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are underpinned by garden variety 
Conservative principles – individual 
responsibility, a reduction in the size and 
influence of government, freedoms of 
speech, religion and conscience, and the 
God-given worth of every human; born, 
unborn or dying. It need not be said that 
I do not believe that everything Milo 
says or does is right or is appropriate in 
civilised society. But Milo is fully aware of 
that. He freely admits in his book that he 
is intentionally provocative but believes 
that this kind of ‘cultural war’ is the only 
way to prevent another generation of 
youths from falling into Leftist idiocy. 

I believe that both Milo and Locke 
have a place in modern Conservatism. 
Milo cuts through the pervasive culture 
of political correctness and is influential 
among many demographics (most 
notably youths) in a way that traditional 
fogies (barring Jacob Rees-Mogg, of 
course) could not be. Yet Conservatism 
would suffer greatly without the reasoned, 
measured and academic shoulders of 
Locke on which to stand. Without his 
ideas, modern Conservatism would be 
susceptible to the winds and waves of 

W  elcome to the 2018, Orien-
tation Week edition of The 
Sydney Tory. The University 

of Sydney Conservative Club is proud to 
present a collection of articles and pieces 
which showcase the talent of our mem-
bers and will no doubt be intellectually 
stimulating for the reader. I would like to 
briefly thank Renee Gorman, for design-
ing this edition, and the Tory editorial 
team, Bryce Pereira (Head Editor), Hasan 
Mohammed and Alex Teh. 

This past summer break I managed to 
find time to digest two thought provoking 
books – ‘Two Treatises on Government’ 
by John Locke and ‘Dangerous’ by Milo 
Yiannopoulos. These books represent 
polar opposites of modern Conservatism. 
Milo writes very brashly and is far more 
concerned with being a lion let loose in 
a den of snowflakes than philosophically 
defending the tenants of Conservatism. 
Locke’s Treatises, on the other hand, 
are woven together with theological 
exegesis and deep wisdom, but are largely 
inaccessible to the average reader.

Despite writing more than 300 years 
apart, the writings of Milo and Locke 

populism and hateful and ugly trolling 
culture. 

The strength of the Conservative 
tradition throughout history was in no 
small part due to a commitment to its 
core values of free enterprise, individual 
responsibility, limited government, and 
many others and to commend them in a 
culturally relevant and meaningful way 
to successive generations. While Locke 
and Milo may at first glance appear 
diametrically opposite, closer examination 
reveals a common thread – the immutable 
Conservative values which we firmly 
believe deliver a free, fair, moral and 
prosperous society. The enduring nature 
of these values drives us at The University 
of Sydney Conservative Club to continue 
our important work of safeguarding and 
promoting these values for the good of 
the students of The University of Sydney 
and society more broadly. 

I am sure the following articles will give 
you much to ponder and I look forward 
to the part you personally will play in the 
promotion of our great tradition over the 
coming year.  

PRESIDENT’S  
ADDRESS

GEORGE BISHOP
PRESIDENT



  SYDNEY TORYTH
E

3

THE LOUDEST VOICE FOR  
FREE SPEECH ON CAMPUS
The Conservative Club – a year in review

RENEE GORMAN 
VICE PRESIDENT

“This is a fight worth fighting. And even if 

you’re not successful during your university 

career, fighting this battle will make you 

a better advocate for your beliefs – a skill 

that will be of tremendous benefit when you 

leave the ideologically cocooned university 

campus and enter the real world.” 

Senator James Paterson 

Last year was a landmark year for 
the conservative club. It was a 
year in which the club faced the 

radical left with no fear and brought to 
light the bias, hypocrisy and censorship 
that occurs on our campus.

We continually called out the SRC as 
they spent student money on frivolous 
propaganda set-pieces such as a giant 
inflatable rat for a protest that was 
attended by less than 1% of campus 
and just annoyed and disrupted the 
other 99%. Club member Johnny 
Sorras conducted and wrote an in-depth 
investigation of the SRC budget which 
you can read on page 4.

We were met with thinly veiled 

censorship on campus as the university 
administration continued to demand 
increasingly exorbitant security fees 
for conservative events. And out-right 
censorship from the student union 
when they attempted to shut down the 
screening of ‘The Red Pill’. Such events 
resulted in the University of Sydney 
being rated the institution that is most 
hostile to intellectual freedom in the IPA 
2017 Campus Audit. 

During these sagas we received support 
(and some criticism) from the media, but 
the university does not seem ready to step 
down and allow the conservative club to 
have a clear and loud presence on campus 
without administrative opposition. That 
is something we will continue to contest. 
One lesson that the club has learnt this 
year is to not suffer in silence. I think we 
have a natural tendency to avoid drama 
and we have become so accustomed to the 
ill-treatment we receive on campus that 
we sometimes brush-past matters that 
we should have pursued further. I myself 
have been guilty of this. But if the left tear 
down your posters or scream in your face 
on campus; film it. If the university try 

and block your event, tell someone. The 
time for stoic silence has gone.

As a club we would like to thank 
the excellent speakers that we had the 
pleasure of welcoming onto campus 
last year including: Jason Falinski MP, 
James Griffin, The Hon Dr Peter Hendy 
MP, Dr Peter Phelps MLC, Senator 
James Paterson, Janet Albrechsten, Tom 
Switzer and many more. Perhaps our 
most noteworthy event of the year was 
the IPA/Generation liberty event ‘The 
Dangers of Socialism’. An event held 
in opposition to the annual Marxism 
conference on campus. Simon Breheny, 
Mark Hornshaw, Warren Wang and 
Miranda Devine spoke with passion 
and conviction that night and over 140 
young people attended.

The Conservative Club has become and 
will continue to be a beacon of hope on 
campus for conservative, classical liberal, 
libertarian and even centre or a-political 
students, as we continue to fight for free 
speech, intellectual diversity and open 
discourse at the University of Sydney. 
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circumstances. The absurd budget and 
some egregious cases of expenditure 
confirm the fact that the SRC under 
the Left is nothing but an ignominious 
activist organisation, which seeks to 
maintain its power and push its own 
agenda. Thus the council, which should, 
as stipulated in its very name, exists to 
represent students, instead serves its own 
political agenda rather than the broader 
student body. This would include 
international students, for example, who 
receive a disproportionately miniscule 
amount of funding, despite the fact that 
they constitute approximately half of the 
entire undergraduate student body.

