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[MUSIC PLAYING] [APPLAUSE]  

OK. As I predicted, I did manage to keep all our speakers to three minutes. So we're running a little bit 

behind time, but I am going to ask them a couple of questions, and then I'm going to invite your 

questions. So I hope you'll think about what your questions are.  

First, I wanted to pick up on a potential tension between Chloe and Simon. So some of you talked 

about gas being a [INAUDIBLE] something. And I think a lot often is said that we need gas as a 

foundation fuel. You know, it's much cleaner than coal, to help us make the transition to a more full, 

renewable economy. 

Is there-- and we hear this. There is a tension between that and between bans on unconventional gas 

in Victoria. So I'd like both your comments on that.  

Sure. The fascinating thing is, when we look at the modeling-- and there's lots of folks that model this-

- is that we're not actually going to use any more gas than we're using now. So if we look forward, 

what will happen, what's modeled to happen, is that we use gas a lot more strategically. So middle of 

the day, we might be burning some gas now. As we go into the future, we will be burning the gas just 

when the wind is not blowing and the sun's not shining.  

And looking through [INAUDIBLE] modeling, and the moment that I did was the largest exercise that's 

been done in Australia ever. They finished in June. They show that we'll actually be using less and 

less gas. That gas is going to be pushed out by things such as pumped hydro, batteries, solar 

thermal.  

So the new technology is coming on-- dispatchable renewables will push that out. So it does sound 

like a tension, and we rely on gas for [INAUDIBLE] right now. But we're actually using less and less of 

it over time.  

[INAUDIBLE], you want to add to that?  

Yeah. [INAUDIBLE] I feel are on the same team for this one.  

[INAUDIBLE]  

Unconventional gas, it's never come about because there's a supply issue. We have the gas that we 

need from conventional sources offshore. And the only reason why unconventional gas has been 

pushed on communities is because we've created a gas export industry out of Queensland. And 

which is having ironic effects. Like now that the gas price is so high, we're actually seeing a dramatic 

drop in domestic gas consumption.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rbWPCnxdMiE
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So it's never been a supply issue. And I think the other important thing to know about gas is that 

methane is a greenhouse gas that has 20 times the global warming potential of carbon.  

So these unconventional gas fields that we're facing across Australia are actually massive carbon 

bombs. I think there's just one reserve in the Northern Territory that if they develop it will be the 

equivalent of three times the Carmichael Adani Mine in Queensland.  

So unconventional gas and fracking is actually a massive, massive climate issue. And renewables 

are-- yeah, happening so quickly that the solutions exist. It's completely unnecessary.  

[INAUDIBLE], if I can come to you, you and Marcus actually and your idea that, you know-- so what 

we've heard from [INAUDIBLE] actually, and I've heard this from others as well, is that reducing our 

emissions from energy production is actually the easy part. Because the technology is there, and it's 

becoming more cost effective, people are taking it up.  

The harder part is other areas of the economy-- agriculture, transport, and indeed building. So 

concrete, for example, cement, is a very, very highly emissions producing material. We use a lot of it. 

And this picks up on what [INAUDIBLE] said too. We have a system in Australia where we don't tell 

people how to build their houses except in broad outline. We have broad planning rules, but we don't 

really say, you have to build with materials that are low greenhouse gas emitting or so on.  

So how do we reconcile the kind of liberal-- neoliberal, if you like-- but liberal planning regime who 

says people should be able to choose the sort of house they to build and the materials they want to 

build it in, and the way they build [INAUDIBLE] and, you know, with that [INAUDIBLE]. How do we 

reconcile that with the need to address carbon emissions in the built environment?  

Well, the first answer to that is regulation and taking it seriously. Building code in Australia is not the 

highest performance building code in the world. And there are certainly a lot of jurisdictions in the 

world which are mandating [INAUDIBLE], buildings which produce more energy than they consume.  

And then the next step is to look at the life cycle of net zero carbon, which is bringing in the material 

supply chain as well. The good news is--  

So this is all feasible?  

