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t’s official: intolerance has pre-
vailed. “Those people” are no
longer welcome in this country.
The haters have spoken and it's
been decided Australia must close
its borders to a certain kind of
person. You know, the undesir-
able kind.

No, 'm not talking about calls for a
ban on Muslim immigrants, but the
even more strident calls for a ban on
anyone who dares to voice a poten-
tially unpopular or polarising opinion.

How dare a certain handful of up-
pity citizens think they have the right
tobe heard? How dare they talk about
their fears and their hopes for their
homeland? How dare they think they
can wade into a debate without being
howled down and dismissed as racist?

Just who do these bloody women
think they are? It's downright unAus-
tralian.

The unrelenting hostility levelled
at Sonia Kruger this past week has
only confirmed that silencing any un-
palatable or volatile discussion has re-
placed footy and cricket as our
nation’s favourite sport.

Hunting in packs, the self-right-
eous and the plain old bitter set about
attacking their target with a level of
contempt once reserved for convicted
child abusers or murderers.

In the nuance-free and perpetually
outrage-fuelled era of social media,
the biggest crime a person can com-
mit is to cause offence by publicly
voicing an opinion. Should it be the

“wrong” opinion then the mob
will show no mercy.

as Kruger's opinion
“wrong™? In this columnist’s
view, absolutely. But given
many have subsequently
pointed out the very real flaws
in any supgestion that closing
our borders to Muslims will
prevent terrorism, theres no
need to rehash that particu-
lar argument here.

‘What was most telling
about the events of last
week was not Kruger's
comments  themselves,
but the frenzied response
to them. So ferocious was
the reaction that it
seemed many had genu-
inely confused a lively
televised debate with
the shock announcement of a
new government policy.

Kruger is not the minister for
immigration. She was not an
elected official unveiling div-
isive legislation relating to a
sudden crackdown on Austra-
lian visas; she was a TV host
expressing an opinion in
the course of an opinion-
driven panel discussion. (

Just as she has the
right to air her
views, so too do
those of us who
disagree  with
her have the right
toair ours.

Ideally this oc-
curs without anyone
resorting to personal
characterisations, cruel
words or threats It's
called a civilised de-
bate, an increasingly
endangered custom in
modern Australia.

According to the
nation’s self-appointed
regulators, even one of
the most well-known and
celebrated platforms for de-
bate— the high-profile ABC
program Q&A — should
be shielded from the
views of those consid-
ered undesirable.

And to many a Q&A viewer,
they don’t come any more undesir-

il

able than Pauline Hanson. So news
that the senator-elect would be centre
stage on last week's show had many
reaching for the smelling salts.

Not content with firing off pithy
tweets and booing from the audience,
hundreds of protesters lined up out-
side the ABC studios to chant their
fury over Hanson being granted air-
time on the national broadcaster.
Really? A taxpayer-funded
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forum that prides itself on subjecting
politicians to the scrutiny of a live stu-
dio audience isn't an appropriate
forum for an incoming senator?

A program that over the years has
been known to feature barely literate
musicians and international guests
who would struggle to name the
prime minister shouldn’t
extend an invite to

iy

one of Australia’s most infamous poli-
tical figures?

Then there’s the not-so-minor fact
she secured the votes of about
500,000 people at the federal election
earlier this month.

Like it or not, Hanson has earned
the right to be heard and loftily de-
claring that she be ignored because
her opinions are “wrong” won't
make her disappear.

Snidely suggesting that vot-
ers vent their dispust at “Aus-
tralia inexplicably voting in a
straight up racist” by snack-
ing on a dish named after
er by a hipster cafe, as
the oh-so-superior Ped-

estrian.tv  dutifully re-
ported, won't diminish
her appeal.

Quite the opposite.

As those half a mil-

lion votes suggest,

Hanson continues to

enjoy widespread sup-
port. And while there
are also millions of vot-
ers who object to her
twee theories, unhelpful
rhetoric and clumsy racial
profiling — this voter among
them — demonising her solves
nothing.

The sneering dismissal of Han-
son as a bigot and a fool following
her emergence in federal politics in
1996 was both simplistic and inef-
fective.

