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ABSTRACT

Academic treatment of intergovernmental relations has been dominated
by the examination of its administrative and financial aspects rather
than those of a political nature. Nevertheless, from those who have
dealt with the politics of intergovernmental relations and from the
tangential observations of others it has become apparent that there
are many conflicting arguments and assumptions as to whether inter-
governmental relations are either more or less immune from party

political influence than intragovernmental activity.

These arguments and assumptions have been distilled and presented in
the form of an introductory debate which precedes a brief outline of

road funding in Australia.

A typology, is presented which examines the qualities of: (1) the
various elements in the governmental process (i.e. administrative,
executive and legislative), (2) the advisory bureaux, (the Common-
wealth Bureau of Roads and the Bureau of Transport Economics), and
(3) the special interest groups. This examination is designed to
discover the importance of each of these elements in the decision-
making process and to look at those qualities which have relevance

to the arguments presented in the introduction.

The road grants made by the Commonwealth and South Australian govern-
ments are examined. Commonwealth grants from 1922 to 1969 are briefly
reviewed and those from 1969 onwards are compared with the respective
advice offered by the Commonwealth Bureau of Roads and the Bureau of
Transport Economics. In dealing with state funding, grants to local
authorities over a 30 year period are examined in electérates that
have at some stage either been marginal or held by a minister res-
ponsible for roads, to discover if patterns that are explained only

by political factors are evident.

The conclusion reviews the debate and the value of road funding as a

case study in light of the findings.
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There was a dirt road through our village. A few weeks before an
election the government’s party's poll captain, who was ex officio
the local road superintendent, would announce that the boys down
in Halifax had instructed him to get her ready for pavin'. Men
were hired to spread gravel, cut bushes and widen ditches .......
The Saturday before election day the work stopped, and three or
four years later (sooner if there was a bye—election) they got her

ready for pavin' again.

(quoted, Duff Spafford, "Highway Employment and Provincial Elections",
Canadian Journal of Political Science, vol. XIV(1l) March, 1981, p.135)
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CHAPTER ONE Nra Yy

THE POLITICS OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS AND THE

CASE OF ROAD FUNDING

Part I: Politics and Intergovernmental Relations

The subject of intergovernmental relations has been receiving an
increasing share of academic interest in recent years. This may simply
reflect the growth in intergovernmental relations themselves, occasioned
by the increasing scale and scope of governmental activity. Most of the
literature on the subject, however, has had as its concern the

administrative issues involved. The political dimension has received far

less attention.

This study will examine the extent to which political influences
impose themselves on the intergovernmental process. It seeks to discover
whether intergovernmental processes are more or less subject to political

influences than intragovernmental processes.

The term 'political influences' is used here in the fairly narrow
sense that has at other times been intended by ‘'party political', in that
different political parties will represent different interests and will
have different values concerning the allocation of scarce resources. One
can imagine a spectrum of the process of government extending from what
is claimed to be objective, rational and expert to what is partisan and
value-laden. One end will be peopled by professionals and academics, the
other by politicians. The latter end will be that most subject to

political influences. .
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Don Price has described the spectrum from science to polities as

one of "from Truth to Power".1 Price sees four groupings along this
spectrum, which he terms estates: the scientific (academic) estate, the
professional estate (i.e. that which wuses science for non-abstract
purposes), the administrative estate, and the political. This thesis
will examine the role of the last three only, and will regard the nature
of each as more multi-dimensional than "truth"™ - "power" spectrum would

suggest.

Such a spectrum is perhaps unfair in its characterization of the
politician's role. Brown and Steel have different view of the parts
played by the various elements of the government process. They picture a
spectrum which places both experts and pressure groups at the
"specific-technical-fact" end, with politicians at the
"general-political- value" end.2 This is a rather“more benign view of
politician's role. The political element will temper harsh or blinkered
decisions made in the professional and administrative spheres. For
example, when referring to the latent power of parliament, Brown and
Steel claim that:

",...[when] this latent power is exercised, policies are criticized

from a 'political' standpoint, that is, in terms calculated to

appeal to the general welfare or to supposedly general principles
like equity and good faith."3
Both positions need to be borne in mind when examining the role of
parliament. However, this study will generally use the term 'political!
influence as Price understands it. It may appear through the influence
of sectional interests (as with pork-barrelling), or through the
imposition of norms derived from an ideology held by the party in

government which is not necessarily shared by the community as a whole.
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The fact that the literature to date has not examined the relative
importance of political factors on the intergovernmental process is
perhaps because intergovernmental relations have until now tended to be
examined either in an administrative context,u or in a fairly narrow
political context in which governments are seen as reified entities, with
'politics' emanating from the cooperative or conflicting relations
between these units.5 Literature examining aspects of

intergovernmental relations in a public policy context, (by which is

meant public administration plus outside, political interests), has
largely been confined to the Canadian experience and some of this will be
referred to in the following discussion. The 1literature has however,
provided many factors that bear on the question, and these will be

discussed in turn.

(1) The problem-solving nature of intergovernmental relations

A great deal of intergovernmental activity, particularly between
the States, is designed to.overcome joint administrative problems. These
problems arise out of the fragmented nature of responsibility that is
bequeathed by the federal system of government. Sections 51 and 52 of
Australia's Constitution delineate those functions which are the
responsibility of the Federal government, the rest .being left to the
States. It was soon found, however, that the functional separation of
powers was impractical and that cooperation between the States themselves
and between the Federal government and the States was necessary. The
areas in which such cooperation has been found to be necessary range from
uniform signalling for our railways to ways in which to overcome the

fiscal imbalance between the States.



The existence of two tiers of government has complicated the

public administration of Australia, as K.W. Knight has noted:
"The existence of an extra level of government increases, many
times over, the complexity of the decision-making process. This
would be so even if the powers and functions of the extra level of
government were exclusive to it, but we have the additional
complication caused by the existence of concurrent powers in some
fields of government. Inevitably, then the federal system gives
rise to many administrative difficulties, minor and major, at each
level of government and over a wide range of the activities."6
Inevitably in a federal system, problems arise which need
cooperation between governments. Where the problem is largely
administrative the problem is recognized by governments of different
political hues and tends not to be brought about by the concern for
particular sectional interests or partisan values. Rather, it tends to

be within a framework of gowvernment policy adopted by each of the States

and endorsed by the Federal government.

Of course not all intergovernmental activity is of this type.
Although the solving of administrative problems is a principal reason why
State governments get together, another important reason is to discuss
the activities of the .-Federal government and the effect of these
activities on them. These discussions and subsequent action taken by the
States, as well as relations between the States and the Federal
government cannot be dismissed as mere administrative problem-solving.
Activity by the Federal government, particularly concerning the
distribution of grants to the States, will reflect political priorities
which may or may not accord with those of each individual State or the
States taken collectively. Consequently, the States' response to such
activity will also be politically motivated. For example, a party may
gain power in Canberra having promised sewage disposal systems in the

outer suburbs of the capital cities. When fulfilling this promise, it
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may antagonize the States by distorting their political priorities by
forcing them to direct attention away from areas they consider more
important. While the Federal government may rely on the votes of the new

outer suburbs, the State government may not.

(2) The need for compromise

Where governments of different political parties are involved it
may be expected that policies agreed upon jointly will be purged of
political overtones. One consequence of the need to rely on the support
of politically hostile governments may be that overtly political
" programmes will be abandoned. Compromise is needed to avoid the
alienation of those whose cooperation is necessary, particularly when
uniformity is essential. The desire to avoid antagonism will be a force

to minimize the amount of activity undertaken.