There are some more peculiar 
instances of what is ultimately student 
money being deplorably expended 
on things which, it could be said, few 
undergraduate students — at least those 
without an explicitly leftist political 
agenda — would be sympathetic to. 
Consider one particular instance from 
June 2016, for example, where 50 pizzas 
were delivered to Parisian workers on 
strike at the Place de la République, 
in an ‘act of solidarity’ with the Nuit 

Parking tickets and pizzas for 
Parisian workers on strike. Ever 
wondered where your ‘Student 

Services and Amenities Fee’ goes? Well, 
now you know. Needless to say many 
students, myself included, have at one 
point or another scratched their head at 
that hundred-something dollar SSAF. 
The Student Representative Council 
(SRC) is the ‘peak representative 
body for undergraduate students at 
the University of Sydney.’ It exists to 
‘defend and advance the interests of 
USyd students.’ Well, that is indeed, as 
the name implies, what the SRC would 
reasonably be expected to do. However, 
an inquiry into some of their actions 
paints a rather different picture. On 
closer examination it becomes clear 
that the SRC has consistently failed 
to represent the interests of its 35,000 
undergraduate students. When political 
agendas, party loyalties, and factional 
interests are prioritised over student 
welfare, the increasing distance of the 
SRC from the student body it claims to 
represent becomes apparent. For some 
years now, the SRC has come under the 
influence of the Left, with the National 

Labor Students (NLS) seeing a number 
of extended periods at the helm. This 
has meant that the council has effectively 
been, at times, controlled by bona fide 
international socialists.  It must be said, 
of course, that the SRC is democratically 
elected by the undergraduate body at the 
university. This does not mean, however, 
that we should not question the actions 
and motives of the council.

The SRC operates with a budget of 
approximately $1.8 million dollars, 
derived almost in its entirety from 
this biannual student contribution. 
The reason why students support this 
institution is to have their interests 
within the university represented, 
whilst also receiving many positive 
and necessary services. However, the 
grip on the SRC held in recent years 
by the various factions on the left is 
one that has allowed for the dangerous 
combination of an activist political 
agenda with financial unaccountability. 
This is not surprising given that the 
council audits its own books, something 
which would diminish the credibility 
of an organisation under normal 

CAPTURED  
STUDENT COUNCILS:  
Student democracy in decline?

JOHNNY SORRAS 
VICE PRESIDENT
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Debout movement. The minutes of 
the council meeting in which this 
‘important’ motion was carried reveal 
the frivolous nature of the ordeal, with 
one councillor quipping, ‘Can we 
make one of the pizzas gluten free?’ 
Since when has international socialism 
represented the interests of the broader 
student body? Another example of the 
triviality of SRC expenditure comes 
from the meeting of January 2017, in 
which the motion to cover the parking 
tickets of two Honi Soit editors was 
carried by the SRC simply because 
‘it was not their fault.’ How exactly 
one can plead ignorance for a parking 
ticket remains somewhat of a mystery, 
especially given that there are in fact 
avenues to seek remedy when one is 
genuinely not at fault. Yet, even more 
difficult to understand is how the SRC, 
which appears to so fervently support 
Indigenous students, reconciles this with 
their decision to slash the Indigenous 
budget by $6,000. The painful irony, 
of course, is that the SRC, controlled 
by a faction that fuels identity politics, 
would cut funding to one of the most 
underrepresented and disadvantaged 

groups within tertiary education. The 
most recent farce, however, was the 
proposal by the Council’s Education 
Action Group that would have seen 
SRC funds spent on renting ‘Scabby 
the Rat,’ an inflatable rodent to be used 
at the strikes on September 13. At least 
initially, the EAG was willing to spend 
$5,000 in order to have the inflatable 
for the day. Keep in mind that this 
inflatable vermin is often employed in 
order to intimidate and disgrace those 
staff and students who cross the picket 
line to work and attend classes. Are 
the majority of students comfortable 
with their money being spent shaming 

themselves?

Whilst the Student Representative 
Council is democratically elected, 
numerous questions regarding the 
actions and expenditures of the council 
should be asked. In order to do so, the 
apathy of students in the university 
must be remedied. The greatest danger 
to the welfare and representation of 
students is undoubtedly the apathy of 
the students themselves. It is the student 
body that has ability to vote for those 

with an actual desire to represent their 
fellow students, rather than others 
for whom the Student Representative 
Council represents the mere first rung 
on the career ladder of activists and 
career politicians.
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Japan’s foreign policy in the post-
world war two era is renowned for 
their strong focus on pacifism and 

non-aggression. This can be directly 
attributed to anti-war sentiments that 
arose after Japan’s defeat in the war, 
and also due to their own post-war 
constitution which came into effect 
in 1947; born out of a joint effort by 
both the Japanese government and the 
Allied forces during their occupation of 
the country. This post-war constitution 
ultimately overhauled the Japanese 
government, shifting it from a 
previously militaristic quasi-absolute 
monarchy under the Meiji constitution 
towards a form of liberal democracy 
with a constitutional monarchy.

The new post-war constitution did 
not merely overhaul the structure and 
system of the Japanese government, 
but ultimately defined Japanese foreign 
policy in the modern era through three 
simple sentences in what was known 
as “Article 9”. Article 9 of the Japanese 
constitution was added during the 
Allied occupation of Japan, and states:

“The Japanese people forever renounce 

war as a sovereign right of the nation 
and the threat or use of force as means 
of settling international disputes… land, 
sea, and air forces, as well as other war 
potential, will never be maintained… 
belligerency of the state will not be 
recognised.”

The addition of Article 9 to the 
constitution marked Japan’s departure 
from its historically imperialist and 
militaristic foreign policy under the 
Empire of Japan, and a strong shift 
towards pacifism and self-defence which 
has ultimately become a defining feature 
of post-war Japanese foreign policy 
for decades. However, this strongly 
pacifist posture has recently come under 
debate, as Prime Minister Shinzo Abe 
announced his intention to reform the 
Japanese constitution, notably (and most 
controversially) through the reform of 
the anti-war Article 9 clause by the year 
2020.

