, reflections on current 
global political trends and issues close to home. 

You attended Sydney 
University as a law student. 
Were you politically involved 
as a university student? What 
sorts of activities were you 
involved in?

I wasn’t very heavily involved. I 
did join the Sydney University 
Liberal Club but I wasn’t very 
active. Unlike a lot of other 
people who I came into contact 
with later on who really cut their 
teeth politically at university, I 
didn’t. One of the reasons for 
that was the physical separation 
of the law school from the rest 
of the University, and I only 
went to the main university 
campus when I went to Union 
night debates. [Also], the last 
two years [of university] I was an 
articled clerk so I wasn’t very 
active at University. [However] I 
was at that time a member of a 
local Liberal branch.

Was your political philosophy 
or worldview well developed 
during university? How did 
your ideology develop so that 
you came to that position? 
Were there particular books 
you read, influential lecturers 
or teachers? 

In terms of books, I read some 
of John Stuart Mill and Wealth 
of Nations. I can’t really think 
that any of the lecturers I had at 
university had a big impact on 
me politically. [At university] my 
views were [already] quite well 
formed. I grew up in a pro 
Liberal, small business 
background. Because I only did 
law subjects, I didn’t do 
philosophical subjects or 
political science, I wasn’t 
exposed to thinking beyond 
what I read in books and I had 
very strong views. I guess its fair 
to say at that time the political 
divide was what you would call 
the historic left/right divide 
between the belief in private 
enterprise verses greater state 
control and intervention. [So] I 
believed in individualism: the 
individual [being] more 
important that collectivism 
[and] I believed in private 
enterprise. [This is why] I guess 
working for the government 
wasn’t something that was 
attractive to me. 

You’ve described yourself as 
a Burkean conservative. 
Could you elaborate on what 
you mean by this? 

A Burkean conservative is 
somebody who doesn’t believe in 
change unless it’s beneficial. I 
don’t automatically oppose 
change. I ask myself, ‘Is it 
beneficial to change?’ When 
people argue to change 
something, I say ‘Right, how are 
we going to be better if we 
change something?’ If we’re going 
to be better, I’ll support it. If 
we’re not going to be better, I’ll 
oppose it. So conservatism means 
in my view to support change 
only when it’s going to improve 
the lot of mankind or society. 

What do you remember the 
climate at university being 
like for a young conserva-
tive? Did you feel like a 
minority?

I certainly had a lot of political 
discussions with my peers. I 
didn’t feel like I was in a minority. 
Bear in mind it was the late 1950s 
and there was a very different 
mood. It was before the social 
and political cultural changes of 
the 1960s. I graduated in 1961 so 
I lived in a different period. 

It’s been said by some that 
economic rationalism, the 
elevation of the rational 
economic individual and their 
utility maximisation is 
fundamentally at odds with 
conservatism because of the 
way it replaces the ends of 
family and civil society. What 
would you say to that? 

I don’t think it is at odds. The 
individual maximises his talents 
and uses his talents and that 
benefits him and his family. I’ve 
never seen a conflict between 
those two things. I don’t 
advocate selfish individualism. 
People often say to me now ‘what 
do you think of so and so, he’s 

THE SYDNEY TORY

8



made a lot of money’. My stock 
reply is that I have absolutely no 
objection to people making a lot 
of money, provided they do it 
honestly and they pay their 
taxes. It’s the only way to 
property organise society and 
get the best outcomes. I see that 
as wholly consistent with 
helping others and helping 
society. I believe very strongly 
that people should give back. 
People who are highly successful 
have a moral obligation to give 
back to society but the damage 
done to the natural order of 
society by forcing people to give 
back more than they want to 
produces a worse outcome than 
just leaving things as they are 
because it destroys people’s 
incentive to work hard. You’ve 
always got to have incentives for 
people to work hard and 
succeed. Provided you have 
sufficient rules to ensure they do 
it honestly and they pay their 
taxes, then you can hope that 
there will be an element of 
altruism in what they do: that 
they will use some of the 
proceeds of their hard work and 
success in helping others. Now, 
if they don’t, a proper taxation 
system will ensure that people 
are looked after. 

on lower incomes. I’m a great 
believer in giving people choice 
and one of the good things 
about Australia is that in social 
policy we try to maximise choice 
between government and private 
provision. The private health 
insurance rebate system is 
another example. It’s a very 
necessary incentive for people to 
cover themselves against more 
expensive medical procedures 
and it takes a load off the public 
system. 

I would also say gun control laws 
are an expression of my 
conservatism. People talk about 
the right to guns. Well the 
greatest right a citizen has is the 
right to walk the streets without 
fear of arbitrary assassination. 