A good example of this is the legislation setting up the National
Companies and Securities Commission. According to one commentator, the
legislation

", ..neatly overcomes States' fears of infringement of their rights

especially by Canberra, but at the same time sets up a mechanism

that should function well, despite the conservatism of some

participants."7
The legislation is contrasted with the previous government's Corporations
and Securities Bill, which is described as '"centralist and excessive".
However, another view of the result of cooperative federalism in the
field of company regulation is that of Dr. John Rose of the Centre for
Applied Economic and Social Research, Melbourne University. He sees the
mechanism as failing to tackle the objective of a speedy and effective

response to market developments, and claims that the Ministerial Council

which will provide the guidelines for the various exchange commissions
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will be a vehicle for the lowest common denominator‘.8

Despite the varying viewpoints of both commentators, the picture
of a moderate apparatus designed not to antagonize any of the States is
clear. However, to the extent that such pressures for moderation do
exist, they will have an inherently conservatizing effect on the final
outcome. It will be conservative in that it will tone down the power and
ability of each government to act. The more antagonistic States will be
those most closely identified with the private interests involved. The
example that has been given of the National Companies and Securities
legislation is also an example of the way that the teethlcan be drawn on
legislation designed to regulate private activity until it is acceptable
to the government most sympathetic to the private interests involved.
Such a situation will apply to any area in which the extent of government
regulatory power is at issue, unless (as is the case with the regulation
of trade unions) the Federal Government has independent power to regulate

activities that extend across State borders.

It should also be noted that the need for compromise may not be
equal for each government concerned. Each governmental unit is not of
equal strength to each of the others, and the relative strength will be
determined by a large'number of factors, such as the length of term in
office still to serve, the size of the parliamentary majority, the extent
of public sympathy, etc. There are also tactical factors. Precipitate
action by one government may force the others to follow suit. Similarly,
a government that holds out when agreement has been reached by the others
may be in a position to extract further concessions before agreeing.9
Such factors may cause the final agreement to reflect the wishes of the

most extreme government, rather than the most moderate.
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It has been shown that the need for compromise that is inherent in
intergovernmental relations can be subject to conflicting
interpretations. This is not so in the case of specific purpose grants
made by one tier of government to another. The veto power of both State
and Federal governments will give partisan interests little opportunity
to have their way where governments of different parties are concerned.
Generally, projects for funding are nominated by the recipient
government. Nominations are subject to veto by the Federal government,
and all tiers, whether Federal, State or local, need to be cautious
because of the informed nature of the other governments and their access
to the media and other forms of influence. Consequently it will be
difficult to direct funds to partisan interests. The ambiguity discussed
above only arises when the governments concerned need to take on the
negative role of regulation. Grants are an aspect of the positive role

of government in the community which it serves.

Howgver, while double vetoes can be seen as a means of excluding
sectional interests their ability to do this can be questioned. One
could question the effectiveness of the veto when many projecté are
involved. In such cases it may be impossible for the donor government to
really see where its money is being spent, simply because it doesn't have
the manpower to examine each project. This of course is not the case
when a relatively small number of major projects is involved. However it
does not follow that the need for compromise will necessarily mean the
' exclusion of political interests. Instead of being entirely 1in the
interest of one party, a trade-off may be involved in which the resultant
outcome is a compromise of the interests of both parties. In either case
the outcome will be determined by political factors. Also, it should not

be forgotten that double vetoes will only be effective where the
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governments are of different parties. Where governments serve the same
interests, it cannot be expected that the veto will be used to filter out

projects put forward on the basis of political expediency.

(3) The involvement of the public service

Largely because of the multiplicity of governments involved,
intergovernmental activity is complex and negotiations on any one issue
can last for mahy year‘s.lO Both of these factors serve to place
intergovernmental relations in the hands of the public service and, to a
lesser extent, the executive, at the expense of the parliament. Although
parliament is often a necessary part of the pfoccss, (for example with
S.96 grants and complementary legislation), it is wunder pressure to
simply ratify the agreement reached, especially when uniformity

throughout the country is needed.ll

R.M. Bur'ns12 has found that in Canada the role of the public
service has also been strengthened by the centralization of political and
administrative power. The influence exerted by Federal officials over
their‘provincial counterparts has tended to have a moderating influence
on conflicts between Federal and Provincial politicians. However, the
recent shift of the pendulum toward provincial independence has had the
effect of increasing the influence of Provincial officials, which has
occasionally exacerbated conflict. This is more in line with Watts' view
of Australian intergovernmental relations:

"...it might be said of Australia with its relatively homogeneous

population and historical pressures for centralisation that the

one thing that is now keeping the States as vital political
entities and hence maintaining federalism, is the rivalry which

exists between central and state administrators."l3

However, this struggle over the maintenance or increase of empires

does not necessarily involve competing ideologies, nor competition about
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the ends to which power 1is used. In fact Watts himself notes the
mediating influence of the public service in disputes of a political

14

nature. He sees several reasons why its influence should be toward

more cordial relations:l5

(1) Where the officials concerned are specialists, they "tend to have
common attitudes, procedures and values derived from sharing a
common body of knowledge and objective criteria."

(2) Professionalization in the public service has encouraged the
proliferation of advisory committees, specialised journals,
conferences, etc., which facilitate the sharing of ideas and the
growth of personal acquaintances.

(3) Officials with a concern for projects realize the advantages to be

gained from sharing costs and other forms of cooperation.

The removal of decision-making functions from the politician's
hands has deliberately been encouraged by the setting wup of
quasi-judicial and research bodies to advise donor governments on the
distribution of grants. These are mainly Federal in nature,‘though under
the Commonwealth government's 'New Federalism' policy each State is
expected to set up a State Grants Commission to advise on the passing on
of general revenue grants to local government. There are many such
bodies advising the Federal government, with perhaps the Grants
Commission, the Tertiary Education Commission, the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics and the Bureau of Transport Economics being the most
important. These bodies are designed to assess the competing claims of
interest groups in a relatively impartial manner, and base their advice
on criteria of efficiency, rationality and fairness, rather than
political expediency. In fact Mathews sees this as the main reason for

their existence:
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"The reason for entrusting the advisory role to statutory bodies

rather than government departments is probably due to a desire to

ensure that assessments of need in sensitive areas of

intergovernmental relations are made, on the basis of what former

Labor Prime Minister Whitlam called ‘'processes of systematic

impartial and objective inquir‘y"."l6

While the widespread use of such bodies is of a comparatively
recent origin, the search for an impartial way to disburse funds is not.
The traditional means of distributing Federal funds has involved the use

of a formula. While such a mechanism is obviously open to charges of

distortion, it represents an attempt to see that each State is dealt with

in a fair manner.

It should not be assumed, however, that public service influence
is non-political influence. The public service is not beholden to
sectional interests in the way that political parties are, but unless it
contains a microcosm of the society it serves, it could be argued that
certain class values and norms may predominate over others. This is not
to say that a crude class interest will be evident. It may simply be
that because of his own relatively comfortable situation, the public
servant may prefer policies for their theoretical elegance. This may be
at the expense of ‘ue consideration to the hardships imposed on those

affected.

As an example, the Australian Treasury Department's advocacy of
restrictive Friedmanite monetary policies is well known. The Treasury
has served as a force to pressure the Liberal cabinet into reducing
government expenditure, lowering taxes, shifting resources to the private
sector, etc. - in fact pushing for policies supposedly favourable to the
Liberal Party's traditional supporters in a manner even stronger than the

Liberal Party when in government is willing to undertake.
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Similarly, one should not assume the apolitical nature of advisory
bodies. Members of these also hold values which will be determined by
'mattéra“such as educational background and which may-het be shared by the
community as a whole. The Industries Assistance Commission is a typical
example .of a profeSSional body struggling to reconcile competing

principles in which the relative strength of values held is often the

only guide.

{ ol
r'l' i

“{he" public gervice as against the executive

and parliamentary elements is an important:issue and should be dealt with

l‘q,ﬁfurthenninhefere 1 oontinuing ?the;;_disepsaion of _, the effect of

intergovernmental relations. It is a subject which has received a great
deal of attention in the literature. More recently however, debate has

“been confined to "the question of Whether the blurrlng of policy and

"admihistration"in”“te m “6f the”‘aetorsm involved

reversed, rather than whether in fact such a process has occurred.