So why is Prime Minister Abe 
considering reforming Article 9 of 
their constitution – which essentially 
limits the capabilities of the Japanese 

Self Defence Force (de facto Japanese 
military of Japan) both at home and 
abroad? Although Japan’s post-war 
military primarily focused on self-
defence and an avoidance of conflict, 
Abe now wants Japan to reconsider its 
staunch value of pacifism in the face 
of numerous challenges to Japanese 
security. Japan’s Ministry of Defence 
highlighted particularly in their annual 
white paper, their concerns regarding 
North Korea and China. North Korea’s 
increasing military activity and rhetoric 
is currently one of the gravest concerns 
of Prime Minister Abe, who has taken 
a strong stance against the DPRK, and 
sided with American and U.S. allies 
in his condemnation of the country. 
North Korea has already fired two 
missiles directly over Japan in less than 
a month was seen as a provocative move 
by the DPRK towards Japan. Increased 
Chinese military activity in the South 
and East China Seas is also one of Abe’s 
major security concerns. Russia has 
also launched a military build-up in 
the disputed Hoppo Ryodo (Northern 
Territories) islands, which have been 

JAPAN:  
What’s next for Article 9?
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claimed by Japan. To add to this 
quagmire, Abe also faces pressure from 
the United States – one of Japan’s most 
important military allies – as President 
Donald Trump called for Japan to play 
a bigger part in regional defence of the 
Asia-Pacific region.

Despite all these challenges, the 
Japanese Self Defence Force is still not 
constitutionally recognised as per Article 
9 which significantly limits their military 
capabilities. As Japan and the rest of 
the world enters a significantly more 
dangerous and unstable time, especially 
within the Asia-Pacific region, many are 
beginning to see the Article 9 clause as 
an anachronistic remnant of the past 
and an unnecessary limitation to Japan’s 
influence in Asia. As North Korea has 
significantly escalated the frequency 
of missile testing, including firing 
two missiles directly over the Japanese 
mainland, coupled with strong war-
like rhetoric, Japan must now seriously 
consider constitutional recognition of 
the Japanese Self Defence Force through 
the reformation of Article 9. Doing 
so will ensure Japan is able to bolster 

international cooperation with their 
military allies including the United 
States and Australia, as well as play a 
more pivotal role in keeping the balance 
of peace in the highly volatile Asia-
Pacific region.

So what will constitutional reform 
of Article 9 mean for Japan? Whilst 
the reformation process is simply 
a constitutional recognition of the 
Japanese Self Defence Force, this will 
have ramifications throughout the 
region and the world. Ultimately, four 
major countries will potentially be at 
the forefront of these ramifications – 
the United States, North Korea, South 
Korea and China. Prime Minister Abe 
has described this move as forming the 
basis of “proactive pacifism” for the 
future of Japanese foreign policy. In 
moving towards “proactive pacifism”, 
Japan has already been significantly 
increasing military expenditure in recent 
years, with the Ministry of Defence 
requesting a record $48.1 billion for 
2018, the largest-ever Japanese defence 
budget, representing an increase of 
2.5% from 2017. This funding will 

likely include the purchases of Aegis 
Ashore missile defence systems, SM-3 
Block 2A intercept missiles, PAC-3 
MSE missiles, upgrades to the Patriot 
Advanced Capability 3- missile defence 
system, two destroyers, six F-35A stealth 
fighters, development of glide bombs 
and four Osprey tilt-rotor transport 
aircraft. The record defence budget 
will also include expansions of next-
generation radar systems to detect 
stealth fighters, enhancements to the 
automatic detection and warning system 
for missile strikes, and development 
of a system to monitor space activity. 
Essentially, this move towards proactive 
pacifism highlights the fact that Abe 
wants to escalate Japan’s involvement in 
regional and world peacekeeping affairs, 
as well as to increase their contributions 
to regional security. This will satisfy 
requests from Washington D.C. which 
has called on Japan to play a bigger role 
in regional security.

Reforming Article 9 will also signal 
a more resilient stance towards North 
Korea’s provocative moves towards 
Japan, as their military capabilities 
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will be enhanced not only through 
constitutional recognition, but also 
through significant funding. Whilst 
this move will not likely result in the 
cessation of North Korean missile 
tests and live fire drills, Abe’s tougher 
“proactive pacifism” will at least 
represent a broadened show of force 
towards any further provocation by 
North Korea.

However, this move to increase Japan’s 
military capabilities may widen the rift 
with China and South Korea – both 
countries which were widely devastated 
by Japanese actions during World War 
Two. Beijing has already expressed 
concern over Japan’s pursuit of “proactive 
pacifism”, especially in regards to 
their record high military budget, and 
their pursuit of constitutional reform. 
Japan faces a critical decision – should 
they begin to adopt a more influential 
position in the Asia-Pacific by playing 
a greater role in regional security? In 
doing so, Japan will satisfy the United 
States which has recently been locked in 
a war-of-words against North Korea, but 
may potentially draw condemnation and 
concern from China and South Korea. 
Or should Japan retain the status quo, 
without recognition of the Japanese 
Self Defence Force and the retention of 
the original anti-war clause Article 9 of 
the constitution? This move will likely 
satisfy concerns expressed by China and 
South Korea, but will subsequently result 
in an emboldened North Korea which 
has already fired two missiles above the 
Japanese mainland in what represents a 
significant provocation towards Japan.

Taking all these aspects into 
consideration, Japanese constitutional 
reform is still justifiable and necessary. 
Japan is one of the major countries at the 
forefront of North Korean provocation 
(the other being South Korea). Whilst 
the instability in the Korean peninsula 
is kept in check largely due to American 

military presence in both South Korea 
and Japan, it is essential that American 
military allies in the region are able 
to contribute significantly to regional 
security. Japan’s largest-ever military 
budget is already indicating their 
intentions to respond to local regional 
provocations. As long as the capabilities 
of the Japanese Self Defence Force 
remains limited, North Korea will 
likely continue to not recognise Japan 
as a suitable military force, exemplified 
particularly by the DPRK’s launch of 
two missiles over Japanese land. Reform 
of Article 9 will allow Japan to expand 
on the roles of the Japanese Self Defence 
Force, signalling to the DPRK that Japan 
can develop the capabilities necessary 
to respond defensively to any potential 
North Korean attack. Retaining the 
original Article 9 clause will be an 
anachronistic remnant of early post-
war Japan and is an unnecessary barrier 
to Japanese contributions to regional 
security. At a time when North Korea 
is posing such an immediate threat to 
Japanese security, Japan should seek to 
bolster its national defence in order to 
deter further potential escalations from 

the DPRK.