In your view, how did your 
conservative outlook come to 
bear on major economic and 
social issues during your 
time as Prime Minister? Are 
there a couple of issues that 
stand out for you? 
Yes. My defence of the 
constitutional monarchy, my 
very strong support for policies 
that strengthened the economic 
position of families: the belief 
that you should have a tax and 
welfare system that recognises 
the cost of having children. I 
often used to say if you have a 
couple living in one address and 
they don’t have any children and 
you have a couple next door who 
have two children, and the 
combined incomes of both 
families are the same, I don’t 
think the couple with the two 
children should be paying as 
much tax as the other two. I 
don’t apologise for that. That’s 
the foundation of the Tax 
Benefit system and I’m not 
happy with the fact that the 
position of some families have 
been reduced by changes to the 
family tax systems.

Another issue was the new 
schools policy which I 
introduced not long after I was 
elected which has led to the 
expansion of low fee 
independent schools. It’s 
something I’m very proud of 
because it has given a greater 
freedom of choice to families 

You’ve famously said that 
Australian Liberalism hold 
two tendencies together:  
that of John Stuart Mill and 
Edmund Burke. Could you 
expand on what you mean by 
this? How does Mill interact 
with what you’ve said about 
Burke and change? 

Well, I’ve said that the Liberal 
Party of Australia is the 
custodian of two traditions: the 
classical liberal tradition and the 
conservative tradition. I would 
then go on to say it is the party 
of John Stuart Mill as it is the 
party of Edmund Burke: the 
broad church. What that means
is quite easy really. My support 
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One of the big issues at the 
moment for young people at 
university is the prevalence 
of identity politics and safe 
spaces. What is a 
conservative response to 
this?

I think identity politics is one of 
the reasons why Hillary Clinton 
lost. If you want an explanation 
as to why everyone was 
surprised by Trump’s victory, its 
that Hillary Clinton pursued 
identity politics to the n’th 
degree, and she paid very dearly 
for it. I am utterly opposed to 
segmenting society. One of the 
reasons I was always sceptical of 
multiculturalism as a philosophy, 
and I remain deeply sceptical of 
it is that it extols difference 
rather than the universality of 
the values we have as an 
Australian society. Part of the 
problem that Australia has and 
the West has is that we lack 
enough self belief in our own 
philosophy and our own success. 
Western civilisation has been 
very successful and we shouldn’t 
apologise for being part of it. 
People come to this country 
because of who we are, not 
because of what they want us to 
become.

What would you say to those 
people who want to segment 
us and say that if your 
opinion is offensive to what 
we deem to be an oppressed 
minority, you shouldn’t be 
allowed to have an opinion? 
Well, that’s plainly a restriction 
on free speech. [In this 
environment, you defend free 
speech] by extolling the 
Voltairian principle: I don’t agree 
with what he says but I’ll defend 
to the death his right to say it. If 
you apply that principle to 
arguments that don’t involve an 
encouragement of violence or law 
breaking, then you’ve got a sound 
basis to argue. You must have 
encountered many examples of 
people claiming to be offended by 
something somebody had said. 
Well being offended is something 
that happens to all of us on 
occasion. You can’t build a legal 
structure on sanctioning any 
words that might offend people. 
If they are designed on any 
reasonable test to bring about a 
result that involves violence or 
physical hurt then that’s a 
different matter. But that’s always 
been the law. The common law 
already deals with that. You don’t 
need it to be made into a statute. 

Young conservatives often 
feel like they are a minority 
on campus and especially in 
humanities tutorials they feel 
intimidated to participate 
with free market and socially 
conservative views. What 
advice would you have for 
them?

I think that’s because the left 
has taken over the universities. 
But don’t feel intimidated, 
because there’s far more support 
for [conservative] values in the 
community than your university 
lecturers will tell you. Like all 
arguments, you just have to dig 
in and hold your ground and 
argue. 

for more open markets and freer 
trade and deregulation 
represents the classical liberal 
tradition. My opposition to 
getting rid of the Monarchy, my 
support for the rule of law, for 
the traditional institution of 
society, my opposition to gay 
marriage: those things are based 
on not being persuaded that 
making changes there is going to 
improve things. 
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obviously it has hurt some 
people. But the responsibility of 
people on the centre right of 
politics is to argue the benefits 
overall. And there’s no doubt 
that the benefits of globalisation 
and open trade and competitive 
capitalism have been infinitely 
more beneficial than they have 
been harmful. They’ve lifted 
millions of people out of 
poverty. Contrary to what the 
“warmists” say, the greatest 
moral challenge we have is still 
the elimination of poverty. I 
can’t understand how anybody 
could think there’s a greater 
moral challenge the world has 
than the elimination of poverty. 
And yet globalization has done 
more to eliminate poverty over 
the last 20 years than anything 
else in the history of mankind 
since the industrial revolution?

We’ve always had populism. It’s 
called dissent. You’ve always had 
people who’ve suffered from 
economic change being unhappy 
and voting against the people 
they blame for that economic 
change. There’s nothing new 
about that. So of course its 
present, but not as much as in 
America because our middle 
class hasn’t been hollowed out 
the way it has been in America. 
It’s one of the most important 
strengths we had. 

quotas is that it undermines the 
merit principle. That’s one of 
the great maladies of elevating 
diversity to an absolute. How do 
you determine in implementing 
diversity what allocation you 
make for this or that ethnic 
group? Is it determined by the 
number of people then of that 
ethnic group in the Australian 
community? Don’t you allow for 
change? What happens when 
you get more people from India 
or China, do you have to adjust? 
It’s pointless. 