It's totally feasible.  

The developers will say, [INAUDIBLE] well, you want that? Well, that's going to cost a lot more. 

[INAUDIBLE] here am I banging on about affordable housing and you want to make it more 

expensive.  

Mm. Well, that's not entirely true. I guess there's always a reaction to change, which is that it's going 

to cost more. It's a little bit fraught. But there's a lot of-- I mean, we have a lot of demonstration 

projects which show that you can do very high performance buildings which not only are [INAUDIBLE] 

conventional buildings to construct, they may be cheaper. There's also a whole range of other 

[INAUDIBLE] benefits as well.  

They tend to be healthier, for a start. They tend to be better designed, better constructed. But to get 

there from where we are here in Australia, we actually have to take that commitment to mandating 

[INAUDIBLE] energy buildings, which then enables the integration of renewable energy and 

distributed energy supply.  
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And you said regulation, but what about-- I mean, again, the argument thing. Well, if we put a big 

enough price on carbon, it will drive itself. But do you think we actually need specific regulations as 

well?  

Yeah, because the building industry is incredibly fragmented. Most-- the majority of buildings are 

constructed by small companies, and no building is the same as another building. It's all bespoke.  

And so to capture the efficiency and improve the minimum performance level, you actually do have to 

have regulation. But you have to have it contained within a policy framework which is leading the 

industry towards better practice.  

So we often talk about the sticks, which is the regulatory minimum performance requirements. But 

then you also have the carrots, its [INAUDIBLE] and the tambourines. Which are [INAUDIBLE] of 

what's actually possible, rewarding well beyond minimum performance achieved and so on.  

So [INAUDIBLE] policy package of sticks, the carrots, and the tambourines. [INAUDIBLE] a lot of 

experience around the world in doing this well. And the challenge for us is that we're not-- you go 

back to that graph on the pathway to 1.5 degrees. Most of the mature markets that are really 

delivering high performance buildings as mainstream will take you 20 years to transition to market, 

and we have 10.  

OK. And we have a [INAUDIBLE] still dismiss [INAUDIBLE] report as just a report. But anyway, Mike?  

Yeah. I just wanted to take out this discussion [INAUDIBLE] regarding those markets. I have no doubt 

that if we have had carbon pricing for the last 15 years, it would have-- the transitions that we're 

talking about would have happened more quickly.  

So markets definitely have a role to play. But the more devolved power is, the more likely you're going 

to get in sort of the regulatory [INAUDIBLE] speaking of.  

So if you look even in our own backyard, where is most of the innovation happening around 

sustainability? It's happening in local government. The only problem in our country is we give local 

governments so little responsibility. You go to Europe, you have-- you've got a sensible carbon pricing 

range at the supranational level. And you go down to the local metropolitan communities and you see 

amazing things happening.  

You're creating a learning environment where different accounts of learning from each other, 

transmitting those lessons, the market picking out those signals and the whole system evolves more 

rapidly.  

So our biggest problem in Australia I think is that we've got overcentralized control of any reform 

where you have to appeal to the broader spectrum of parties. And it's almost the hardest game to win.  

 

So can I say that [INAUDIBLE] example-- for example, of wanting regulation-- is specific to my issues 

of saying that, we actually want governments to govern. We don't want smaller government. We want 

governments to govern.  

I just [INAUDIBLE], and they're trying to have smaller government and not take those responsibilities. 

They're pushing it out.  

Can I ask you a question about the [INAUDIBLE]? Because your opponents in that time were saying, 

look, we need this free [INAUDIBLE]. We need to get the trucks off the smaller roads. We need it for 

the development of Perth and [INAUDIBLE] economy and all of it.  
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So what's the counter narrative for you? I mean, the road didn't get built. So are all these now going 

through suburban streets? And you know, people think, oh, maybe we should have had that freeway. 

What's the counterfactual?  

