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that we will have an open policy when it
comes to the awarding of research grants.
Getting on particularly to the CSIRO, the
government has introduced charters for our
public research agencies, including the
CSIRO. These charters guarantee the agencies’ right to pursue lines of inquiry, publish
results and participate in public debate without political interference. These charters provide a framework for the civic engagement
that we consider one of the research community’s core responsibilities. They set out not
only the rights but also the responsibilities of
the agencies and agency researchers. And
each of these charters, including that of the
CSIRO, affirms the contestability of ideas,
supports open communication of research
findings, encourages debate on research issues of public interest, recognises the role of
individual researchers in the conversation,
honours the independence of public research
agencies in their research activities and acknowledges the government’s responsibility
for formulating and implementing policy.
When it comes to the specific issue of Dr
Clive Spash, I reiterate that the government
has played absolutely no role in the discussions between the CSIRO and Dr Clive
Splash. This is entirely a matter for CSIRO
management.
Senator Milne interjecting—
Senator FORSHAW—Senator Milne is
interjecting, but most of Senator Milne’s
contribution was actually directed at her
complaints about CSIRO management. I remind the Senate that the issue of public importance before us is this allegation of censorship by the Rudd government, and I repeat what I just said: the government has
played absolutely no role in the discussions
between the CSIRO and Dr Clive Spash.
Senator Milne interjecting—
Senator FORSHAW—Mr Acting Deputy
President Ryan, I listened to the other speak-
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ers in silence. I would appreciate the same
courtesy.
The notion of peer review is central to the
research enterprise. Researchers test the
quality and validity of their work by submitting it for critical assessment by their peers.
The CSIRO has its own internal peer review
processes. These processes have been established to maintain the standards of excellence that have made the CSIRO an international research icon, and they have been established to protect the CSIRO board. In
conclusion, Dr Spash’s paper is one of many
produced by CSIRO researchers on the pros
and cons of emissions trading. There is nothing unusual about it. And it is hardly surprising when you remember that the CSIRO
leads the world in the science of climate
change, as it does in so many other areas.
Senator IAN MACDONALD (Queensland) (5.52 pm)—I will start my contribution on this matter of public importance by,
strangely enough, agreeing with just one
thing that Senator Forshaw said—that is,
what a fantastic organisation the CSIRO is
and has been for a long period of time since
it was set up by a Liberal government in
years gone by. They do some very good scientific work. It is pretty clear, and many of
my colleagues from all sides in this debate
have pointed this out, how under this government a lot of scientific work has become
subject to either direct or indirect censorship.
The indirect censorship is of course the wink
and the nod from a minister in charge, like
Senator Carr, who is often humourously
called ‘Red Kim’ from the politburo. He is
known for his very extreme left-wing views.
The thought going around, as my colleagues
have mentioned, is that Senator Carr, the
relevant minister, makes it clear that if any
researcher wants money then they had better
make sure that they are toeing the government line.
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The instance that has been raised of Dr
Clive Spash is a case in point. Perhaps Senator Forshaw was correct when he said there
was no directive issued by the minister, but
any bureaucrat, any administrator of CSIRO,
would know that promoting someone who
has a different view to that of the government, whether it is a view I agree with or
not, means that research funds might dry up
and means that, in one way or another, the
organisation may be penalised. Any of those
who have followed Senator Carr’s history,
and I could perhaps talk about the Victorian
Right in the old days, would know that when
Senator Carr wants to get into bullying mode
he is a pretty formidable opponent. I guess
that is why the Right in Victoria have now
folded in with him—rather than trying to
bully each other they have got together.
Senator Jacinta Collins interjecting—
Senator IAN MACDONALD—Sorry,
Senator Collins, it is a different right in Victoria, is it? You would know what it is all
about. This debate is about censorship, specifically of the CSIRO. As my colleagues
have quite clearly pointed out, this government make censorship one of its platforms.
We know that in the Labor Party—and this is
a case of no names, no pack drill—there are
one or two senators who are totally opposed
to an emissions trading scheme. But dare
they so much as mumble a word in this
chamber about their opposition to the emissions trading scheme and they will be kicked
out of the Labor Party.
We know that the last person who chose to
disagree with the Labor Party was then Senator Shayne Murphy. He had a different view.
He did not like what the Labor Party was
doing in his home state of Tasmania, and he
said so. He voted against something that was
particularly contrary to his beliefs and
against what he thought was right for his
constituency. As a result of that he was ex-
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pelled from the Labor Party, because the Labor Party is all about control and censorship.
You cannot say what you like; you have to
say what the view of the heavies at the top
is—in this case Mr Rudd. And if you are
brave enough to have a view that is not to Mr
Rudd’s liking then you will not be in the Labor Party for very long. That is what this is
all about. As one of my colleagues mentioned, this has come through in the recent
directive from Mr Rudd, administered I think
somewhat reluctantly by Minister Ludwig, to
try and say that if anyone in this chamber
wants to write something in a newsletter or
in a dispatch or wants to send material to a
constituent then they have to run it by the
ALP censorship regime. If you do not allow
your material to be censored then you could
be in a lot of trouble. According to the Labor
Party, I could not, for example, send out to
my constituents a copy of the speech that I
am giving now because it would be treated
as being critical of the government. I cannot
post material out with a postage stamp provided as part of my means of operating if it
is deemed by the government censor to be
electioneering or a political campaign.
We all know the Labor Party cannot manage money but it is also becoming increasingly obvious—with this example in CSIRO
that we are talking about, in relation to
communication between members of parliament and their constituents, and in relation to
holding back their own members from having a view contrary to that of Mr Rudd—that
the Labor Party is all about control. It is all
about censorship. It is all about keeping the
thoughts of all of us pure, and that means in
line with Mr Rudd’s view of the world. The
debate before us at the moment on the Rudd
government’s censorship of CSIRO is just
the latest example of how Mr Rudd tries to
manipulate public opinion and indeed the
opinion of scientists and politicians.
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The ACTING DEPUTY PRESIDENT
(Senator Ryan)—Order! The discussion on
the matter of public importance has concluded.
COMMITTEES
Senators’ Interests Committee