When they have addressed themselves to the question, many writers

have tended to agree with Max Weber:
"Under normal conditions, the power position of a fully developed
,bureacuracy 1s oyvertowering.- The 'political. master' finds himself
‘the position of the ''dilettante' who' stands opposite the

'expert', facing the trained official who stands within the
management of administratlon."17

In Great Britain, the policy role of the . public service was
officially recognized as early as 1920, when the Report of the National
Whitley Council Reorganization Committee stated that the duties of "the
administrative class" are‘primarily "those concerned with the formation

of policy" 18 ”

cbuld or should be "
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..Admittedly‘ it 1s . not difficult to find classic texts on
‘adminiétréfiéh éha£ ;ssﬁme not oﬂly a Icéﬁéeptual diétinction between
policy vand administration, but also a clear separation of the actors

involved..l9

Howeve}; such  texts are of an éarly vintage, and were
usually written before the distinction was seen as problematic. Lepawsky
quotes Austen Chamberlain and Herbert Morrison who claimed that from
 the%?.Qﬁxperignges,;mthe pgplic ;geryantl can only ;eek‘ to dissuade or
persuade a minister o; matters 6f”bglicy ;Ad thég ;B;w'ﬁolitical master!
does indeed have the final say.zq More recent British politicians have
‘made ‘the same claim. Edward Heééh told a House of bbmmons Expenditure
Qommittee;

"I would say quite clearly and definitely that the civil servants

were under ministerial control. I have absolutely no doubt about
t.o In myﬂminisgeria@gliﬂgq,his has always been:the case."

iy

Sir Harold Wilson told the same committee;

“w_"I¢héve always_taken the view that Atlee took ‘years ago; that if a
,Hlminister daﬁnpt control hi§wcivil §¢rVants,.h§;Qgght to go..."

e .
o i I

Wilson's comment indicates why politicians would like to claim that they

are in control. To say otherwise would be an admission of failure. None

-\of the -politicians mentioned deny that administrators are deeply involved

“in "ol cyjmfoﬁmuiéfidﬁf““”Aflw CHS T Chambériiin and"“Morrison say is that’
from their experience,lthe public service will not wilfully disobey or

sabotage a ministerial dbjeétiVé,”ﬂLépawsky‘goes on to'quote Harold Laski

iy

as if in opposition to Chamberlain and Morrison, but in fact a basic
agreement is apparent:

'"No. one who has seen the collaboration of the higher Civil Service

_and@Minfétgﬁgfat”fipst‘hahgﬁwill be. inclined; except in service to
a theory, to argue that it is adequately described as a relation
between a superior and his subordinates. Ministers, no doubt,
have the final word; but that finality is the outcome of a complex
process in which the relevant influences are both too numerous and
too intricate to be described by a single category."23



Today, "hardly anybody" believes in the division between "policy
(reserved for the politicians) and administration (which can safely be
handled by properly controlled Iofflcials) n2h What is subject to

debate is the ‘relative power of the Minlster and hlS offlclals in the

policy process.

An empirical examination of the validity of the popular view has a
major obstacle. It is often very difficult to see who is involved in the
making of important policy decisions because of government secrecy. This
is éspecially.so'if the décisions have been made recently. Brown and
Steel comment to this effect:

‘"Ind1v1dual civil servants- are generally found both revealing and
helpf‘ul by an outside enquirer, so long as he is not obviously
wasting their time, or trying to penetrate the mysteries of an
essentially political decision. Kingdom tells the story of a
young American who wanted to study departmental files in order to
find out what part the Chancellor of the Exchequer, the Minister
.of Health and their respective advisers had played in the decision

w...t0. impose National Health .changes in . 1951. -~!Wherever he went in

London he received literally nothing but courtesy' 125
Hill concludes that the best the enquirer can do is make shrewd use of
ubublished information ‘and ‘journélists' gossip.26 ; If the researcher

does receive useful but confidential information from a public servant

(which is perhaps more likely in Australia than in the U.K.), then there

ossibility that he .gannot; use the information, .or, if he does,

SR\ S b S CH

cannot adequately cite his source. This, and the reliance on

jpurna;ists' gossip will of course weaken the argument presented.

3 . » ST |

(4) The effect of holding ministerial meetings in private

i\ Where the executive is involved in intergovernmental activity

icontagct hag

2 ikt
it

“Become 'fdrmalized'ﬂto a point’, where standing

executive councils cover most areas of governmental activity. In the

Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet's handbook, Australian-State



lu.

Government Cooperative Arrangements (1975), every Federal portfolio

cxcept ,Capital Tcrrltory, Postmaster-General's and Special Minister of

State regularly lnvolved some formal meetlngs with executlve counterparts

in the States.

It can be argued that because the holding of such meetings is
usually behind closed doors, "grand-standing" on the part of ministers is

reduced.l Publlc posturlngs and ldeologlcal rhetoric .can be dispensed
IRPREIL TR WP A > Fhy iy 4 8 " Wi e # P,

with in favour of ratlonallty and a 01rcumspecb manner.

- The © Australian . Agr;cﬁltural Council, which hﬁs served as a
prototype for other joint ministerial organizations, has been perhaps the
most obvious example of the harmony that can be achieved away from the

public eye. IF.O: Grogan, in assessing the Qouncil,lnqtes that largely

beoause meetlngs are held in camera

", ..the frank, amicable and full discussion that is possible in
the Council undoubtedly does much to prevent exacerbation of
feelings between the States and to obviate precipitate or
one-sided action."27

and further,

"The impression emerges of an effective piece of administrative
and consultative machinery providing solutions to difficult
problems that will not only be workable. but which will satisfy the
tests of democracy and federalism in government. n28

However, a cynical view of executive meetings behind closed doors
may have it that théy provide the politicians,hith an opportunity for
horse tradiné and political wheeler-dealing of a far more blatant nature
than would be permissible if the manouverings were subject to public
viewﬁnxuhhrrgy Edelman cla;ms that 1n such 01rcumstances "bargaining

Yo

language™ will be used.
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"The bargainer...offers a deal, not an appeal. A public reaction
is to be avoided, not sought. A decision is to be made through an
exchange of quid pro quos, not through a ratiqnalystructuring of

"premises s6 45 "to  maximize “or satisfice, ‘values. It is a
prerequisite to bargaining that values be incompatible not
shared."29

Such dea'ls may or may not be canf'ied on in a grand-standing manner,
depending on the style of the individuals involved. It may be that a
politician who cultivates an avuncular image in public may be disposed to

be far_mdre.ruthless behind closed doors.

ol il
g !

These differing :interpretations can only be resolved by an
“<E?mpiﬁigé?rexaminatiod;,ﬁhéﬁgh:ohcé}agéin, such an examination is hampered

by the confidential nature of the reports of executive meetings.

(5) Special interest groups

A

[T aihyl Kl 113 At g pbinet i ;n"l “(v"‘q..-v.""f"'\m "”.%.;‘ 3 m

A second effect of ministérs holding regular tings in private
may be to shut out the influgnbe of private interest groups and political
parties. The'whd;e”paraphebﬁalia‘6f“intergoﬁernmeﬁtafﬁre1ations: joint

committees, working parties, ministerial councils, etc. will tend to

exclude overtly political influences.