Whilst Abe hopes to achieve 
constitutional reform by 2020, Japan 
has already begun developing its new 
stance of “proactive pacifism” to reaffirm 
the country’s role in regional security 
and affairs. Despite this, the road to 
constitutional reform is marred with 
obstacles, including international 
opposition from two major powers 
and ultimately, challenging the deep 
rooted post-war pacifist focus that has 
so permeated and dominated Japanese 
foreign policy since the adoption of 
the 1947 constitution. Yet, without 
constitutional recognition of the Japanese 
Armed Forces, their military capabilities 
both at home and abroad remains 
limited. The balance of peace within the 
Asia-Pacific region and ultimately the 

world is largely influenced by events in 
the Korean peninsula, which has recently 
sent shockwaves and distress throughout 
the international community by the 
DPRK’s rhetoric and military activity. 
Japan, as one of the nations at the 
forefront of this crisis, should therefore 
play a more pivotal role in aiding regional 
security. The Asia-Pacific region has 
changed significantly since post-World 
War Two, in terms of both the balance 
of power and the balance of peace. Japan 
should, therefore, adapt to this change, 
and seek a more influential role in 
maintaining regional security based on 
“proactive pacifism”.
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It is time that society acknowledges a 
certain melancholic truth: Australian 
values and traditions are under siege.

While it is an unequivocal truism that 
the immense moral and ideological 
division the world is seeing today has 
been utilised by the left to undermine 
democracy on a global scale, within 
Australian society it has taken a different 
front: one that denies our great history 
and founding, and which compromises 
the valuable traditions that produce 
our unique identity, regarding them as 
nothing more than a shameful blockade 
to our independence in the era of 
modernity.

This, of course, is the Australian 
Republican Movement.

As the Referendum of 1999 begot 
the explicit national message that 
Australians align themselves with the 
Crown, thereby refuting the persistent 
Republican assertion that the Australian 
constitution is “increasingly out of date” 
(Gelade Cassandra, 1994), Republicans 
continually compromise that democratic 
decision almost two decades later. 

In doing so, an ongoing motif is 
illuminated within their arguments – a 
notion rejected by Australians: that is, 
the Monarchy is not relevant in modern 
Australia.

Therein lies the beating heart of the 
case for a Republic.

‘How can we possibly assimilate to 
modernity under this ancient, outdated 

system?’

Again these myths reverberate distrust 
in our nation and its Constitution – a 
mere microcosm for their attempt 
to shatter our values from within. In 
assessing the fact that support for the 
Monarchy has reached its highest level 
since the 1990s, it becomes apparent 
that, contrary to Republican belief, the 
Monarchy has appropriately adapted to 
modernity in a manner that appeals to 
Australians youths, while maintaining 
our values accordingly.

Our parliamentary democracy, the 
basis whereby stability within our 
government is created; the Judeo-
Christian ethics which, as John Howard 

himself proclaimed, no influence has 
been “more profound” to Australian 
society, as it shaped our nation’s moral 
clarity; the everlasting relations Australia 
has created through our allegiance to 
the Commonwealth: these intermeshing 
facets of Australian history have 
altogether constructed our unique and 
independent national identity. That is, 
the values we inherited from Britain 
have been instrumental in formulating 
our own national identity: values which 
are just as relevant, if not more so, to 
modern Australia as they were in 1901.

While the Republican Movement 
continues to repudiate the importance 
of these notions in the modern world, 
growth in support for Australia to 
remain a Constitutional Monarchy 
remain strong. For these values are 
interwoven within Australian society, 
and will remain so into the future.

THE MONARCHY 
AND MODERNITY

DAVID TSOR
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As Liberals we believe strongly in 
the private sector.

We believe that private 
sector businesses run more efficiently 
and cost-effectively than public sector 
organisations, they are more innovative, 
and they are better at customer service.

This is one of the strongest reasons 
why, over the last forty years, in many 
Western democracies enterprises that 
were previously government owned have 
been transferred into private ownership.

When it comes to infrastructure policy, 
a priority for the Turnbull Government 
is increasing the role of the private 
sector.

By contrast, Labor Governments, state 
and federal, have a strong appetite for 
infrastructure to remain in public hands 
– which often leads to services being 
delivered less efficiently and reliably than 
under private ownership.

Over the last twenty years in Australia 
we have seen plenty of evidence of 
the benefits when infrastructure is 
transferred into private hands.  Let me 

give two examples: telecommunications 
and aviation.

In 1991 the government issued new 
licences to Telstra, Optus and Vodafone 
to operate mobile networks using the 
new GSM digital technology.

The result has been spectacular growth 
in the mobile market. In June 1996 there 
were 3.6 million mobile services, while 
today there are well over 30 million 
mobile services in operation. And in the 
15 years from 1997 to 2012, the cost of 
mobile calls fell by half.

Competition in turn has driven the 
rapid introduction of new technology: 
GSM to CDMA to 3G to 4G in less 
than 20 years.

The aviation sector offers another case 
study of customer-led innovation.

Prior to deregulation, Government 
officials decided which airlines were 
permitted to operate – and even what 
type of aircraft they could own. The 
policy for many years was a domestic 
duopoly, made up of TAA and Ansett – 
and one flag carrier, Qantas.

Since deregulation in the nineties, there 
has been a remarkable degree of change.

Airfares are much cheaper. The 
Australian Government’s Bureau of 
Infrastructure, Transport and Regional 
Economics maintains an index of the 
‘best discount fare’ on key routes across 
Australia. In August 2016, this index 
stood at less than half its level in 1992 in 
real terms.

In turn, the drop in prices has seen 
very sharp increases in the number of 
Australians travelling. In 1990 there were 
14.6 million domestic trips taken by 
airline passengers in Australia. By 2015 
it was 57.1 million – almost a fourfold 
increase in twenty-five years.

Part of the deregulation process in 
aviation resulted in the Commonwealth 
Government ceasing to own and operate 
airports. Instead, Australia’s big airports 
are now owned and operated privately 
(strictly, under long term leases).

One such private operator is Brisbane 
Airport Corporation which operates 
Brisbane airport. The company is in the 

THE INCREASING PRIVATE 
SECTOR OWNERSHIP OF 
INFRASTRUCTURE

PAUL FLETCHER MP



  SYDNEY TORYTH
E

11

process of developing a New Parallel 
Runway which will significantly improve 
the airport’s capacity. This vital new facility 
is being funded exclusively with private 
capital.