tion Committee, Senator Crossin, I present
errata to the report of the committee on the
provisions of the Personal Property Securities (Consequential Amendments) Bill 2009.
Ordered that the document be printed.
Privileges Committee

Report

Report

Senator JOHNSTON (Western Australia)
(6.00 pm)—In accordance with the Senate
resolution of 17 March 1994 on the declaration of senators’ interests, I present the Register of Senators’ Interests incorporating
statements of registrable interests and notifications of alterations of interests lodged between 23 June 2009 and 23 November 2009.
Senators’ Interests Committee

Senator BRANDIS (Queensland) (6.02
pm)—On behalf of the Standing Committee
of Privileges, I present the 142nd report of
the committee entitled Matters arising from
the Economics Legislation Committee Hearing on 19 June 2009 (referred 24 June and
12 August 2009), together with submissions
and documents presented to the committee.
Ordered that the report be printed.
Senator BRANDIS—I move:

Report

Senator JOHNSTON (Western Australia)
(6.00 pm)—I present the report of the Standing Committee of Senators’ Interests, Online
access to the Register of Senators’ Interests.
Ordered that the report be printed.
Scrutiny of Bills Committee
Report

Senator ADAMS (Western Australia)
(6.00 pm)—At the request of Senator
Coonan, I present the 14th report of 2009 of
the Standing Committee for the Scrutiny of
Bills. I also lay on the table the Scrutiny of
Bills Alert Digest No. 15, dated 25 November 2009.
Ordered that the report be printed.
Mr ADAMS—I move:
That the Senate take note of the report.

Question agreed to.
Legal and Constitutional Affairs
Legislation Committee
Errata

Senator STERLE (Western Australia)
(6.01 pm)—At the request of of the Chair of
the Legal and Constitutional Affairs Legisla-

That:
(a) in respect of the matters referred on 24 June
2009:
(i) the Senate endorse the committee’s findings in paragraph 6.5 and the conclusion
in paragraph 6.6 of the report;
(ii) the President of the Senate resume consideration of an appropriate response to
flagrant breaches of the Presiding Officers’ guidelines on filming and photography in Parliament House by members
of the media on 19 June 2009, noting the
committee’s suggestion in paragraph
3.23 of the report; and
(iii) the Chairs’ Committee established under
standing order 25(10) consider model
practices for handling the media at
committee hearings, and the inclusion of
additional information about witnesses’
rights under the broadcasting resolutions
in the standard information provided to
all witnesses, as discussed in paragraphs
3.14 and 3.15 of the report; and
(b) in respect of the matters referred on 12 August 2009, the Senate endorse the committee’s findings in paragraph 6.8 and the conclusion in paragraph 6.9 of the report.
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