At the university, the Union 
tried to deregister the 
Catholic and Evangelical 
groups for requiring a 
profession of faith by 
members of the executive. 
Could you share your 
thoughts on that episode and 
the importance of religious 
freedom?
That was an outrageous attack 
on religious freedom. The Union 
Board members didn’t place 
much value on religious freedom 
because they are, and many 
people who favour those polices 
are not only disbelievers in 
religious freedom. It goes 
further. They are hostile to 
religious belief and practice. 
People don’t have to join an 
organisation that says you can 
only be a member if you believe 
in the gospel. They don’t have to 
join it. It would be a different 
matter if it were a requirement 
of going to the university or 
sitting for an exam. I thought 
that it was a no-brainer. 

Diversity and inclusion are not 
absolute values. What is an 
absolute value is tolerance: 
tolerating different points of 
view. But once you say diversity 
is an absolute value, you are in 
effect embracing identity 
politics. How else can you 
implement diversity unless you 
establish quotas for the diverse 
bits. Now, when I was Prime  
Minister we practiced a non 
discriminatory immigration 
policy. I’ve frequently said we 
have a country that draws 
people from the four corners of 
the Earth, but united behind a 
common set of Australian values. 
Now that’s the aspiration. The 
problem with “diversity” and

With the rise of Trump and 
protectionism involving an 
increasing skepticism around 
immigration and free trade, 
do you think the form of 
fusionism you advocated for 
is under threat in Australia? 
How can it successfully 
counter Trumpism?

I’ve never seen any tension 
between the two because in a 
way, my economic philosophy 
accepts and anticipates and 
allows for change. The more 
economic change you have, 
often people in other parts of 
their lives are looking for 
continuity and certainty. I’ve 
never seen any conflict between 
the two of them. The idea that if 
you’re an economic liberal you 
have to be a social liberal or if 
you’re an economic liberal you 
can’t be a social conservative has 
never seemed to me to be a valid 
proposition. 

I think we have to wait and see 
how the Trump Presidency 
works its way out. One of the 
reasons he won was that he 
appealed to people who felt that 
economic change had hurt them 
and left them behind and
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The doctrine of ‘peace through 
strength’ has long been the 
mantra of many Republican 
lawmakers — and indeed 
presidential candidates — when 
it comes to foreign policy. It has 
appeared in almost every 
Republican election platform 
since 1980, when then-President 
Ronald Reagan popularised the 
slogan, culminating in the 
largest military build-up in 
American history including a 
35% increase in the defence 
budget. If there was one issue 
that probably every Republican 
presidential candidate has 
shared during the heated 
debates in the primaries, from 
Governor Jeb Bush to 
businessman (and now 
President-elect) Donald Trump, 
it was the need to restore 
American military strength and 
assertiveness abroad.

To evaluate the effectiveness of 
such a policy, one needs only to 
look back to the Reagan era – 
the days of the Cold War. This 
was a time when Soviet 
aggression struck fear into 
those who lived in the free 

world. President Reagan 
inherited the foreign policy 
mess of the former Carter 
administration. President 
Carter’s Middle East policy 
essentially ended with the 
emboldening of both the Soviet 
Union and radical Islam, 
culminating in a blatant Soviet 
attempt to extend Communist 
influence through the invasion 
of Afghanistan, the collapse of a 
détente between the USSR and 
America, and a hostage crisis in 
Iran perpetrated by radical 
Islamic fundamentalists, and the 
Ayatollah Khomeini. This could 
hardly have been described as a 
peaceful world. 

This is when Ronald Reagan’s 
policies came into play. Reagan’s 
views were simple: he opposed 
inflation, wanted lower taxes, 
and ultimately wanted to restore 
American military strength and 
leadership in the world. The 
American people, reeling from 
the crises that arose from the 
former Carter administration, 
turned to the new doctrine of 
‘peace through strength’. It is 
worth noting that just hours 

after Reagan was sworn into 
office in 1981, Iran released the 
American hostages trapped in 
Tehran. President Reagan 
embarked on a bold move to 
once again make America the 
leader of the free world. How? 
His plan was simple: to make 
America (and by extension the 
free world) revered and 
respected by its opponents and 
trusted by its allies. The 
American military underwent 
its largest build-up in history 
during the entire Reagan 
administration, with the 
defence budget increasing by 
35% or an increase of more than 
$140 billion for an expansion of 
both conventional and nuclear 
military assets, in addition to 
the infamous Strategic Defence 
Initiative program (though the 
SDI was not completed). 