Twenty years later, surely we
have realised that people are
drawn to Hanson's vision for Aus-
tralia for many different reasons —
and many of them have nothing to
do with race. Twenty years later,
surely we have learned that seeking
to sideline and silence an elected
representative is insulting to the
very voters she represents.

Twenty years later, suraly we have
discovered that ridiculing Hanson
only makes her more attractive to her
supporters. And surely, 20 years later,
we can finally admit that asserting
Hanson is not welcome in this coun-
try because she asserts others are not
welcome in this country is an irony
, someone should please explain.

Sarrah Le Marquand & editor-in-chief of Stellar
magazine and the founding editor of RendezView

ustralia requires a radically
new approach in waging the
war on drugs. Despite the
government’s best efforts,
Australia is currently awash
with illegal narcotics and Austra-
lians have globally the highest or
close to the highest per capita illicit
drug usage across several categories
including cannabis, opioids, cocaine,
amphetamines and ecstasy.

The Australian Crime Commis-
sion’s recent illicit drugs report stat-
ed that in 2013-14 Australia recorded
the highest number of illicit drug-re-
lated arrests, the highest number of
drug seizures and the largest amount
of drugs seized. According to the
ACC, sophisticated organised crimi-
nals are at the centre of the Austra-
lian illicit drug market.

Moreover, according to the 2013
National Drug Strategy Household
Survey, 42 per cent of Australians
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have used illicit drugs during their
lives, demonstrating Australia has
an entrenched illicit drug culture.

Disturbingly, the toxicity of the
current supply of illicit substances
across several categories has never
been stronger. Long-term cognitive,
psychological and physical damage,
the deterioration of social capital
and the lost labour productivity re-
sulting from illicit drug use is both
real and undeniable.

The current ice epidemic sweep-
ing the nation has devastated the
lives of many Australians including
in rural and remote communities.

On any possible objective mea-
sure, Australia’s current approach to
the war on drugs is an example of
gross public policy failure.

Billions are being consumed in law

enforcement, tens of thousands of
traffickers and users are languishing
in jails, violent crime is being waged
on the streets and precious healthcare
resources are being consumed.

Australia’s current policy posture
projects weakness to international
criminal narcotics syndicates in Asia
and South America. We areseenasa
soft target and therefore illegal drugs
flood the country.

Despite the issue not dominating
the national conversation, it is in-
cumbent on policy makers toinvesti-
pate alternative policy solutions.

The collective harm that cur-
rently arises from illicit drug use dis-
credits the drug lepalisation
community’s argument that an indi-
vidual's personal use should not be
the concern of the government as it
does not cause harm to others.

Developments in neuroscience
and psychology demonstrate that, as
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social animals, an individual's con-
sumption can significantly influence
the behaviour of others.

The alternative is to consider rad-
ically different policy frameworks
such as Singapore’s, which has an
openly stated policy objective of a
“drug-free” nation.

Singapore uses a multi-pronged
strategy consisting of strong preven-
tive education in schools, mandatory
drug rehabilitation for first- and sec-
ond-time caught users as well as the
mandatory use of the death penalty
with a reverse onus of proof for indi-
viduals caught with a prohibited sub-
stance above a legislatively
prescribed weight.

Singapore’s policy approach is
brutal, but it works. Singapore enjoys
one of the lowest per capita rates of
illicit drug use in the world. Its
streets are safe, organised drug crime
syndicates do not have a stronghold

and, because of its projection of res-
olute strength, Singapore’s use of the
death penalty is sparing.

The effectiveness of Singapore’s
policy approach over two decades has
resulted in the halving of arrest rates
from approximately 6000 to 3000
annually as well as the rate of recidi-
vism from 60 per cent to 30 per cent.

Given the seriousness of Austra-
lia’s drug crisis, examination and po-
tential adoption of the Singapore
model should be considered by pol-
icy makers, including the reintro-
duction of the death penalty.

Australians must be willing to ac-
knowledge the seriousness of the
current crisis and be accepting of
tough unconventional measures
coupled with determined and un-
wavering leadership. The scale of
policy change required is immense.

John Adams i a former Coalition adviser.
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