Richard Simeon's importaht "~ study of Canadian federalism,

Federal-Provincial Diplomacy shows that private interest groups join the

legislature in merely forming part of the ‘'audience' - uninfluential
onlookers. Simeon found that federal-provincial'bargaining machinery was
tightly organized, and allowed little access for those affected:

. "Affected groups are not invited to participate or make their
views. known. - The relative secrecy of debate means group leaders
may often be unaware of developments in federal-provincial
negotiations which might involve them. To the extent that the
mechanisms we have described become a central arena for policy
formulation and form the ma jor pre-occupation for both federal and
‘provincial policyimatters; the process thus limits the number and
scope of participants in policy-making."30
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Apart from the fact that there is rarely provision made for
interest groups to be heard in the mechanisms of intergovernmental
relations, a, primary.reason why iptg@pst groups dq;ngt;fare well is that
the goals of the participating governments are seen in terms of the
relationships between governments, .and not between a 'government and a
éectdfiAf fﬁé coﬁhﬁni£§;3i ‘ﬁo;ﬁZXQﬁéle éiﬁéonlnétééEthat when Ottawa
was faced with demands for assistance to higher education, it found that

it “had . to worry more about  ,the provinces than the universities.

3

T

ly;@éﬁéﬁ;bﬁédéﬁﬁEheWuniﬁghéitie$HWanted?diﬁé‘

“Consequ t assistance from

the Federal government, they had to be content with the funds being
32

routed through the"prqyinoialnﬂggvernméngs. Fqbthéhmore, even in

.“"

cases in which the government sets out to represent .a particular interest

‘ group, these interests tend to be poorly served:

“"At . best interest group concerns will form only a part of a
.+the extent that they are less central

b

.;Hgov§rnmenh's,goalsmand; to the
awwthanusbatuswor,ddgdlogica&mgoaﬂs,@hhny wild...b
jettisoned in the conference room. "33 '

the first to be

In opposition to' the belief that the federal system denies
prgséﬁﬁ¢‘jgroupsfiaéﬁesé-ffpf”thegpgoﬁérnment proqgésti; the so-called
"multiple-crack" thesis. This holds that the federal system in fact

presents private interest groups with a number of points at which they

can bring pressure to bear on the government process. The term "multiple

& ;
g ‘

crack", having the d;uble’ mean&ngu of fissﬁres .;high‘ucan be used by
private elements to have a "epack" at the policy-making process, was
first applied to the American political systéﬁ by‘ Morton Grodzins.Bu
His arguments, however, rely on the loosely articulated nature of the
American party system. Totten Anderson linked the concept with the
nature of\iptgrgovehﬁmgntaL relations:

"Each level of government makes policy in its own jurisdictional

orbit and each is surrounded by a characteristic constellation of

interest groups. Common points of access are provided in the
constant struggle between the executive, legislative, judiecial and
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administrative branches 'of government and areas of conflict
between national, state and local officials. Influence flows
between all echelons of the federal political hierachy. The
common practice of reciprocal interventionism between the branches
and levels of government officials offers added opportunltles for
pressure group actlon. 'Whether working 1n31de government or
exerting pressure from the outside, interest groups provide a
political catalyst for the incidence of the division and
separation of powers within the federal system."35

The intrigue of intergovernmentai activity, far from shutting out
pnessupe;”gnoups,;\actqally.:advantages them.36 m=1h;;fpnding matters
especially, any level of government is fair game:
"If the battle is lost in lobbying a congressional committee, the
attack may . be renewed at the State house, or .at city hall, or
through a propaganda campalgn directed to the publlc n37

Richard Shultz undertook a study of Canadian transport regulation

policy to test the validity of the opposing arguments on interest group

DI 4o 1N [ N g ,".“‘g W :'. B v 4,',!'\..“ ‘ ”!‘..l," e o R ‘,.‘ g e g
‘wagcessq,u\~HQ¢found-thaththQWtruckxngnasspclatlons;we e “courted by both

the Federal and Provincial levels .of government; a finding which led him

v1t0 reJect Slmeon s arguments. .EHowever,"Schultz aisoﬁyhoted that the

‘Alnterest groups themselves may be"weakened by thelr own federal or
confederate structure. For example, the position of the Canadian

Trucklng Assoc1ation was weakened because of the rejection of its policy

Qby ona Ofvlts'membens @the QuebecmTrudklng“Assoclatmon

. The experlence ‘of ‘the Cahédian Trucking Assoqiation points to

)

another‘problem fa01ng an 1nterest.group in a federal system. It may
feel the need to match the federal structure of‘government with a federal
structure of its own. Mathews has noted that where this occurs the
cohesivenesS‘df the orgahisation wiil suffer; partieulahly if there are

strong conflicts of interests between the States.39

In such cases, the
group can take either of two paths: do nothing that may antagonize
members by requiring that decisions made need the consent of all, or else

insist on the principle of majority rules. The former path can render
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organlzatlon 1mpotent the 1atter oarries the risk that the organization

L

‘may be rlven by conflicts of interest.

Of course this problem is not necessarily attendent on a federal

y: ,eg;af;;gSVErﬁﬁéﬁt;:?@Kﬁﬁ ;n%erest group may .fake’'the form of a

federation in which the members are not geographically defined at all

;(for example, a federatlon of varlous 1ndustr1es) On the other hand,
4the 1nterest group may choose to 1gnore geographlcal dlvisaons and allow
only for national membership. Nevertheless, a federal pattern of

_government w1ll encourage a 31m11ar structure in interest groups, with

Lﬂeomponenb members being based.onuthemsamengeOgraphiea1%d1v1s1ons as those
of the States. In Australia, because the number of States is relatively

small, ‘thls means that the federatlons themselves may have only six or

b
1 ik

seven members, and so be strongly influenced by the d1v1sions between
them. The greater the number of members, the more likely it is that the
federation can develop a "character" that is autonomous from that of each

of its members; SO i et

(6) The long-term nature of intergovernmental grants

It can be maintained that intergovernmental grants are relatively
free from the vagaries of political ideology and interest Dbecause of the
long term nature of the legislation upon which grants are made. To
facilitate blanning; the States usually require that funds be granted on
at least a triennial basis. Because the donor government is committed so
far into the future hy such legislation, it is reluctant to grant amounts
that may not be justified by future budgetary situations. The
uncertainty instills caution in the donor government, and denies it the
flexibility which would enable it to reflect its ideology or interest

base more closely.
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However a closer examination of these arguments reveals
weaknesses. It could be claimed that at most, the long term nature of
grants egmpresses 1obbying actlvity to once every)tﬁree.years, instead of
every year. In any case there is little procedural diffieulty in passing
legislation“.additienal' to“thegwperiodic grants iif‘\tﬁe government so
wished. Also, while the long term basis of grants may engender prudence

as to the total amount spent by the donor government, it does not

necessarily follow thatvthe:;nfluence of 1nterest groupsvand ideology in

{
i
(LR

the om9031tion of the grant w1ll be any less. Furthermore, the vagarles

vof 1deology and interest assumed by the argument need to ‘be demonstrated
'Eﬁf there 1s no apparent reason to belleve that they should change over

periods of less than three years.

A7) Cross-cutting lines of conflict .

TR SRT RPN Y L S o4 1) RN B

So far, the arguments in favour of the belief that

intergovernmental relatlons are relatively non- polltical have tended ¢to
see 1ntergovernmental relatlons in a cooperative, ;ight .and have ignored
conflictual elements. Of course conflict between Canberra and the
States, (particularly the peripheral States), is a well known fact of
Australlan polltical life. . However it could be . argued that the real
issue in sueh conflJcts 1snthe div1s;on of power eetween the governments
involved and not matters of ideology or section interest. For example it

is common to find Liberal premiers seeking Labor premiers as allies when

in conflict with a Liberal Federal government.