So if I can bring that down, there had been bipartisan support for 20 years on an outer harbor how the 

further south from Fremantle, to take all the container shipping and to take all that freight network. 

There is a highway that goes to Fremantle at the moment and that was built for that purpose.  

Since the election, funnily enough, the Port Authority has now reduced the number of trucks through 

better management practices. Which is what we were calling on beforehand. But we're still-- we've 

been really looking at solution based campaigning, which is saying, this is a problem, but here's the 

solution. We're bringing that out. And--  

So what you're saying there is the solution wasn't more infrastructure. The solution was better 

coordination of transport and freight and more efficient use of [INAUDIBLE] and so on.  

Well, the solution was different infrastructure that actually had gone through a public planning 

process. What was thrown on us was a Tony Abbott thought bubble, that he wanted to be the 

infrastructure prime minister, and that was it. So we had to bring that accountability back to the 

government to say, you've actually had bipartisan support to build this harbor. This is where the 

freight should be going. All you're doing is spending $2 billion to self report, which is not going to 

make [INAUDIBLE]. So it was very bad planning. And we need that sustainable solutions 

[INAUDIBLE].  

And to John's point, you need the community to come and say, ha, that doesn't work. Think again. 

Come up with something better and they expect to do some of the thinking for government.  

 

OK. Questions? We have I think a roving microphone. I'm going to steal one of these microphones.  

[INAUDIBLE]  

And you two can share. [INAUDIBLE]  

OK. And again, I'll ask you to keep that question tight and pointed.  

[INAUDIBLE]  

Yeah, just press the button. Yeah.  

[INAUDIBLE]  

Two [INAUDIBLE] Ah, here it was. [INAUDIBLE] sorry. The question is, I've just [INAUDIBLE]. 

[INAUDIBLE]  

[INAUDIBLE]  

Go on.  

[INTERPOSING VOICES]  

Shut out.  

Ask the question [INAUDIBLE].  
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Confiscation, metropolitan board of works. Just between the local and metropolitan, I can name a 

number of councils that don't have inclusive statute patrols for housing. So just a clarification, 

between some councils not following [INAUDIBLE] identification and, for example, [INAUDIBLE]. 

There seems to be inconsistency with government, in terms of the statute controls.  

I agree. There is inconsistency. And as I try to put in my remarks earlier, I think the issue is that local 

people don't, in their hearts, believe that the state government has the right to tell the local community 

how that area should develop.  

If the conversation was between that local community and metropolitan constituency, you have 

different kind of politics. So I'm not saying you can ever eradicate [INAUDIBLE], [INAUDIBLE] 

anyways. But when you have the state government counter posed to the local community, it's a recipe 

for inaction and really a stalemate in terms of the metropolitan transitions.  

So your argument is devolving decision making will come up with [INAUDIBLE] better [INAUDIBLE]?  

Well, in my vision, local governments have to since give up some power. They need to give up power 

over those parts of the local government areas that are really important to the Metropolitan 

Community.  

So for example, this district we're sitting in here is a metropolitan asset. It's not just a [INAUDIBLE] 

asset. But state governments also have to give up power and hand power down to a metropolitan 

constituency.  

So [INAUDIBLE] look something like this that the state government would say, well, every 

municipality, for example, has to accept a certain percentage of population increase in Melbourne. 

Now, go and work out how you do it.  

Now not quite actually [INAUDIBLE]. I would actually say that those parts of the metropolitan area 

[INAUDIBLE] and very important to the future of the sustainability of the city should be-- the decisions 

about it should be made by a forum of elected people who are sent to their forum by a Metropolitan 

Community.  

So they give out control of that space. Sounds harsh, but it would work. We've got a question over 

there from Tom [INAUDIBLE] yep. [INAUDIBLE] in the middle there. Yep.  