What was the result of Reagan’s

‘We maintain the peace through our strength; 
weakness only invites aggression’ – Ronald 
Reagan

Peace
Through Strength

ALEX TEH
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build-up? Again – simple. By 
negotiating from a position of 
significant military strength, 
President Reagan actually 
brought about one of the most 
peaceful eras of the Cold War. 
This flew in the face of all the 
critics who argued that ‘peace 
through strength’ would lead to 
war between America and the 
Soviets. Instead, the Soviets 
withdrew their troops from 
Afghanistan; the Berlin Wall 
fell; the Brezhnev Doctrine 
(Soviet foreign policy that 
allowed Soviet troops to invade 
member states of the Warsaw 
pact if they departed from 
Communism) was no longer 
enforced; the Warsaw Pact was 
finally ended in 1991 (albeit this 
occurred during the presidency 
of George H.W. Bush) ending 
decades of totalitarian Soviet 
dominance in Eastern Europe; 
and ultimately, the end of the 
Soviet Union in the very same 
year, signalling a victory for the 
free world and a victory for 
‘peace through strength’. The 
doctrine truly lived up to its 
name.’

Moving back to the present, is 
the Reagan policy of ‘peace 
through strength” still relevant? 
Not only is it relevant, but it is 

needed now more than ever. 
Currently we are seeing 
instability across the globe: the 
rise of radical Islam and ISIS, a 
belligerent Iran in the Middle 
East, instability in the South 
China Sea, and an emboldened 
and increasingly militaristic 
North Korea to name a few. 
Furthermore, President 
Obama’s ‘pivot to Asia’ lacked a 
fundamental ingredient – 
American strength. While it is 
absolutely true that the rise of 
the new Asian Tigers (Taiwan, 
Singapore, Hong Kong, and 
South Korea) amidst increasing 
Chinese influence on the world 
stage means that a power 
upheaval is inevitable, if we are 
to learn anything from the 
Reagan era it is that to 
negotiate well, one must be 
respected, and to be respected, 
one must be in a position of 
strength. Looking at the record 
of the Obama administration in 
terms of military strength, 
Obama has:

• Proposed cutting military   
spending to 2.3% of U.S GDP in 
2024 – the lowest %GDP 
allocated to defence in 
post-World War 2 America;
• Allowed American military 
spending to decline the quickest 

in 2013, as compared to other 
democratic nations;
• Planned to cut 40,000 active 
duty U.S Army soldiers, as well 
as 17,000 civilian employees in 
the military;
• Allowed the U.S Army to drop 
to its lowest troop levels since 
pre-World War 2;
• Allowed the U.S Air Force to 
fall to its smallest and oldest 
combat force in its history;
• Delayed further developments 
of the Ground-Based Midcourse 
Defence system;
• Reduced defence assets in 
Poland and the Czech Republic.

As the globe becomes 
increasingly dangerous due to 
the various threats facing the 
free world, it is critical now 
more than ever to return to the 
American doctrine of ‘peace 
through strength’. However, just 
as important as military might 
is the notion of working with 
our allies. Just as Reagan did 
when he was President, Donald 
Trump must do now. The world 
needs American strength, but 
strength must also be coupled 
with international cooperation 
in order to ensure true peace in 
the global community.

ED McCANN

The Miracle of Israel
Nicknamed the ‘Start-Up 
Nation’, Israel in the 21st 
Century is home to a 
plethora of high-tech 
enterprises and, within 
the Middle East, is the 
most developed nation.

How did a country that was at 
one stage the most socialist 

economy outside of the Soviet 
Bloc become a modern and 
dynamic economy? Simply put, 
free market economics and the 
courage to reform a broken 
system.

Roman historian Livy ascribes 
the failure of the Roman 
Republic to the environment 
where “we can bear neither our 
diseases nor their remedies.” A 

reluctance to live with the 
problem or risk a solution 
similarly existed with the Israel 
economy in 1973. The rising 
price of oil had produced an 
inflation rate that exceeded 
30%. Growth had slowed to a 
halt which when coupled with a 
seemingly exponentially growing 
unemployment rate, resulted in 
large scale emigration of the 
skilled population. High
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government intervention, wage 
controls, extensive state 
ownership of production, 
foreign exchange controls, and 
public sector spending that 
totalled 80% of the economy 
had resulted in an economic 
catastrophe.

Despite the apparent failure of 
the economy, the fear of a 
political backlash mixed with 
the dangerous potion of 
complacency stunted any 
serious attempt at reform. Up 
until 1977 Israel was led by the 
Labor party, with Likud’s first 
victory in 1977 representing an 
opportunity for reform. Not 
wasting any time, Likud 
employed the counsel of free 
market economist Milton 
Freidman who proposed large 
market economy reforms. 
Unfortunately, this advice was 
largely ignored and the 1980s 
represented the culmination of 
a ruinous economy. In 1983 the 
largest four banks in Israel were 
nationalised after their stocks 
collapsed; by 1984 the inflation 
rate had reached 450% and was 
estimated to increase to 1000% 
in 1985. No longer could the 
soothing elixir of gradualism or 
continuous short term stop gap 
solutions soothe the deep 
wounds that years of big 
government had inflicted upon 
the economy.