Intergovernmental conflict is usually seen in terms that stress

the differing power relationships between governmental units. Russell

Mathews_illustrates this well:
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“The problem of achieving policy coordination is difficult enough,
even if the different levels of government genuinely seek a
solution to the problem in a spirit of cooperation. However, a
greater danger has emerged in Australia during recent years, in
that many politicians and public servants have found it rewarding
to emphasize divisiveness rather than cooperation, or even to set

~about, creating unnecessary conflicts, in order to gain electoral

w.advantage Or :: POWer.: . The . federal ~system ' has- itself been
increasingly used as a political weapon, " with' battle-cries of
central power and State rights replacing analysis as the basis of
governmental policy."40

In fact barty political'Qiqhopomigs will often be blgrred by these other
lines of conflict. A common concern to hold onto the States' powers
against the encroachment of the Commonwealth will often cause the States'

;gl%{pplitidal: l9ade¢switoH‘fo ggqaspérﬁywzpolitical differencés in order to

present a united front to the Federal gove;ﬂmégt.

"2 R«N. Spann has gibén the following impression*bf;ibtergovcrnmental
relations in Australia:

n,..the dominance in major federal negotiations of relatively
solidaristic governments is precisely what has helped to give
4 Australian . federalism ., .. that international-diplomatic,
i *h“great-powermnégctiation and .confrontation flamgugga.“ 1

Spahn is at phis point discussing the factors which lend credence to G.S.

Reid's = picture ROL, Agsthélién.ﬂfgdéral relations ~as. a public drama

DI N S

rééeﬁbiing“the: éélgtiégéﬁibsf bgg;;éﬁ the stroﬁgﬁéﬁ"”éauntries of the
wor'ld.u2 Spann makes a very important point when he queétions the
importance of the '‘'‘drama' in determining the real outcome of
intergdveﬁnﬁehtélf’;élatibns; andJW;éfers to. Corbett, who suggests that
they are "...a kind of blood sport that adds 1life and drama to our rather

dull polities, without necessérily deciding anything impor'tant.“u3

To see intergovernmental conflict in this 1light encourages the
view that each government is much the same as each of the others and that

the basis of conflict is simply a struggle over the division of power.
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An alternative view is that each government is not the same as the
othgrs; thépﬂthgy qiffeh because they refleht interestsithat are spread
unevenly throughout the States. One State may represent manufacturing
interests, another agricultural, and so on. The latter view would have
intefgovernmental conflict asl highly politic;l, 'being essentially a

conflict between sectional interests.

v, Wnich view is pore{accuhatgkdepeQQQ‘in Qahp;gnhhow similar the
States are in terms of their collectivities of interests. If each State
has the same industries in the same order of importance, . the idea of like
governments confiictihg‘ only 6ﬁ$‘métters 'of the distribution of power
among themselves would 1indeed be applicable. If on the other hand
industries are unevenly distributed throughout th§ country, the
'altﬁhhgt}ve view that., coﬁfligﬁipgllgogerh@ents pgprgéent conflicting
interest groups is more plausible.

Compahed with the considerable diffcrences nOFmaily encountered in
by

international relations, or in the federal systems of Canada or the

Uniﬁedj States, those between the Australian States are not of great

* signitipance. . Excliding agricultural employment,  edéh: State has about.
20% of its workforce employed in the wholesale and retail trade, 20% in
communlty services; a small proportlon 1n mlnlng (the highest being 5.4%
in Western Austhalia), and so on.u'5 ﬁsﬁever, these broad categories
can be misieading. While for many policy matters interest groups can be
aggregated in this way, on others one needs to be concerned with more
detéiled distghctihns:w " Here ‘ﬂhéu differences can”,be greater, For
example, while the clothing and footwear industries employ 3.2% of
Victorian workers, the next highest proportion is only 1.5%4 (N.S.W.) and
ué

in all other States, under 1%. No doubt on other matters (such as
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‘h_reflning) one wiLl find important industries 1n“some States which

don't eXist at all in others.

1y

There are other matters which may exaggerate the differences which
. s oy ey

Yo @ ”*’The”hmultipfier'“éff&éts”sof some industrmes may make them '
relatively more important than the numbers directly employed would

suggest. This is not to say that governments will, neOessarily take such

"""" . b "”V

i il S
considerations into mind. In fact they may be relatively unconcerned

about employment generally, placing more importance on matters such as
revenue potential prestige, ete. What factors they do stress may depend
on 1deology, thereby injecting another potential element of variation
between the States. It may also be argued that our method of electing
governments, (i.e. governments being formed on the Dbasis of a majority
rather than an overall consensus), will also exaggerate marginal
differences. For example, the proportion of the population involved in
agriculture may vary little between the States but what differences there
are may be sufficient to cause maJor differences in the political

complexion of the governments concerned.

However, the behaviour and stance adopted by a State government
when dealing with interests within the State may differ from those
adopted when dealing with other governments. Where a State may be quite
fpartisanl in’ iteri:tna-State deaiihgs, it mill” tend to see itself as
representing the community as a whole when in an intergovernmental
"context. For eXample;_a\StateuLabon government elected largely by city
voters will still act to protect primary industry when such industries
are threatened by the action of another government or governments. What

is in'.question is its enthusiasm to do so.
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Whiié the ‘exéégeré;ing éff;ct of ﬁhe poiitié;l system can be
discounted to some extent, this still does not mean that sectional
interests will have little part to play in intergovernmental conflict.
As well as the imbalance of industries referred to earlier, conflicts can
arise between the Federal and State governments simply because the former
is responsible for the interests of the country as a whole, which may
conflict with these of each State when taken individually. The dispute
between the Federal government and the State governments of Western
Australia and Queensland over‘mineral export gﬁidelines is a well-known

47

example. Certainly the States were upset that their power to set
prices for minerals was being challenged by the Federal government. More
rlmportantly,‘however, the Federal government was threatenlng to destroy
the system whereby the States compete with each other for the mlnerai
export industries - a system. which obviously favours the mining

companieé;' In this dispute the'States can be seen as‘.acting on behalf of

_sectional interests.

o e

Summary

' A prlmary purpose of the foreg01ng dlscu331on has been to
demOnstrate that the diSCUSSlon of 1ntergovernmental relatlons has few
certainties. Practically every point made can be questioned and

refpterpreted. Arguments which would claim intergovernmental relations

‘Om pol t

B H\

;;finé;ggnce 3;§§gg¥¥f}rest on a rather
idealized view of the process. This view has governments acting together
to solve Joint problems,‘w1th the tone belng set by what Smiley calls
'“personallsed fabric of cooperatlon"u8 $#4 that "8 by the thousands of
largely unreported meetings, conferences and telephone calls every year

between officials of the Federal and State governments.
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The criticisms have tended to stress the conflictual nature of

1ntérgovernmental relations and placed more stress on the role of the

‘Jhloffered reinterpretatlon

ity i g e

".of features put
forward to demonstrate why polities is relatively unlmportant. The view

of reasonable, pragmatlc mlnlsters discusslng matters of common concern

=
'

has been replaced by an” interpretatlon of such”meetlngs as venues for
cynical horse-trading. The effect of intergovernmental cooperation being
a force for moderation has been reinterpreted as a forcey inhibiting
governmengiactiyitfrsn&,sp benefiting scme'sections of the community at
the expense of others. Finally, the View that the process of

intergovernmental negotiation excludes outside interests has been opposed

by the view that such interests are actually advantaged by the process.

For the conflicting arguments to be satisfactorily resolved they
need to the empirically tested. The actual effectiveness of double
vetoes needs to be exanined. So too does the nature and extent of
parliamentary influence. The influence of the politician needs to be
exanined to see whether it is'a vehicle of sectional interests or a means
of upholding general community values. The advice of the public service
needs to be examined to see whether it is relatively non-political, or
whetner it typically, exhibits evidence of a blinkerec Yiew resulting from
the influence of an ideology unhampered by the felt need to reconcile
opposing views .and interests. A similar situation applies with

b

professional research bodies.

Even if the advice of the public service .does prove to be

relatively ncn-polibical;: it: then' needs:ito ﬁséﬁﬂsyoﬁn that its advice
regularly prevails. There may indeed be a great deal of interaction

between -officials inh;orderfﬁto“prodpce solutlpnsﬁkto administrative
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problems, but does the same occur before de0151ons of the distribution of

*thousdnds of milliens’ oF dollars”ln State'ghants°‘ J does occur, how '

much is the result of such -activity taken into consideration by those

ultimately responsible.for'the decision?