 

Starting-- can everyone hear me now? The starting point for this [INAUDIBLE] the problem really is, 

and I don't think we know what the problem is. My concern is that environmental discussions are 

focusing almost entirely on climate change, carbon emissions, energy efficiency. But climate change 

is only part, indeed, only a symptom of a much broader global problem of environmental pollution, of 

which climate change is one and should be defined as just one of the pollution [INAUDIBLE].  

OK.  

[INAUDIBLE] because this is really important-- 

[INAUDIBLE]  

All right. Resource depletion, environmental degradation and species loss. And all of these were the 

concerns of the Club of Rome in the 1970s, from which the limits to growth were-- projections were 

developed, and these projections, which had been reviewed on a number of occasions, are simply 

terrifying.  
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If we think--  

What is your question? 

If we think that we can solve environmental problems in terms of climate change, we're absolutely 

kidding ourselves. We need to look at the most important problem. And if we do, then we'll come up 

with a completely different set of concerns and policy directions.  

So I'm not sure there was a question, but if anyone wants to respond?  

Take it as a comment.  

[INTERPOSING VOICES]  

I understand--  

[INAUDIBLE]  

I understand Marcus's point about democratizing the city. But [INAUDIBLE] telling me [INAUDIBLE] I 

understand we've got a very short time to make these changes. And we're not going to change 

democracy in the city in that time frame. Particularly as democracy has been further eroded by 

governments making policy [INAUDIBLE] run, making projects up on the run.  

So the question really, to anybody in the panel-- it's a question that I don't really know-- is how are we 

going to replicate the sort of community action [INAUDIBLE] and the fracking campaign [INAUDIBLE] 

to stop the $50 billion of road projects that will destroy the city if we let them [INAUDIBLE] built in the 

next 10 years? That's the real-- how do we take the sort of things that Joan's telling us and that Chloe 

are telling us. How do we do that together over the next short term?  

[APPLAUSE]  

Yeah, sorry.  

It's very [INAUDIBLE]. And I think that was part of the point of my intonation is that there is no time to-

- I understand also that there's a whole range of different government gaps, again, in building 

performance. We've got a National Building Code. It's then adopted at state level. It's then enforced at 

a local level. And that's a very slow process. You can try to change it.  

But I think what we need to-- to the point of journalism, academia, those that have facts and science, 

to work with community organizations to translate what we know we know into messages which can 

be politicized somehow. I mean, the image I had in my slide of western suburbs is an image of 

oppression.  

And if we can translate what we know and the [INAUDIBLE] that's being produced and so on, 

translate that so that we've got something to campaign around, I think we can [INAUDIBLE] change.  

[INAUDIBLE]  

Yeah. I am really passionate about this question, because a lot of people would come to me with 

another issue that they have a problem with. And they say, oh, well, you only managed to create what 

you do because the issue is fracking. And I really object to that, because there's a lot of places in 

America where what happened here in the lock the gate movement didn't happen. And I think 

probably the same thing happens to you.  

And social movements are, I think, the primary, if not the only way, we're going to address these 

issues. Because we have to address the power imbalance. We have the policies. We have the ideas. 
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What we don't have is the power in favor of the community. And the only way you build that 

community is by building social movements.  

And social movements, they have an element to magic about them. But they also have a lot of hard 

work. And they're a skill set. You learn how to build community movements. You learn how to build 

consensus in a community so you can unite them against the infrastructure projects or foreign 

infrastructure project that they want.  

And I'm really interested in us getting deeper into learning that skill set and learning how we start to 

develop that community power so we can start to flip the power balance, whether it's climate change, 

whether it's pesticides, whatever-- whether it's housing, whatever the issue is, we have to learn better 

how we cultivate and grow social movements. Yeah.  

[APPLAUSE]  

Just a very quick clarification. I think Chloe may have been generous to methane, probably in the 

interest of time. She said 20 times as bad as CO2. In the long term, in 100 years plus, it's 28 times 

worse. But much worse than that, in the short term horizon-- 20 years, which is the tipping point we're 

talking about-- it's 86 times worse. And that matters in conjunction with the unconventional mining. 