In recent years, there have been 
other important reasons why a federal 
Coalition Government has been moving 
to stimulate infrastructure being 
transferred into private ownership.

The first is so that the proceeds of the 
transfer – be it a sale or a long term 
lease – can be redeployed for other 
vitally needed infrastructure assets.  
This was the rationale for the Asset 
Recycling Initiative announced in the 
2014 Budget.  Under this policy the 
Commonwealth has struck agreements 
worth $2 billion with the NSW, ACT, 
and Northern Territory Governments – 
under which those governments raised 
capital by transferring assets into private 
sector ownership, and received a 15 
per cent ‘uplift’ on the proceeds of the 
transaction from the Commonwealth, 
allowing an increased amount to be 
redeployed into vitally needed new 
infrastructure.  For example, under 
the Asset Recycling Initiative there is 
a $1.7 billion contribution from the 
Commonwealth towards the Sydney 
Metro City and Southwest project – a 
30.5 kilometre metro style railway line 
planned to open in 2024, which will 
run from Chatswood to North Sydney, 
under the Harbour to Barangaroo 
and Martin Place, and then on to 
Bankstown.

Another feature of the Turnbull 
Government’s approach to infrastructure 
policy is to move away from simply 
providing grants to state governments, 
and increasingly to use debt or equity 
investment. Western Sydney Airport 
and Inland Rail are being supported 
through equity investments and 
WestConnex through debt. One benefit 

of this approach is that it facilitates the 
government’s investment stake being 
potentially sold to private investors at a 
later point, allowing taxpayers’ capital to 
be recycled.

A third reason to stimulate private 
sector ownership of infrastructure 
is because there will always be more 
demand for infrastructure than can be 
met by government expenditure alone.

This makes it important for as many 
projects as possible to be funded by the 
private sector.

Sydney is a good example of this 
challenge; with a population expected to 
reach over 8 million by 2050 there is a 
strong demand for new infrastructure to 
meet the growing transport needs of the 
city and surrounding areas.

That is why the Commonwealth has 
entered into partnership with the NSW 
State Government and Transurban 
to construct and operate the 9km 
NorthConnex tunnel project connecting 
the M1 and M2 from Wahroonga to 
Pennant Hills. Not only will this project 
deliver real economic benefits when it 
is completed in terms of reduced travel 
times and more reliable journeys for the 
5,000 heavy vehicles that travel along 
the route each day and over 8,700 jobs 
for NSW, it is also delivering over 1,500 
jobs in the construction phase across 11 
different worksites.

Like a number of other significant new 
road infrastructure under construction, 
financing for NorthConnex will 
be supported by a tolling revenue 
stream.  The total cost of the project is 
nearly $3 billion, but the total public 
funding is $824 million (coming 50:50 
from the Commonwealth and NSW 
Governments), with the balance coming 
from private investors, to be recouped 
through the tolling revenue stream.  
This means less government funding is 

needed for the project – leaving more 
available for other infrastructure projects 
and for other priorities of government.

 There is a real difference between 
Liberal and Labor Governments when 
it comes to infrastructure.  Labor thinks 
government should own everything; as 
Liberals we believe maximising the role 
of the private sector delivers better value 
for taxpayers and better outcomes for 
those who will use the infrastructure.

Paul Fletcher is the Member for Bradfield in 
the Australian Parliament.
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Australia is experiencing a worry-
ing growth of hostility towards 
free speech. Nowhere is this 

worse than on university campuses, where 
the current generation of student politi-
cians are importing divisive ideas about 
race and gender from the United States 
and United Kingdom.

To combat this censorious culture, 
conservative and classical liberal students 
should revive the battle for voluntary 
student unionism.

Australian university campuses have 
long been hotbeds of radical leftists. But 
whereas the left in Australia was once 
passionately in favour of free speech, the 
current generation of student politicians 
have wholeheartedly embraced the 
ideology of identity politics, which 
encourages people to judge speech based 
on the identity of the speaker, rather than 
the content of what is said.

When combined with the political 
homogeneity that exists on most 
university campuses, this provides a recipe 
for the aggressive censorship of any ideas 

the deviate from the prevailing dogma.

In the UK, this combination of factors 
has led some student unions to ban 
mainstream tabloid newspapers like The 
Sun,Daily Mail, and Daily Express. While 
in the US, conservative and libertarian 
speakers are now routinely prevented 
from speaking on college campuses by 
protests that often turn violent – even 
respected social scientists like Charles 
Murray are now hounded off campus by 
students who have clearly never read their 
work.

Things might not be quite as bad in 
Australia – yet. But there are growing 
attempts to enforce ideological 
conformity, often spearheaded by young 
student politicos, as students at the 
University of Sydney know all too well.

It’s been less than six months since 
the University of Sydney Union made 
international headlines by banning the 
The Red Pill from being screened on 
union managed campus space.

The union claimed the documentary 
“would be discriminatory against 
women, and has the capacity to 
intimidate and physically threaten 

women on campus.” Interestingly – as 

the union’s statement made clear – they 
would have been fine with the film if, 
rather than challenging the feminist 
narrative, the film had had blamed the 
issues it raised on “the patriarchy.”

This is not an endorsement of The Red 
Pill, or any other film screened at the 
University of Sydney. But universities are 
meant to be places where people’s ideas 
are challenged and difficult issues are 
debated.

Banning movies because of the issues 
they raise and way they raise them is 
complete betrayal of the university’s role 
in society.

What makes this even worse is that 
these student censors are funded, at least 
in part, by a tax on the very students they 
are attempting to censor – in the form of 
the $294 Student Services and Amenities 
Fee (SSAF).

The Gillard government introduced the 
SSAF in 2011, as a rebranded version of 
the compulsory student unionism that the 
Howard government had banned in 2005.

VSU WILL END  
CAMPUS CENSORSHIP,  
says Senator Paterson

SENATOR JAMES PATERSON
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When the money raised by SSAF isn’t 
going to fund direct censorship of ideas 
that challenge the prevailing campus 
dogma, it is going to fund services that 
many students neither want nor need. 
These services include things like the 
indoctrination workshops that the 
University of Melbourne Student Union 
ran during orientation week this year.

These workshops discouraged the use 
of “Australian banter.” And while they 
rightly argued “Women should stop 
second-guessing their intelligence,” they 
also bizarrely encouraged male students 
to consider their privilege by thinking 
twice before contributing in class, and 
to speak with less confidence when 
expressing an opinion.