When investigating whether the long term nature of
intergovernmental grants inhibits political influence, one needs to
examine thé asshmptlon coritained- w1th1n the crlthue that amendments to
the original legislation, brought about through interest group pressures,
or a change in ideology (when a change in government occurs) are in fact

a relatively simple affair.

A test of the assumptions made and an examination of the validity
of ‘the varylng 1nterpﬁetations mlght be made by a review of the existing
literature. However, in the case of Australia at least, such literature
is patohy. For this reasoh, a case study has been chosen to empirically

examine the factors involved.

.This study will look at Commonwealth decision-making affecting all
bf'%ﬂé“stAtes, but will concenfrats on the Sodth“AﬁstYalian case when
examining State government decision-making. This pattern will also apply
(to :the‘ study of the. organizat;oh of special intemests; the national
bodies will be examined, but the study at the. State and local level will

generally be confined to the South Australian experience..

This is done for obvious reasons of‘aecessibiilty; To broaden its
compass to include all' State would enlarge the study beyond a manageable
zcompass._ However ;tmfisi;assumed that thepe" will be sufficient

similarities between the States to permit some generalization of findings

and‘conclusions.
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. 1To:: present the: ease study, the }substantive chapters will be

lttdlvided'into two- parts.-?The first w1ll be a typology of the various

elements involved - the public service departments, the research bureaux,
the executive element and the various special interest groups. As well

”ole of these elements, ‘an

R (A ! i

attempt will be made,

to measure the relative influence of each.

The second* part will " ‘examine ““fundinf

‘dedisions made at
Commonwealth and State levels. A brief history of the formulae used will
be followed by a more intensive comparison of recent Commonwealth grants
withrtheErespeotivefreoommendatioqs}giveq:oy the:pommopuealth Bureau of
Roads and the Bureau of Transport Economics. At the State level, a study
of South Australian government grants to local government bodies will
attempt to detect whether there are funding patterns which have been
determined by political criteria.ug The conclusion will review the
questions of politiecs and intergovernmental relations to see what
evidence the study of road funding brings to bear, However before moving
onto the substantive study, it is necessary to introduce the subject of

the case study.

Part II: Roads as a Case Study

It is unlikely that the subject of any case study could adequately
,providédan$wers tofalL;the.questions‘posed.,‘However,ﬁoﬁ several reasons
road funding is more favourably placed than most.

The first of these reasohs is the size of amounts spent. Some
$2,400 million was spent on roads by public authorities in the 1979/80

financial year.50 ‘ Figures for. 1979/80 are not yet available, but in

h\'

Commonwealth% provided 27 . 3% ‘of road«»

fUnds, (including
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inte;ébvefnmehtal"tfansféés),‘ tﬂé States 32.6% and local government,
40.1%. Since 1974/75 the Commonwealth's share has dropped from 32.2%,
the States' has risen from 26.1 percent and. local government's has

dropped slightly from 41.7%, (see Table 1.l).

TABLE 1.1

- #. PERCENTAGE*SHARE ‘'OF ROAD 'FUNDING 'BY LEVEL 'OF “GOVERNMENT

1974/75 TO 1978/79

1974/75 1975/76 1976/T7  1977/78  1978/79  average

Commonwealth 32.2 30.0. 29 y 28.5 o 27.3 29.2

State 26.1 27.6 30.0 31.5 32.6 30.0

. Local - ‘ bi.7 . ha.4 . = 40.6 40.0 - ... 340.1 40.0

“Tota | | ‘ 10050 " 100.0
Soptpé; . Bureau . of Transborh Economics, Anm{ASéessment of the
eadtoes e Australian © Road System::' 1979, '-Australian Government::

Publishing Service (A.G.P.S.), Canberra, 1979, table 6.5.

Compared with the State and local levels, road expenditure is a

. fairly small and shrinking . proportlon of the Commonwealth budget. 1In

”W*1979r80

”’dbéut' L. 9%“‘of'“CommdnwéaitHx budget outléy§-~WEnt to roads. A"

51

similar figure is expected- for 1980/81. The average annual growth

rate- of road grants from 197U/75 to 1980/81 (estu):was 9.1%, compared
v, JRE

with an average budget growth of 12.6% (see table 1.2)
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COMMONWEALTH GRANTS TO THE STATES FOR ROAD AND TOTAL BUDGET OUTLAYS

*" 1974/75. 70 1980/81 ($m)

Budget Outlays 4 increase Road Grants % increase

1974/75 17,831 362.8

y 433.5  19.5
To76/77 EEK
1977/78 , 26,802| B 11.1 477.9 10.2
1978479 © ' 29ou5 B .. 508.0 6.3
1979/80 31,694 9.1 546.0 7.5
1980/81 (est) 36,037 13.7 606.9 11.2
Average growth _ 12.6 . 9.1

Sources: Australian Treasury, Budget Paper No. 1, Statement No.

1, 1974/75 to 1980/81
Australian Treasury, Budget Paper No. 7, 1978/79, table
42 and 1980/81, table u3.

In 1978/79 (the most recent year for which figures are available),
the States spent 6% of their budgets on roads (see table 1.3). The
average growth rate of that sector for the previous five 'years was 12.8%,
compared with a total expenditure growth of 15.3%. Corresponding rates

for the South Australian State government are 10.7% and 11.65%. In

1978/70 7.5% of‘Souﬁh Australia's budget was spent on roads.
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TABLE 1.3

STATE GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE FOR ROADS AND TOTAL BUDGET EXPENDITURE

. 1974/75 TO 1978/79 ($m)*

©UA11 states S

h Australia

Roads Total+ Roads %  Roads "Total+ Roads %
~exp. .‘total exp. A exﬁ. total exp.

1974/75 572 8763 6.5 63.42 821 T.7

1975/76 678 10876 6.2 74.00 1035 7.1

% inhcrease 18.5 24.1 16.7 26.1
SONGTBIIT el epni Mibligs ki LU, 85.618.. 1183 7.2

% increase 12.2 14.8 15.7 14.3

1977/78 814 u1L27 5.8 85.36 1192 7.2

% increase . 7.0 13.1 ; - 0.3 w0 0.7

1978/79 o2 iswug 6.0 ou.sE 10258 7.5

% increase 13.5 9.3 10.8 5.5

Total for

period 3749 61703 6.1 401.975 15489 8.3

% increase 12.8 - 15.3 _ - 10.7 11.65

* includes intergd?ernmentai transfers
+ excludes non-budget authorities

Sources Figures for all States have been derived from Australian
Bureau of Statisties, Government Financial Estimates
Australia 1979/80 (Cat. No. 5501.0) table 1.
Figures for South Australia are from the S.A. Highways
Department, Annual Report 1978-79 App. C, and the summary
table of S.A. Parliamentary Paper no. 9, Details of
Estimates of Expenditure of the South Australian
Government for the years ending June 1976‘to June 1980.