With trepidation and courage 
driven in part from necessity, 
Prime Minister Shimon Peres 
implemented a Stabilisation 
Plan in 1985 that introduced 
large reform. The plan paid 
homage to the ideas of 
Freidman; Government 
expenditure was gradually cut 
falling from 57% of GDP in 
1988 to 47% in 2000. 
Importantly Israel established a 
Free Trade Agreement with the 
United States in 1985 which 
tripled bilateral trade by 1996. 
Following these reforms GDP 
increased from US $11,000 in 
1990 by over 50% to US 

$17,000 in 2000. In 1987 the 
inflation rate was under 20% 
and foreign investment in 2000 
accounted for US $8 billion and 
7% of GDP.

Despite these positive steps, 
Israel’s productivity rate in the 
1990s had only increased by 
0.6% compared to the global 
average of 3%. Simultaneously 
the Movement for Quality 
Government in Israel began to 
log hundreds of corruption 
cases from the public sector. 
The global slowdown in 2000 
generated a sense of urgency 
that facilitated an environment 
conducive to greater economic 
reform. By 2003 unemployment 
was higher than 10%, the 
budget deficit was at $579 
million and was growing rapidly. 
The reforms of 1985 were 
positive but were not enough to 
solve the inherent issues of 
inefficiency and corruption that 
plague big government 
economies. 

In 2003 Finance Minister 
Benjamin Netanyahu 
announced a Four Pillar plan 
The first pillar of the plan was 
shrinking public sector 
spending; in 2003 the public 
sector made up 55% of Israel’s 
GDP and Netanyahu 
announced it was to be reduced 
to 30%. Welfare spending from 
2003 fell steadily each year as 
excessive benefits were phased 
out. The second pillar involved 
privatisation and tax reform. 
The largest public holdings were 
privatised including: the 
national airline El Al, the ports, 
as well as the banks. The tax 
code which had last been 
revised in 1975 was reformed to 
cut tax levels sharply to the 
same level as the European 
Union. The third pillar was 
breaking up monopolies and 
cartels within the Israeli 
economy, that are estimated to 
have costed a cumulative $100 
billion in GDP since 1948. 
Incentives for small and 

medium businesses were 
introduced that combined with 
new trade agreements with 
Poland, Hungary, Mexico, and 
Canada improved growth. The 
final aspect of the plan was a 
major restructure of the capital 
market. Previously 1% of the 
population had received 70% of 
bank loans, restricting the 
viability of entrepreneurship 
and economic growth. 

What were the results of the 
1985 Stabilisation Plan and the 
2003 Four Pillar Likud Plan? 
The unemployment rate 
dropped to the lowest in a 
decade in 2006 at 7.7% and 
4.9% in 2016. Exports exceeded 
imports for the first time in 
2007 and did so by $66 billion, 
and by 2007 public expenditure 
accounted for only 15% of total 
GDP. The ethical benefits of 
free market economic theory 
are evident clearly in the 
transformation of the Israeli 
economy. Big government 
economics claims a morally 
superior position in arguing the 
state should act as a charity and 
not be driven by economic 
rationalism. However as 
evidenced, good economic 
management produced moral 
outcomes including a reduction 
in unemployment and a lower 
tax rate. Israel is a case study for 
the economic and ethical 
benefits of free market 
thinking. 
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2017
French 
Presidential
Election

DOUGLAS McKNIGHT

One of the most significant 
trends of post-GFC Europe has 
been the electoral decline of the 
establishment Left. Facing 
tough economic reforms and 
high levels of immigration, 
traditionally socially conserva-
tive blue-collar workers are 
beginning to abandon social 
democratic parties in favour of 
populist right-wing ones. 
Left-wing metropolitan voters, 
seeking a more radical alterna-
tive, are also opting for more 
progressive and anti-establish-
ment parties, squeezing the Old 
Left from both the left and the 
right. With a divided opposi-
tion, the primary beneficiary of 
this has so far been the 
centre-right, which has adopted 
stronger stances on immigration 
and on economic liberalisation 
to ward off threats from the 
right.

This tactic has so far been 
successful. In Britain, after a 
resurgent Jeremy Corbyn 
defeated an attempted leader-
ship coup against him, the 
Labour Party is sinking to 
30-year lows in the opinion 
polls, while the Conservatives 
are reaching highs not seen 
since they were in opposition 
during the 2008 recession. In 

Spain, conservative Mariano 
Rajoy defied expectations and 
cast the Socialists into chaos by 
forming government late this 
year, despite strong opposition 
by the anti-austerity Podemos 
alliance. In Austria, the Nether-
lands, Poland, Italy and Switzer-
land, establishment Left parties 
are suffering similar fates, as 
disillusioned voters move away 
from traditional social demo-
cratic parties.