Because if you're burning all of that, it'll be all right. But you're not. You're losing half of it. And that's 

why the unconventional gas is so bad.  

Thank you very much for that clarification. OK. Christine? 

Thank you. I wanted to just follow up on building community power to drive change. And in particular, 

the role of the academic in doing so. While I heard you, Peter, saying that we need new policy 

frameworks, you said it twice in the course of your presentation, and particularly around housing as 

part of this infrastructure.  

While you're doing your work in the university and producing sound evidence based and ideas. The 

Housing Industry Association and the Master Builders Association are holding cocktail parties and 

making substantial donations, and they are for people who are framing the policy and the regulatory 

framework.  

So my question to you is, at what point-- and I think that I'll direct this to Joan, as well-- at what point 

are we going to get academics having a much more direct input in the policy area in terms of 

accessing the political process and taking on the Master Builders and the Housing Industry 

Association?  

 

Good question.  

Yeah, good question. In a way-- well, first of all, I think there has been as I said with some of my 

comments, just globally, there is an acquiescence, in some respects, when we start to look at how 

you pitch for research that's important. And I think that's one of the problems.  

I think, as I said before, translation of what we already know. We know a lot. We mentioned, you 

know, we've got quite a lot of knowledge about policies which work, technologies that work. We've got 

knowledge about social movements and so forth. But a lot of it isn't being translated, and it isn't 

coming to the media effectively. And I think this is something that we acknowledged recently in this 

institution, that we can't be siloed and producing new knowledge for the sake of it.  

When you look at the agency-- and I take your point. It's not just about climate change. That is 

definitely one [INAUDIBLE] a whole range of systemic problems we've got. But we have to recognize 



 

      

 Swinburne University of Technology | CRICOS Provider 00111D | swinburne.edu.au                                             8 

 

as academics and as intellectuals that we are part of a campaign. That our knowledge isn't sort of-- it 

isn't able to be just left on the shelf in general. And that's the assessment of our worth. We actually 

have to see what we know [INAUDIBLE] response.  

And that might mean accepting new ways of getting our research out into the public realm. And I think 

there is some of that work going on. [INAUDIBLE] and policy online. [INAUDIBLE] raising the profile of 

what we call [INAUDIBLE] literature. Non--  

Well, more directly, policy ready kind of communication. But that's a great point. I think that is one of 

the key transitions we need to make as academics, is to recognize that we are part of a movement as 

well. [INAUDIBLE] ourselves that way.  

Whether you want to be or not.  

[INAUDIBLE] answer that question? [INAUDIBLE], after Joan. 

[INAUDIBLE] much better to what he has said. In relation to the framework that I was setting out, 

[INAUDIBLE] most of our universities have become big corporates. And they are, to a large extent, 

often funded by industry and become very much bound up in it. And it's the brave academics who are 

now actually speaking out.  

And it's been very hard. In certain cities, some areas of different universities, which are very heavily 

funded by industry for this to happen. It used to be that we heard a lot more from academics.  

But over the last 20 years, that has shut down, in the same way that civil society has been shut down, 

in a whole range of ways. You know, for example, NGOs have got anything [INAUDIBLE] from 

government. Had a confidentiality clause brought in. So they're not allowed to speak to government. 

[INAUDIBLE] listen to the news, you used to hear two points of view if a new idea came up. We've 

just stopped hearing.  

We stopped hearing from the NGOs, and we stopped hearing [INAUDIBLE], I believe, from 

academics. And I just admire those great academics who are still out there talking. We certainly need 

to hear about more [INAUDIBLE], and I'd love to hear more of your feedback. You've got some good 

stuff to say.  

[INAUDIBLE], I think in your campaign, academics also played a big role. Is that correct?  

They did come together, and they were able to take that voice to an Australian wide audience, which 

we may not have [INAUDIBLE]. But maybe I can follow that with my new role is now, as chair of the 

Western Harbors Alliance, to try and lobby the government to keep their policy to build this outer 

harbor.  