Unfoftunately Itable 1.3 necessérii} includes intergovernmental
transfers. Because of the declining proportion contributed by the
Commonwealfh, the States have had to increase éxpenditure from their own
sources by amounts great than those indicated. The B.T.E. has calculated
that the States' average increase in road expenditure from its own
sources from 1974/75 to ;978/79 was in fact 18.3%;5?‘ Figures from the

Highways Department's Annual Report indicate that the equivalent figure

for South Australia is 15.7%.53
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There are no available figures on the share of local government
,éxpe,ridi:tufe allotted ‘to roads).although it 1is well. known that road
expenditure forms a much more important part of the local government
budget than it does of State and Federal budgets. The B.T.E. estimates

[:that -an. average of 35% of local government expenditure goes on r-oads,S)4

%.55

and that the growth rate for the five years to 1978/79 has been 10.9

ALY COmmonuealbh grants-ﬂfor”iroads*iare ‘directed to the State
governments, and it is up to the States themselves to decide how much
will be passed on to local government. In this they are constrained by

‘rwthe Commonwealth specifieation thatla certain proportion must be spent on

Jive N Ry I R .x&."\

by, e

'local' roads. (The placement of roads in particular categories for

grants purposes is determined by the Commonwealth Minister, on advice

from the various State road authorities ) However, because local roads
may be the responsibility of the State road authority, the proportion of
grants for 1local roads passed on to local government can vary
considerably from State« to State@: depending onﬁ,thet‘State's policy
regarding taking responsibility for local roads. In South Australia, for
example, it has been calculated that the Highways Department has
responsibility for 14% of roads classified as "rural local" and 1% of
roads classified as "urban local" under the classification adopted by the
National Association of Australian State Road Authorities.56 Also of
course, proportions of grants passed on to local government can depend on
the proportion of roads classified as "local", (that is, the proportion
of.the road network not the responsibllity of the State road authority).
Presumably with these factors in mind, Russell Mathews found that the
proportion of roads grants passed on to local government in each State in

1976/77 was as f‘ollows:57
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N.S.W. 15.1%
% Mlctorlad s W oty 324%
queensland o lé.d%
South Australia 9.9%
iweétErn Australian ' 31:3%'
Tasmania 16.7%

dprriving’ at; these variations, Professor,Mathews}does not state

whether they include grants passed on to local government from State

.'sources._‘ In South Australla, the State government has traditionally

o ,,\ RO

:V3ﬁsupplémented CommonWealth grants w1th grants from State revenue, though

recently the State government has claimed that Commonwealth grants for

local‘roads have been so adequate that its supplementary contribution has

Although it is likely that a decreasing proportion of overall
government budget outlays has been spent "din roads recently, roads are
still an important item of expenditure, particularly in an
intergovernmental context. 12.2% of the Commonwealth's specific purpose

59

grants were earmarked for roads 1n 1979/80, and;of-eourse a further

oA

unspecified amount of general purpose grants, (particularly those

directed to local government), would have been spent on roads.

Funds for roads that are raised at the Federal and local 1level
come from general revenue, although from 1931 to 1959 Commonwealth fuel
taxes Vererlearmarked:,forf roads. Since 1959 fuel taxes have grown
steadily larger than road grants. Only at the State level is the ‘'user
pays' principle adopted. The revenue from roads is determined by the

amounts raised by various taxes on vehicle ownership'and usage - notably,
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vehicle registration charges, licence fees, and in some States, a petrol
franchise tax. In 1978/79 they comprised 17% of State taxation.60
There are other fairly minor charges paid by road users, such as stamp

duty on vehicles and third party insurance. These are usually paid into

. vh.,y,“ | S altE o o e , & s ‘./‘. LMy

consolidated revenue.

As - we shall see;in‘Chapter-Four,'the earmarking of State motor
taxes has tended to nullify them as & political issue. In the past the
exception has been road maintenance contributions, which was a ton/mile

tax

imposed upon frelght carrlers. Due to difficult.'s»in collection, it

was both 1neff101ent as a revenue raiser and 1nequitable in that only the
Ahonest and the unlucky dlshonest paid. The removal‘of road maintenance
':contributions was e conditlon 1aid .down" by truck dnivers involved in the

blockade of Australian cities in April, 1979.

"Apart ~ from bhé-:non—metﬁbpolitan' councils- in. Western Australian

FLC L A ety PP ey 40 LA s Pakpe i .-,....,.L.." $3tew LI ',\,'.-,n._ thoprduss [ &
(which are often responsible for vehicle licensing), local government
makes no 51gn1flcant charges on the road user, other than for parking by

some- 01ty coun01ls. Revenue raised at *the local level is not an issue

for road users.

A%Lmentioned above, allnpcnmonwealth moneywspent on roads, either
directly or by way of grant, comes from consolidated revenue. Revenue
collected by the Commonwealth from road users is paid into consolidated
revenue, There are a variety of taxes, exCises’and duties levied by the
Commonwealth which affect the road user. Unfortunately, it is impossible
to separate amounts paid by road users from total 1levies and duties,

because an"appropbiate breakdown is not available. Fortunately, figures

are available for two of the three main revenue earners, and an estimate
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can be, made of the third. ?he'biggest of the three as.a revenue earner

J
B

{s the excise on crude oil, liquid petr'olel;m " gas, and petroleun

products. Treasury expects road ‘users to pay about . $3 054 million for

the crude oil levy alone 1n 1980781.. Amounts paid. 1n customs tariffs

for road using vehicles and related parts in 1978/79 was $339.8
62

million. Estimating the amount the Federal government receives in

. sales taxe

on_the pur h se and 'operation of vehicles is handicapped

becauseqsales tax figures‘are hot disaggregated.ﬁmVarious estimates of

the proportion of sales tax paid on the purchase and operation of

vehicles have been 51%63 (a 1971 figure), 28%?#

which excludes vehicle par'ts).65

‘and 32% (a figure
If one uses 28% as an acceptable

figure, then sales taxes on vehicles in 1978/79 totalled $495 million.66

Unce} section 51 ofuthe Australiao constitctioo, the funding of
Australia's roads (apart from in the territories), is the responsibility
of the State governmcnts.’ However because the Commonwealth has been
granting money to the States since 1923, there has grown a de facto
responsibility. In addition, the Federal Labor government in 1974
accepted 100% responsibility for designated 'National' roads - generally
those linkiné the capital cities. This rcsponsibility was accepted by
the Liberal/Country party government when it took office. What this
responsibility actually means is somewhat ambiéuous. The Commonwealth
Minister for Transport could, if he wished, reject the program of
projects fo} National Roads put forward by the States. To date he has
not_ done 50, evenx_though he may publicly claim to differ with the

priorities for the States.

A good example here 1is -the Stuart Highway in South Australia.

Although the Commonwealth Minister has admitted that he has the power of
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_ approval over prOJects,67 when faced with critic1sm of the condition of
the Stuart Highway, the Minister claimed that "it ;;e.the responsibility
of the State governments to decide priorities for funds provided for
ﬁnatlonal highway construction" 68 . Each 'State isﬁzdllocated a certain

amount of money for each category of road each year and it is up to the

States to decide which roads withln the category the ‘'money should go

1C,°n§¢qu¢nt

thc South Australian government decides that
money for National Roads should be spent on the link with Melbourne
1nstead of the llnk with Alice Sprlngs there is llttle the Commonwealth
"can do. Why the Commonwealth h;s‘not exer01sed 1ts leglslatlve powers

and forced the South Australian government to spend more national roads

money:on‘the Stuart Highway is not clear. It is probably either because

/it pegards the rejechioniof a program ds too drastl

Jee

step or because
there is really covert agreement between the Commonwealth and the South

Australlan government 1oveg' priorities “for National . Roads, or some

o,

comblnatlon of these two."