Student unions should have every right 
to run workshops pushing whatever 
ideas they choose. But students shouldn’t 
be forced to pay for it.

Many of the damaging ideas adopted 
by universities start in student unions. 
Too often, universities weakly submit to 
the vocal minority of politically active 
students who use student unions as their 

vehicle – and their cash cow.
Thanks to the SSAF, students who 

object, or just don’t care, are forced to 
fund this activism. They shouldn’t have 
to. The existing protections preventing 
student unions from donating to 
political parties are far too weak. It does 
nothing to stop student unions pushing 
equally divisive gender theory, anti-Israel 
bigotry or polarising racial politics on 
issues like the flag and Australia day.

Ending the compulsory Student 
Services and Amenities Fee won’t 
be a panacea for all the problems 
that permeate university campuses 
throughout the western world. But it 
will make it more difficult for anti-free 
speech activists to use student resources 

to enforce their own ideological dogma.

This is a fight worth fighting. And 
even if you’re not successful during 
your university career, fighting this 
battle will make you a better advocate 
for your beliefs – a skill that will be of 
tremendous benefit when you leave 
the ideologically cocooned university 
campus and enter the real world.

 James Paterson is a Liberal Senator 
for Victoria. He is a former Vice 
President of the Australian Liberal 
Students’ Federation and the Melbourne 
University Liberal Club.

“Australian university campuses 
have long been hotbeds of radical 

leftists. But whereas the left in 
Australia was once passionately in 

favour of free speech, the current 
generation of student politicians have 
wholeheartedly embraced the ideology 

of identity politics, which encourages 
people to judge speech based on the 

identity of the speaker, rather than the 
content of what is said.”

-Senator James Paterson
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Unless you have had the 
unfortunate displeasure of 
being completely disinterested 

in politics, live under a rock or, worse 
still, do not care for the news, you 
would’ve heard that the High Court of 
Australia handed down its judgment on 
the fate of seven Members of Parliament 
and Senators, the most prolific of 
which was none other than Deputy 
PM Barnaby Joyce. The only survivors 
were Sen Matt Canavan and Sen Nick 
Xenophon.

The case arose due to the possession 
by these representatives of citizenship of 
another foreign country. This is, at least 
on the face of the text, prohibited by 
Section 44 of the Constitution. Section 
44 provides:

Any person who (i) is under any 
acknowledgment of allegiance, 
obedience, or adherence to a foreign 
power, or is a subject or a citizen or 
entitled to the rights or privileges of a 
subject or a citizen of a foreign power … 
shall be incapable of being chosen or of 
sitting as a senator or a member of the 
House of Representatives.

It should be noted that the text of 
Section 44 does not require that a 
representative with foreign citizenship 
must acknowledge such allegiance 
or obedience. There appear to be 
separate categories of disqualification, 
as evidenced by the ‘or’ in line two 
– one for a person who is under any 
acknowledgment, one for a person who is 
a subject or citizen and one for a person 
who is entitled to the rights of a citizen.

The question before the High Court 
was essentially the following:

‘Should a person who is in fact a 
subject or citizen of a foreign power be 
disqualified or should the High Court 
read into Section 44 further elements 
such that a person may be disqualified if 
they are a “citizen of a foreign power for 
the purposes of Section 44”?’

The Solicitor-General, Mr Donaghue 
QC, representing the Attorney-General, 
argued essentially that there needed to 
be a knowledge element imposed on 
Section 44, that persons needed to have 
‘knowledge of a real and substantial 
prospect’ of foreign citizenship. He 

pointed to the intent of the section, as 
outlined by the High Court in Sue v 
Hill, that the section has the purpose of 
preventing split allegiance, and argued 
that a person could not have split 
allegiance if they did not have knowledge 
of a real and substantial prospect of 
foreign citizenship.

I should point out here that there has 
been some criticism over the advice 
and advocacy of the Solicitor-General 
in recent days. This is unwarranted and 
deeply disrespectful.

The Solicitor-General, an exceedingly 
eminent Queen’s Counsel, did exactly 
what he was employed to do; argue the 
government’s side of the case. Faced with 
the task of circumventing the words 
on the page, he did an admirable job. I 
watched a large part of his advocacy on 
the High Court’s audio-visual recordings 
and I found him to be extremely 
competent, well-argued and thoughtful. 
As to the advice he provided to Turnbull 
and his colleagues, we will never know 
what was in that advice. However, even 
if the advice included words to the 
effect of ‘the High Court will so hold’ 

WHY THE HIGH COURT 
GOT IT 100% RIGHT

GEORGE BISHOP
PRESIDENT
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– something I sincerely doubt – it is 
surely an arguable position which Mr 
Donaghue put forward and one which 
could only be defeated by a distinctly 
textualist approach to the Constitution.

Unfortunately for the government and 
for the Solicitor-General, yet fortunately 
for good of Australia and her institutions, 
the High Court did take such an 
approach. Here are some reasons why 
Australians should rejoice that they did:

The High Court is not SCOTUS
The High Court, and indeed Australia’s 

constitutional jurisprudence more 
generally, is in another universe when 
one examines the ‘Unlearn Law’ which 
has come out of the Supreme Court of 
the United States (SCOTUS, for short). 
Regardless of your stance on abortion, 
Roe v Wade is simply judicial activism at 
its worst. To imply a right to an abortion 
until foetal viability from a right to 
privacy under the 14th Amendment is, 
to say the least, an exercise in creative 
linguistics. Worse still was the decision 
in Obergefell v Hodges which implied a 
constitutional right to same sex marriage, 
again from the 14th Amendment.

The problem with many of the 
decisions which have been handed down 
by SCOTUS, apart from the fact that 
their appointments and judgments are 
far more politically motivated, is that 
many members of the court (notable 
exceptions included Justices Scalia and 
Gorsuch) subscribe to a non-literalist, 
non-originalist school of constitutional 
interpretation. They say that the text 
of the constitution, despite the words 
contained therein, and the meaning of 
those words in the context of when they 
were drafted, must be interpreted (read: 
overruled) in light of modern society and 
values. Some even go so far as to say that 
the Constitution should be interpreted in 
light of human rights/international law. 

I would argue that this kind of approach 
undermines the Rule of Law. Individuals 
and governments must be aware of what 
the law is so that they might obey it.