This trend is certainly observ-
able in France. François 
Hollande, the incumbent 
Socialist President, has decided 
not to seek a second term 
following a tumultuous and 
vague presidency. With a 
single-digit approval rating, it 
was always unlikely that M. 
Hollande would have been 
competitive in the first round of 
the presidential election in 
April. Several terrorist attacks, 
unpopular labour reforms and 
changes to the pension have 
shrunk the Socialist Party’s 
base, which has suffered egre-
gious defeats in local and 
regional elections throughout 
his term, and in the 2014 
European Elections where the 
Socialists were pushed into 
third. The areas where the 

Socialist party once dominated, 
particularly in the south-east 
and north are increasingly 
strongholds of the National 
Front. In the centre, west and 
north-east, the Republicans 
pushed out the Socialists as the 
dominant party, while Paris 
remains dominated by the 
Socialists. Winning these areas 
in the first round will be critical 
for the Republicans to secure 
either first or second place, 
which cannot be taken for 
granted in an especially volatile 
electorate such as France.

The initial frontrunner for the 
Republican candidacy was the 
conservative Nicholas Sarkozy, 
former President and minister 
in the Chirac administration. 
Following the Bastille Day 
attack in Nice, Sarkozy made it 
clear that he would favour 
nation-wide bans on the ‘burki-
ni’ and a tougher stance on 
immigration. Determined to 
win back the presidency from 
Hollande, he announced in 
August that he would run once 
again. While his tough stance 
on national security and Islamic 
immigration initially seemed to 
place him in the lead,  he 
suffered a shock defeat to to 
the centre-right François Fillon,
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and the more centrist Alain 
Juppé, Prime Minister in the 
1990s. In the second round of 
the primary, Fillon humiliated 
Juppé in a decisive victory. It 
was always unlikely that Juppé, 
an older candidate who struck a 
more centrist tone, would 
defeat the more conservative 
figure of Fillon, whose views on 
immigration seemed more 
attuned to the general attitude 
on the right. François Fillon, a 
conservative Catholic, 
economic liberal and a fan of 
Margaret Thatcher, seems an 
unlikely fit for France. But he 
has built a strong lead in early 
opinion polls (29% to Le Pen’s 
25%), and voters seems 
reluctant to hand over power to 
the National Front, a party 
with a very disreputable past. If 
he is to win, Fillon must stay 
true to his principles on 
economics while also satisfying 
the voters disenchanted with 
France’s high levels of 
immigration. 

Once in the second round, 
Fillon cannot assume voters will 
make the same choice they 
made in 2002, when the 
Socialists urged their voters to 
rally around ‘the crook’ Jacques 
Chirac to defeat ‘the fascist’ 

Jean-Marie Le Pen 
(Marine’s more radical 
father). In contrast to 
Fillon’s economic 
liberalism, Le Pen, if she 
enters the second round, 
will likely run to the left 
and oppose Fillon’s 
extensive labour reforms. 
She is already preparing to 
do this, adopting a blue 
rose as her party’s symbol 
(appropriating the 

traditional red rose of social 
democracy). Le Pen is also 
making inroads in the public 
service, especially in the police 
and the military, among whom 
she won more than half of in 
the 2015 regional elections. 
These voters will likely unite 
around Le Pen’s opposition to 
public service cuts and Fillon’s 
plan to end France’s 35-hour 
work week. The National Front 
may also attempt to contrast 
Fillon’s strong Catholicism with 
France’s secular character, the 
defence of which is a pillar of 
the National Front’s plan to 
deal with Islamic extremism. 

With the unpopular Hollande 
stepping aside, the most likely 
Socialist nominee is Manuel 
Valls, Prime Minister from 2014 
to early December this year, 
and a self-described ‘Blairite’. 
Valls’ weakness on national 
security (notable for saying 
after the Nice attacks that 
‘France is going to have to live 
with terrorism’) and on 
immigration will push more 
socially conservative voters in 
the south-east away, while his 
perceived centrism on 
economic matters will sway 
left-wing voters towards 
Jean-Luc Mélenchon, a former 
communist running under the 

democratic socialist banner. An 
outsider who may well surpass 
the Socialists in the first round 
is an independent, Emmaneul 
Macron, a former minster 
under Hollande and the 
youngest candidate (at 38) in 
the race.

Whoever wins the second 
round in May will face signifi-
cant challenges in their 
five-year term. Economic 
stagnation in Western Europe 
continues, and political insta-
bility in Portugal and Italy may 
engender further uncertainty in 
the Eurozone. The death of 
aging Algerian President 
Abdelaziz Bouteflika, who is 
wheelchair-bound following a 
stroke in 2013, would likely 
cause a political vacuum that 
would plunge France’s southern 
African neighbour into chaos. 
If a third front in the Migrant 
crisis were to open, the pres-
sure on the Schengen area may 
simply be too much, and the 
very existence of the European 
Union would be threatened. 