And what we've done as an alliance is a community group saying, hey, we've still got thousands and 

thousands of people that we're after, [INAUDIBLE]. But they are still there, and they want to keep you 

to your promise to build the outer harbor.  

So we built an alliance with industries and with different groups and said, this is a community group. 

So now we are almost a lobbying group with no money and nothing else. But we're using that power 

of having a huge community behind us to keep the government to account.  

And I think maybe that's a model that can be used with academia to say, build your alliances and get 

that fighting happening, and you'll be just as hard a lobbyist as the ones with the corporate dollars in 

behind.  

If we can get corporate dollars out of political parties, that will be [INAUDIBLE].  
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So changing political campaign donation laws would be another thing to do. Yeah, we had a question 

here?  

[INAUDIBLE]  

Sorry. It worries me a little bit that the success that Kim's had is great, but it's almost is on a project by 

project basis. We're not getting a change of emphasis in the entire sphere of government and so forth.  

And pretty much Chloe has echoed, in fact, it's a really hard grind to go just person to person almost 

and convince them to do things. And what worries me, I guess, is that when I [INAUDIBLE] media 

watch on Monday night that the sort of things that we've all heard about straight away about the IPCC 

report [INAUDIBLE] every 20 minutes, I would say-- good on you-- that 90 [INAUDIBLE] but an 

enormous percentage of Australia don't even know about it. Because the Murdoch media didn't 

mention it. The Herald Sun [INAUDIBLE] I better get inside it. I've got to confirm [INAUDIBLE]. That 

The Herald Sun didn't even mention it at all. All the Gulf Coast and the Queensland newspapers didn't 

mention about the--  

So I'm wondering, what do you suggest? How do we overcome that problem where Peter has said, 

look, academics don't speak up enough, they don't get heard enough by the press. How do we 

overcome that problem when the press, the [INAUDIBLE] of Australia, don't even take any notice if 

you do tell them?  

OK. You've got the added problem that the big press is fracturing into lots of little-- yeah, Chloe.  

So there's a guy called Bill Moyer who came up with a very ingenious mapping system of how social 

movements work. And the final stage that he saw, often you have the growth of a social movement 

and it will achieve a big legislative win or a profound win on the issue.  

And then in that stage after they've achieved the win, there is the potential for that social movement to 

then move on to whatever the bigger problem was, the bigger structural problem that created the 

symptomatic problem that the social movement was addressing.  

So I know throughout the fracking campaign that people moved from fracking very quickly to the 

control that the fossil fuel industry had over our government, and that opened a lot of people's minds 

to the climate change issue as well. And they were also just really stuck by these basic democratic 

issues of, why can't the good sense that we're hearing from these academics be heard by 

government? Why are the mainstream media ignoring us? And why are the mainstream media 

ignoring this good policy and science that's coming out of the academic community?  

And really starting to look at these big structural democratic issues. And I think a lot of social 

movements tend to do that. And I think how we actually start to build up power to be thinking about 

how we reconstruct these democratic structures is kind of like-- I think it's something that we have to 

think about, and it's something that we have to think about after we achieve these wins over the 

symptoms, and something we don't do enough as a community of communities who are fighting very 

similar issues.  

Just-- ah. [INAUDIBLE]. Just quickly, there are ways. Getting a committee is one theory of change. 

But I also just want to mention the work of Professor [INAUDIBLE] and his team who have been 

working on grayfields redevelopment for six years or more and has seen that research become part of 

Plan Melbourne.  

And there was a strategic approach. It was the recognition, a long time ago, that we needed to work 

out how we could encourage redevelopment of [INAUDIBLE] suburbs. And it took a long time and 



 

      

 Swinburne University of Technology | CRICOS Provider 00111D | swinburne.edu.au                                             10 

 

tenacity and ways at looking at different funding options that weren't-- didn't have too much baggage 

and so on-- to get it through.  