The High Court has affirmed its 
literalist/Originalist approach to 
Constitutional interpretation

With the exception of perhaps two 
former judges (Justices Kirby and 
Murphy) – there are a few more I 
could include on this list, though to 
a lesser extent – the High Court has 
not embraced these liberal interpretive 
approaches. This is a very good thing. A 
literalist/Originalist approach is the only 
way to give certainty to governments 
and individuals who seek to rely on and 
operate under its provisions. If the words 
contained in the Constitution have a 
legal effect which coincides more or less 
with their natural and ordinary meaning 
as understood at the time of Federation, 
it provides clarity and certainty as to the 
rights, obligations and powers of the 
individual and of government.

Importantly, a literalist/Originalist 
approach provides the exercise of 
government power with an objective 
grounding. The powers of the Legislature 
and of the Executive cannot wax and 
wane in line with judicial opinion. 
Nor can the rights of the individual be 
abrogated by an unelected majority of 
four High Court judges.

A literalist/Originalist approach gives 
expression to the will of the people, 
not the will of unelected judges. Quite 
simply, if the Australian people desired 
to allow their representatives to hold 
dual citizenship, they are perfectly free to 
do so under the referendum procedure 
set out in Section 128. The low success 
rate of referenda in the past and the lack 
of traction for constitutional change 
generally is an expression of satisfaction 
by the Australian people as to the text 
and effect of their constitution.

No split allegiances for our 
leaders

I feel strongly about the application 
of Section 44 and the need to ensure 
that there is no split allegiance, whether 
actual or potential, of our leaders. The 
fact of the matter is, if you wish to lead 
our great nation, you should be 100% 
on Team Australia. Our leaders must be 
working for the good of the Australian 
people and of Australia first and 
foremost.

The obvious retort to this point is 
that many representatives may have no 
knowledge of their foreign citizenship, 
as in the circumstances of this case. 
There are two main issues with this 
argument. First, there are obvious 
evidential issues surrounding just what 
knowledge representatives possess. It 
should not need to be stated that persons 
with nefarious intentions would not 
be particularly candid in this regard. 
Second, and with more weight in my 
opinion, is the issue of duties and 
responsibility imposed by the foreign 
country on its citizens. Conscription is 
an obvious example. There is nothing in 
principle preventing a foreign country 
passing a law that all citizens within 
a defined category must immediately 
undertake military service in response 
to a war. A less obvious example, but 
perhaps more relevant in the 21st 
Century, would be laws regarding data 
or meta-data usage and reporting for 
citizens of a country. The proposition 
that our representatives be compelled to 
such obligations is simply unthinkable.

We should be thankful for our High 
Court. Our judges continue to uphold 
the institutions of an independent 
judiciary and the Rule of Law. Chief 
Justice Kiefel and Justices Bell, Gageler, 
Keane, Nettle, Gordon and Edelman got 
it 100% right. Thank you.
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With recent talk on campus 
focusing on the changes to 
HECS debt repayment in 

the recent Budget and with upcoming 
major student rallies nationwide against 
these fee changes on the 17th May, it is 
timely that we have an honest discussion 
about it and why I, as a student, support 
these changes.

The Federal Government will lower the 
threshold for repayments down from an 
annual income of $56 000 to $42 000 
from 2018-19. Around 200 000 more 
graduates will be repaying their HECS 
debt earlier. Moreover, university fees are 
set to increase by around 7.5% by 2021 
representing a maximum increase of 
around $3600 for a four year course.

In the face of student debt owed to 
the government blowing out from 
$25.5 billion in 2012 to $50 billion 
currently there are serious and warranted 
concerns about the sustainability of the 
current system. Up to $14 billion of 
this debt will not be repaid. Yet Senator 
Birmingham’s description of these 
reforms as “fundamentally fair” has been 

challenged by the NUS, the Socialist 
Alternative as well as regular students, 
angered by the prospect of greater 
repayments.
A large part of the campaign against 
these changes has focused on the concept 
of fairness. The reforms have been 
framed as a “savage attack on students”. 
Affordability and social issues such 
as housing, health, unemployment, 
inequality and tax cuts to business have 
been fused together by critics of these 
reforms under the fees issue, framing 
student life as a class struggle of the 
young against a ruthless government and 
their corporate friends.

However is this really the case? Does 
the government really hate students, 
dooming them to a lifetime of debt? Is 
the NUS president correct when she says 
that the government is “taking from the 
poor to support the rich”? I propose that 
these reforms have actually increased 
the levels of fairness across society as a 
whole, and do not entrench some elitist 
class but ensure average hardworking 
taxpayers are treated more equally.
Most domestic university undergraduate 

students are enrolled in Commonwealth 
Supported Places. This means that 
they do not pay the full tuition fees 
but instead only have to pay a Student 
Contribution.

Already, students are deriving huge 
dividends from such a generous system. 
Currently, students only have to pay for 
around 42% of their total tuition fees. 
The government foots the remaining 
58%. Essentially, taxpayers are paying for 
someone else to attend university. These 
tax payers are strangers who may or may 
not have gone to university themselves. 

These taxpayers are mothers, fathers 
or even other young working people. 
Farmers, teachers, cleaners and nurses 
are all chipping in for more than half of 
a student’s university fees. Is this fair?  
Do we not, as equal fellow members of 
society and as the students benefitting 
from these degrees, have a responsibility 
to more equally share the load?

Despite claims that these reforms 
will increase inequality for students, 
graduates are actually more likely to 
enjoy a higher standard of living. They 

MAKE EDUCATION  
FAIR AGAIN

CHANUM TORRES
TREASURER
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enjoy lower unemployment rates, higher 
incomes and the ability to enter their 
chosen field, working in a job that 
they are well suited for. Moreover, a 
graduate earning the threshold of $42 
000 will only have to pay back 1% of 
their income. This represents a modest 
increased repayment rate of around $8 
a week. Considering that in 2015 the 
median bachelor degree graduate’s salary 
in their first full time job was around 
$54 000, it is indeed a small price to pay.

As it stands, strangers are arguably over 
generously subsiding a student’s degree 
that unlocks for the student a higher 
income and standard of living, leaving 
the former with less income.  Is this not 
itself creating inequality, ‘robbing’ from 
those who are already working hard and 
giving to an emerging professional class?
These reforms serve to protect future 
generations of Australian students. A 
budget blowout years down the track 
due to soaring unpaid student debt 
would mean sudden, drastic cuts. The 
Grattan Institute’s aptly named “HELP 
for the future” report about the reforms 
expresses this sustainability concern. 