The establishment Left has 
proved itself incapable of 
manoeuvring and reforming in 
the face of threats on the left 
and right. The European 
centre-right must succeed 
where its ideologically counter-
part did not, and adjust its 
message to the concerns of 
voters while staying true to 
conservative principles. The 
right, however, cannot afford to 
put the interests of the Europe-
an Union ahead of the interests 
of its own respective citizens. 
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or, How to Spot Rats
From a Sinking ShipHUGO ROBINSON

If you have Facebook, which 
I’m sure most of you do, you 
would have noticed many of 
your left-leaning friends wax 
analytical about American 
politics in the space of one 
night during the US Presidential 
Election. I was surprised as 
anyone when the states of 
Florida, Ohio and South 
Carolina fell to Donald Trump 
in what can be only described as 
one of the biggest upsets in 
recent electoral history. And 
then emerged the rats from the 
sinking ship. Those who jumped 
to Hillary’s camp when Bernie 
announced his intention to 
support her in July rose from 
the woodwork in venomous 
apologetics. Articles, from 
red-faced news sites such as the 
Huffington Post, The Guardian 
and the Washington Post, 
served to back this up. Calls for 
radicalisation and distancing 
from centrist politics, 
denouncements of democracy 
and the now-classic catchcry 
“Bernie Sanders would have 
won!” flooded Facebook feeds, 
amongst other posts declaring 
that one was absolutely shaking 
or literally speechless. Yet while 
the whinging and armchair 
analysis may have been hilarious 
at first, behind the scenes it 
harboured a slightly more 
nefarious agenda. This election 

highlights that when the left 
lose an election they were 
“meant to win”, a sudden push 
towards radicalism and 
authoritarianism in the face of 
supposedly failed democracy 
(See: Sour Grapes) emerges as a 
notable pattern. So lets look at 
the claims that these Bernie 
would have won and why they 
don’t quite hold up. 

It was November 8th and most 
observers had settled down to 
accept another Clinton 
presidency. Polls were heavily in 
her favour, as were the 
Sportsbet odds, and the media 
had created a perfect bubble in 
which no one was possibly 
voting for Trump, and you know 
what? Just stay at home, don’t 
vote for him because he’s 
definitely not going to win. Ok? 
Good. But it wasn’t to be. The 
perfect fiction created by the 
conglomerates that be was 
shattered and we were left with 
a Trump presidency. Initially the 
response of the defeated was 
one of shock, disbelief, anger 
and confusion. Chicken Little 
claimed many a disciple that 
evening, with hysteria gripping 
left-leaning folk who warned of 
roving death squads out to beat 
up anyone who wasn’t part of 
Trump’s “vision for America”. 
But as the fear simmered down 

and the Trump Terror Team™ 
didn’t take up arms, a culprit 
needed to be named. No it 
wouldn’t be Trump’s fear 
mongering or his populism. It 
was to be liberal populism. 
Liberal populism (of the 
American kind) drove away the 
masses to the arms of the 
Republican Party and I tend to 
agree.  Clinton was offering 
four, possibly eight, more years 
of Obama administration with a 
different face - something the 
American public didn’t want. So 
what is the answer to liberal 
populism? Why, social 
democratic populism, of course! 
Populism for everyone! We just 
weren’t left enough for the 
American people, obviously.

So what perpetuates this myth 
that Bernie would have 
somehow been a more viable 
candidate than Ms Clinton? 
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Firstly, his impressive polling 
early into his campaign is 
usually carted out and put 
against Trump’s in a laughably 
bad attempt to show that 
Bernie would have “trounced” 
(Huffington Post’s words, not 
mine) Trump in the election. 
This is problematic for a 
number of reasons. Firstly, 
Bernie didn’t really come up 
against proper opposition. Far 
from it. In fact it’s clear from 
the Democratic Primaries that 
Hillary took a very lenient 
approach towards Bernie. She 
had to. Clinton could not afford 
to take a harsh stance against 
Bernie without incurring a mass 
exodus of his almost rabid and 
fanatical following to Jill Stein 
or even Trump. So Bernie got 
off easy against Clinton and we 
can only imagine how he would 
have gone against the vicious 
Trump, who demonstrated how 
devastating he could be when he 
singlehandedly derailed Jeb 
Bush’s bid for the Republican 
nomination. And it’s not as if 
Bernie was squeaky clean; 
Trump would have destroyed 
him.

Secondly, we have Bernie’s 
record.  Sanders being on 
welfare payments into his 30s 
and stealing electricity after 
missing payments may draw 
sympathy from young college 
kids (Bernie’s target audience) 
but not from middle class 
Americans who frequently 
complain about those who cheat 
the system. Then we have his 
support of a bill to ship nuclear 
waste from Vermont to a poor 
community in Texas, a 
community that was 
overwhelmingly Hispanic. Not 
the best look for a candidate 
who was already struggling to 

pick up the minority vote. A 
further hit comes from Bernie’s 
open support of Cuban dictator, 
the now deceased, Fidel Castro. 
So I guess to that Bernie could 
say “Bye-bye, Florida!” Not to 
mention his voting against a 
child abduction warning system 
and a bill to provide more 
funding to police would have 
been very easy targets for 
Donald Trump. I can see it now: 
‘Bernie Sanders doesn’t want to 
protect children!” “Bernie Sanders 
hates the police!” So the idea that 
poll numbers before Bernie 
actually faced proper opposition 
indicate that he could have 
simply defeated Trump is 
insane.  