And I think that's another model, too, where academics need to see their research changes as 

change engines also. And can actually, if they're smart enough, develop a long term strategy toward 

achieving a long term goal. So--  

And not just academics, but organizations, consultancies, [INAUDIBLE] and others. So we have time 

for one more question?  

Two.  

[INAUDIBLE]  

Very well. We have time for two more questions, I'm told. But [INAUDIBLE]. OK. Who has got the 

microphone?  

Yes. My question is very short. To what extent is change.org and the slacktivism side of websites 

[INAUDIBLE] 100,000 people, total inverse of what Chloe and Kim have done-- door knocking and 

[INAUDIBLE] driving change. But is change.org a weapon for change, or is it just a little-- is it too 

easily ignored by governments? That's the question.  

I did a study tour to the US a couple of years ago, moving around 50 [INAUDIBLE] organizations, and 

what I saw there, I see also happening here in Australia. And that is that the organizations that are at 

the forefront of having the biggest impact as social movements are using a multiplicity of platforms. 

There's enormous emphasis on what's-- the thing is community organizing, which is what 

[INAUDIBLE] were talking about, where you're actually face to face. This is what happened back in 

Franklin.  

Remember that [INAUDIBLE] damn, right? Lots of people came out. That actually was organized face 

to face, people talking to one another.  

Well, it happened in the marriage equality campaign.  

And that was the same thing. This is the new way of understanding that change happens. It's people. 

It's what hits you in the heart. That's when you begin to connect with something. And that was usually 

an emotional piece speaking to people.  

But the organizations that are using the technology as ways to bend-- allow those people to come into 

various levels of commitment as they will move through it. So it's a chore. It's seen as a chore.  

And it's very unusual to think that activism is simply just that click. This may be just part of another 

process. And there's a lot of great thinking, I think, going on with organizations such as Chloe has 

been associated with and how to use that effectively.  

So it's not either or, it's--  

It's not either or. It's much more complex, much more.  

Totally agree. It's a tool that you use in different situations. So you may hit that change for one 

particular reason, but you're doing a lot of things for it.  

Last question.  

Oh, hi. Thanks. I think you've answered the question. I was really struck by the fact that you try to hide 

the facts like climate change because of people's response. But then we're saying we need more 
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facts, information, evidence-based academic input, which could be ignored. So any comments on how 

you balance facts, information and emotions?  

That's a really good question to end with, I think, isn't it? Because we can have all the evidence in the 

world. [INAUDIBLE] can't make a drink.  

We've done a couple of big surveys of how policymakers use evidence to make decisions. And I 

suppose the assumption was that if you provide compelling evidence and facts, then rational 

decisions will be made. And of course the research did not support that hypothesis at all.  

What was found was that there's a process, rather than evidence based decision making, we have 

decision-based evidencing going on. So work out what you want to prove. And then go off and find 

the right kind of information to support it.  

And I think, now that we recognize that's the game, we need to up the ante in a way and work out 

ways of bringing it back. And I suppose, from my point of view, it just means that we can't remain 

silent. We can't ignore [INAUDIBLE].  

It's not about abandoning the evidence. It's about finding ways to communicate the evidence that 

moves people and engages people rather than [INAUDIBLE].  

That's right. And it's probably just as grinding as a social campaign, where you have responsibilities 

as an academic and an intellectual to actually call out this truth when you see it. And it's happening so 

often, you might just get exhausted. That's the game we're in now.  

But it has to also be much more than just the information and the contact between individuals. We 

also have to look at the power and the fact that our governments have been hijacked by corporates. 

And [INAUDIBLE] suggestion of example of donation performance has to be critical. So a much better 

functioning of our democracy, a federal [INAUDIBLE].  

Those sort of changes are also necessary to change the power balance that [INAUDIBLE] occurred 

as the corporates have taken over our government. So it's information, it's talking, it's getting our 

community-- being a community in a community once again. But it's also understanding where power 

lies and where that power and imbalance needs to be affected.  

[MUSIC PLAYING]  

 