The government has taken an important 
step to secure the long term viability 
of this system for future generations of 
Australians.

The system as a whole has been of great 
benefit to young Australians, enabling 
access to quality tertiary education and 
equipping them for a dynamic global 
economy. Rates of university enrolment 
are rising, with more and more 
Australians gaining much needed skills 
to drive our future economy. University 
is not becoming increasingly inaccessible 
but actually becoming an option for 
more and more people.

However, as it stands, students are not 
doing their fair share to pay for their 
education. The fee reforms are a step in 
the right direction for a fairer society. 
These reforms ensure that university 
remains a clear and rewardable option. 
Students will still have unmatched access 
to one of the most generous loan systems 
in the world but taxpayers, now and into 
the future, will be treated more fairly.
These upcoming protests express a latent 
refusal to bear one’s own fair share. We 

need to stop treating the Australian 
taxpayer as our personal banks. Payment 
of tertiary education fees is not a right 
to be demanded of other members of 
the public but something we as students 
should and will be increasingly taking 
responsibility for.

I applaud the government’s step towards 
a fairer society.
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I have always known that Sydney 
University, like most of Australia’s 
tertiary institutions, has a tendency 

to favour the left side of politics. Being 
a right leaning student in the Media 
department I am quite accustomed to 
being exposed to bias and left-wing 
dogma on a weekly basis. If I am honest, 
I thrive on the constant debate I am 
forced to conduct, and believe the 
upward battle most outspoken right-
wing students face only hones our skills 
for the real world. The ‘conservative 
rebel’ is an oxymoron label I wear with 
pride. Despite my general acceptance 
of the University’s politicised approach, 
a recent policy decision has, in my 
opinion, firmly crossed the line. In 
instituting the ‘Unlearn’ Program Sydney 
University is flaunting its Marxist colours 
to a new and alarming extent. For 
this reason I feel compelled to call the 
program out for the postmodern fallacy 
it is.

The ‘Unlearn’ program is compulsory 
for all undergraduate students and if you 
aren’t bordering on the edge of an Alex 
Jones style rant by the end of reading the 

online description, you have a lot more 
self-control than me.

Throughout our lives we’re taught 
important lessons. We learn how to talk, 
to write, even how to behave. But not 
everyone has been taught how to unlearn. 
To be brave enough to question the world, 
challenge the established, demolish social 
norms and build new ones in their place. 

Promoting independent thought is an 
integral part of any of a university’s 
raison detre, and questioning assumed 
knowledge is an important part of this. 
Where my ears prick up however, is 
where the University demands that 
students don’t just question established 
social and intellectual norms, but that 
they deliberately demolish them and 
erect new ones in their place. This is 
the same university that encourages safe 
spaces, bans movies it deems ‘physically 
threatening’ and covers up photographs 
of former deans and foundation 
heads as these white males may be 
‘offensive’. Sydney University has shown 
repeatedly that it places limitations on 
independence of thought and that it 

is not the bastion of free speech and 
expression Michael Spence claims it to 
be. So that begs the question, what are 
they actually saying here? I think the 
answer is that they do not wish you to 
challenge their establishment but rather 
your own personal established thought 
and morality that you have developed 
through your upbringing, family and 
society. This all needs to be discarded so 
that they, the University’s self-ordained 
apostles of ethics, can be the ones to 
build new ones in the place of the old. 
The University is compelling you to 
unlearn what you previously thought 
and build new thoughts in their image. 
Note that the program does not mention 
anything about being exposed to a 
diverse range of ideas, instead it speaks of 
a way of filtering truth, which is where 
the program becomes truly unsettling;

We’ve always put our trust in the news. 
Today’s technology means news spreads fast, 
anyone can publish it, and there’s lots of it, 
which leaves us little time to decipher useful 
facts from fakes… But what if the same 
technology that fools us, could tip us off? 
Could computers help us filter the truth?

SYDNEY UNIVERSITY 
WANTS US TO 
‘UNLEARN’ TRUTH

RENEE GORMAN 
VICE PRESIDENT
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After reading the section ‘Unlearn Truth’ 
I started constructing a tinfoil hat. They 
might as well have said ‘We don’t like the 
news now because traditional media is 
dying so we want to filter the internet so 
you only listen to us’.

Professor Nick Enfield and his team 
are fighting the war against deception 
through the Post Truth Initiative… 
They’re also building a “Bullshit 
Detector” – a computer capable of 
analysing speeches, articles and even 
tweets to tell if someone is being 
deceptive.

Really Nick Enfield? Well I call bullshit 
on your ‘Bullshit Detector’, I don’t 
need your machine to tell me what is 
true. That is supposed to be the point 
of University! To teach you critical 
thinking and research skills so you can 
decipher truth yourself. Traditional 
academia is about the search for truth 
and knowledge, not the search for a way 
of filtering it.

This program is truly Orwellian and 
disturbing, and what’s worse is that it’s 
compulsory. Sydney University should 

be prioritising teaching its students to 
learn and think critically. University is 
supposed to be a place where you are 
intellectually challenged and forced 
to develop reasoning, debating and 
research skills that will enrich your life 
and allow you to contribute to society 
in a productive manner. This program 
does the opposite and it is a threat to our 
future. But don’t take my word for it, 
you can read about the program in detail 
at the Sydney University website.

Update: The university has received 
continuous criticism for this program 
from the media and their response 
has been to remain elusive about the 
details of the program itself. I personally 
emailed the Vice Chancellor Michael 
Spence to request a meeting to discuss 
my concerns, in response he informed 
me that he has a completely full schedule 
for the next 6 months.I find this hard 
to believe as he continues to ask an 
acquaintance of mine to have coffee 
with him. He then passed me onto the 
university administration to provide 
someone who was willing to discuss 
‘Unlearn’. After a series of emails over 

multiple months I was unable to get 
anyone from the university to talk to me 
about it. My question is; if this program 
is so wonderful and not at all Orwellian, 
why won’t anyone talk to me about it 
and defend it? 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF SYDNEY UNION 
The University of Sydney Union is the provider of key programs, prod-

ucts 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 dedicat-
ed 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 genuine-
ly enriched university experience for the many thousands who join. In es-
sence, 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 mem-
ber ‐ can benefit from. The core aim of the USU is to give every oppor-
tunity 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 excep-
tional student leaders to develop skills and be involved in the develop-

ment 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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