Finally, there is the argument 
that Sanders’ policies were 
much more appealing to the 
average white worker, the 
demographic where Clinton 
lost. I have my doubts that 
Bernie’s high taxes and his more 
collectivised approach the 
economy would win over many 
Americans whose almost 
built-in response to the slightest 
whiff of social democracy is to 
throw a tantrum. And rightfully 
so. Universal healthcare that 
came very close to being 
implemented in Vermont, 
Bernie’s home state, in 2014 
ended up failing massively after 
it was projected to cost $4.3 
billion. Which wouldn’t be that 
devastating if it weren’t for the 
fact that Vermont’s annual 
budget is only $4.9 billion. 
Additionally, Bernie’s platform 
targeting young college kids 
means nothing to the single 
mother who is working double 
shifts to make ends meet and 
who is now expected to pay 
higher taxes to fund Bernie’s 
poorly thought out schemes. 

Perhaps this is why Bernie only 
garnered 30% of the African 
American vote in the 
Democratic Primaries. Not to 
mention that support of the 
Black Lives Matter movement 
means very little to a redneck in 
a trucker cap that works in a 
factory. 

So would Bernie have won if he 
were just given a chance by the 
omnipotent (not really) and 
corrupt (not really) DNC? We’ll 
never know. Though with 
Trump’s win I guess really 
anything is possible. But the 
idea that Sanders appealed to 
more people than Clinton’s 
empty liberal populism is 
completely ignorant and bizarre. 
The rats really did emerge from 
the sinking ship of Clinton 
campaign, saving their own 
skins and pretending they were 
in the camp of “I never liked 
either of them!” Sanders simply 
appealed to nobody except for 
your cosmopolitan college kid 
or those who would have come 
out to vote against Trump.  So 
when you see your friend 
ramble on the web calling for 
more radical social policies in 
light of the defeat of Clinton, 
remember that the American 
people didn’t just reject the 
centre portion of the American 
left wing, they rejected the 
whole thing. 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF SYDNEY UNION 
The University of Sydney Union is the provider of key programs, products 

and services that enhance the experience of the University of Sydney 
population. The USU is a non‐for profit organisation that has existed to 

serve the campus since 1874, when it began as a humble society for 
ambitious student debaters. Today, with more than 11,500 members, it is 

the largest student union in Australia. All income the USU receives is 
invested directly back into its services and programs. The USU aims to give 

students something more than a degree when they graduate – the USU 
aims to give students a once‐in‐a‐lifetime experience. 

Over its long and distinguished history, the USU has established its place 
at the University of Sydney, opening three major buildings, offering 

hundreds of different services and hosting countless events. The USU is 
guided by a board of student leaders, who are elected each year by their 

peers. They oversee a sprawling organisation, with departments dedicated 
to food and retail, entertainment, student programs, buildings and outlets, 

events management, and more. The student‐centric election and 
governance system is crucial to keeping the USU relevant and valuable to 

the campus community. 

The USU is a member‐based organisation that aims to deliver a genuinely 
enriched university experience for the many thousands who join. In 
essence, the USU is a provider of student experience programs that 

reaches out to all on campus. The USU began as a debating society all that 
time ago – and to this day is still an international force (ranked number 
one in the world), but today there is something every student – and staff 

member ‐ can benefit from. The core aim of the USU is to give every 
opportunity for students to enjoy their time at the University and provide 

rich and rewarding opportunities that cannot be found elsewhere. The 
USU’s Clubs and Societies program is Australia’s largest, with more than 

200 Clubs and Societies on campus, bringing together students with 
shared passions and hobbies, be it a love of dancing or an interest in 

politics. There are also Clubs representing faculties – making it easier to 
forge connections with fellow students of the same area of study. 

The USU's Student Leadership Program creates opportunities for 
exceptional student leaders to develop skills and be involved in the 

development of campus culture and annual calendar of events. There are a 
wide range of different and challenging roles on offer for students who 
have the drive and desire to achieve beyond their uni coursework. The 

USU also runs a busy entertainment program all year round, from regular 
activities such as trivia and bingo, as well as major local and international 
live acts. A rich cultural experience is something all students should enjoy 
during their time at university. The USU runs a number of initiatives and 
programs that aim to bring out the life and colour on campus, to celebrate 

diversity and encourage students to get creative. 

This is but a snapshot of the many ways the USU dedicates itself to 
providing a University experience that is not only enjoyable, but highly 

unique and memorable. 
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