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little to no global gain. What role does evi-
dence have in that? The Prime Minister 
would have us believe that all the evidence 
points to his package of CPRS legislation; 
but it just points to his ineptitude and incom-
petence. The current package representing 
the scheme is reckless and flawed. The proc-
ess has been mismanaged and mishandled by 
the government from the start. How about 
telling us about the jobs it will cost, about 
the lower real wages over time, about the 
cost to consumers and about how it will ex-
port carbon? Why do not we hear that? We 
do not hear that, because the Rudd Labor 
government are very good at censoring its 
critics. 

At the moment well-intentioned bureau-
crats effectively censor what the opposition 
is able to send to Australian electorates under 
the publicly funded communications allow-
ance. So, if I want to send out, for example, 
Hansard of this speech today as a component 
of the publicly funded communications al-
lowance, I would be pretty jolly wise to first 
get my speech censored by the bureaucrats. 
Given that the banned words—or the words 
that might as well come back blacked out—
include ‘disgraceful’, ‘flawed’, ‘dreadful’, 
‘inept’, ‘mismanagement’, ‘reckless’, ‘in-
competence’ and ‘irresponsible’—I think 
much of this speech will already be censored 
by the bureaucrats. But get over it, Senator 
Mary Jo, what about the experts who should 
be in this debate? CSIRO: censored! It cen-
sors itself by its internal processes and the 
supposed public research agency process by 
which it arranges with the government how it 
will handle the release of research. 

Effectively, the CSIRO censored Dr Clive 
Spash earlier this year. He was told, essen-
tially, that he could not publish his research 
on the economic underpinning of the carbon 
trading scheme versus other options. He was 
reportedly told in February this year that, 
provided he got his research peer reviewed, 

it could be released publicly. He got interna-
tional peer review. Once cleared, he was still 
told that it could not be published because of 
‘political sensitivities’. Science Minister Carr 
says scientists should have freedom of ex-
pression and that this Rudd Labor govern-
ment will allow the publication of scientific 
research provided it has been peer reviewed, 
yet he somehow allows research within 
CSIRO to be censored due to ‘political sensi-
tivities’. That is why, thus far, Rudd Labor 
seems to be getting away with not having to 
tell people what the CPRS should do versus 
what it will or will not do. 

What will it not do? The government tries 
to say that it will not cost jobs. The govern-
ment tries to say that jobs may move from 
one part of the economy to another, but that 
the CPRS package will not cost jobs. The 
trouble is that the evidence is that, in order to 
maintain an assumption that jobs will not be 
lost in the economy overall, the govern-
ment’s modelling, done by Treasury, has to 
assume a fall in real wages over time. It as-
sumes lower real wages over time—lower 
real wages than they would otherwise be, 
were it not for this package of CPRS legisla-
tion. I refer to questioning in the Senate Eco-
nomics Legislation Committee on 29 May, 
when respected economist Dr Brian Fisher, 
formerly of ABARE said: 
… what the Treasury has done is to make an as-
sumption that, if we take the full economy, for 
every job that is lost in one place there will be 
another job of some description elsewhere. 

He went on to say: 
… to make that work what both the Treasury and 
I have done in the national modelling is to allow 
the real wages of workers to fall. We have held 
total employment constant but to allow that to 
occur we have allowed real wages to fall. 

So, real wages will have to be lower than 
they otherwise would be, without a CPRS, in 
order to maintain the government’s claim 
that jobs will not be lost. 
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