Not only is the responsibility for the determination of priorities
ambiguous,;:so’élso:.la ?egponslpillty for ‘theirdvfundlng. As mentioned
above, the Commonwealth accepts full financial responsibility for
National Roads. In practice, however, practically all the States find
they need to supplement the Commonwealth money with funds from their own
resources. (In 1977/78, for example N.S.W. was the only State not to do
so. The South Australian government added $3.7 million from 1its own

69) In this

resources .to the $16.9 million grant by .the Commonneélth.
they are 'encouraged' to such an extent by the Commonwealth that the
States have been forced to ‘accept some de facto responsibility for
National Roads. For example in a December 1978 press release criticizing

the Western Australian government, the Commonwealth Minister (Mr. Nixon),

stated:
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"While the States; including Western Australia, are not required
to contribute their own funds to be eligible for these national
highways grants, some States do use a portion of their own funds
to enable planned works with a high State priority to be
advanced. During this period, Western Australia has only
contributed some $6 million toward national highways construction
projects."70

_The State gqvernmcnts may choose to devolve all or part of their

constitutional responsibility for roads to local government if they
wish. In South Australia responsibility for roads has been given to

local government except for ‘the'South Eastern Freewayj roads in areas not

covered by local government, and those roads for which the Commissioner

for Highways accepts responsibility wunder Section 26 of the Highways

“icihgi f¢¥§v?ﬁﬁkgs?Q$i0nSW”9f”.thQL H;ghways.“~'t$dare designed to

provide maximum flexibility for the State government. If he wishes to

either  take up or hand back:1responsibility for ~a road it is simply

P

heégéééfy‘ that the Commissioner ”Bﬁtaidél”Minisferiél“”épproval and gives
written notice to the Council concerned. However, as is the case with

thé‘Commpnwealth and the States, the de facto situation is very important

am%ﬁiaﬁregfgaHQZatidﬁWOf the 'fiscal balance between
SRt - T e o e R s

the State government and local government, it is inconceivable that the

State government would‘eVen hand back fiﬁancial nespghsibility for any of

‘the more iﬁpéftghﬁ arterial  ‘roads in’ eith&r ' the country or the

72

metropolitan area.

ImLadditioh'to“factdrswodplinedJSd‘far,,rOag;funding has other
advantage; for use as a case study of intergovernmental relations. In
South Australia, road funding has been a shared responsibility between
the State government and local government ever since the latter was
created. During the long period of joint funding, a great deal of

intergovernmental machinery has developed. Road funding and construction

has spawned ' a - plethora of official..committees,i working groups,
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conference, etc. to aid cooperation.

The Australian Transport Advisory Council is a well established
venue. for regular meetings of the Commonwealth and State ministers. The
National Association of Australian State Road Authorities provides

similar opportunities for the heads of the road authorities.

There are several professional research bodies that have been set

up to advise the various governments concerned, the most important being

‘the, Bureau, of Transport Economigs .(whose road advisory ' functions in the

roads field were formally handled by the Commonwealth Bureau of Roads),
and the technically-oriented Australian Road Research Bpard.
Federal funding for roads has been usually on either a quintennial

or triennial basis, and before the Bureau of Roads was, set up to advise

FinaIly, the State road authorltles can be expected to have more

" influence in the development of pollcy "than most "State government

'ﬁﬁdstatutdrw*statuSum

departments. The reasons for this will be discussed in the following

j.chapter, but it can be noted at the outset that most have been given some

ke

OUghlconsequewt powers haveAbeen éurtalled somewhat

since the second world war, the road authorities have generally enjoyed
more. freedom than most " séctions “of the publicgeqeryice to serve the

A s, s

community as they have‘seen fit.

It can be seen then, that there are a number of factors which
recommend ‘road funding as“a casé ‘study to examine the questions raised

earlier in this chapter. The amounts of money involved make it a
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significant area of government actiViﬁy, particulariy intergove?nmental
activity. The rather uncertain way in which responsibility for roads is
divided has made necessary the development of a great deal of
iﬁtebébQé?nmental“haéhineryr includiﬁg a sﬁandinchQuﬁgiL:of ministers.
(It is perhaps the long history of this machinery that has given road

fundlng the' reputation of being an area marked by intergovernmental

73)

cooperatlon. Federal grants have generally been made on a long term
basis and have used both formulae and the advice of professional

bureaux. In the State road aubhorities we have examples of the public

i

aking a 'high prdfile'\ln the deolsion—maki%

" servi process. All of

these elements 'should 'enable an empirically—based assessment of the

'~}jconflicting 1nterpretatigns one encounters'when dlscu531ng the influence

R i . Ny

of polltical factors on the intergovernmental process.
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CHAPTER 2

THE GOVERNMENT

In the previous chapter the possible role of the various elements
of the intergovernmental process was discussed. 1In this chapter, those

elements:wili.be examined in the light of the road funding case study.

The Public Service: State

It has been suggested that the public servaﬁts involved in the
intergovernmental process, because of their common background and their
specialist qualifications and concerns, will have common interests and
shahe'@dﬁﬂon}outlodks?"@hey‘Will ‘seé ‘problems in a tééhnical, objective
manner and will place such considerations above the considerations of the
less teghnically-minded executive,

Without being party to the decision-making process - that is,
either belng on hand at or hav1ng access to transcripts of important
'meetlngs, ‘it is difflcult tg ;rové”6f dlsprove such‘claims. However it

is possible to assess whether the officers involved do have the common,

specialist background that-is claimed.

Transport is one area of government activity that attracts

technlcally orlented'profe531onals, and road transport is no exception.

'The purposeﬁof“State road'authOrltles is ts construct andxmalntaln roads
and bridges and because of this the most common formal qualification
necessary 1is of an engineerlng type. Whlle such quallficatlons may not
be necessary to perform the functions of the most senior positions it has
been suggested by the Organization and Methods Officer within the

Highways Department that they assume great importance in any progression
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by. means,.ofi-d.distnibuted. questiqpnalre. For. purpQses

hy,
through the middle ranks of the hierarchy.l As a road building
aHPPQ?EEYL;tﬁ? Highways Pepgpﬁment%wgﬁ not Qesigneg Eg:groyide a career
path for those of a generalist background or those with a professional

interest ,in ‘administration per se., (This is not to say that senior

officials of the department aré lacking in administrative skills;
presumably progression to senior positions requires administrative as

well as technical ability and of course it is possible for_bfficials with

ring background .to. Bupplément, their; qualific

ns and skills
by doing post-secondary courses in administration.)

To find out some details of the gqualifications and career patterns
of the top administrators of the Highways Department its twenty two most

seniorﬂoffigials (branch ‘head and above) were surveyed in December 1979

f. comparison, a
similar survey was carried out on senior officers of the Victorian

Country Roads Board. - Where 'tabulation has been possible?.results of both

Nt
'l Py

surveys are contained in table 2.1,

Twelve of the twenty two Highways Department officials had
éngineérihg'Qhaliﬁicafiéhs‘infthe féﬁm of a: degree or diploma. For ten
of these, their only tertiary qualifications were in engineering. Of
those who did not have an engineering background only four had no
tertiary qualifications. Four of the six who had 'other' qualifications
were in the Administrative and Finance Division.and another was in the
Management Services Division, and as such were not as involved in
relations with other goverhmentsw as wWere those in divisions such as

Planning and Design and Construction.
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A similar pattern appears when one looks at the professional
interests-as;measﬁredEbj.memperShiﬁmbf profesSional;esspciations. All
twelve of the engineers belonged to engineering associations, ten
claiming membership of the Institution of Engineers (Aust.). Six
officers were members of professional bodies but not of those of an
engineering orientation. Once again, these were clustered in the
Administration and Finance Division and in the Management Services

Division.

To  some extent it can be assumed that membership of such bodies
would determine the reading matter of the officers, as journals such as

Engineers Australia (Institution of Engineers) and P.E. News (Association

of Professional Engineers) are sent to all members. Unfortunately no
clearwpattern emerged from an'analySis of the distribution list used by
the Department's library. The only magazines or journals that were
noticeably popular were the. 'house' magazines of the other State road
authorities, particularly the N.S.w. Department of Main Roads bulletin,

Main Roads.

A8 well as educational . background, the gareer;oé‘térns of officers

also helps to determine the character of an organization. Here the

‘pattern 1s of long serv1ce w1th the Highways Department. The average

1ength of serv1ce recorded was seventeen years, and this rises to twenty

two years if officers from the 'service' divisions are excluded.
L

Furthermore, there was remarkable homogenelty in the type of employment

xUndertakeh'béfore joinihg the nghways Department5%~79% ‘of these years

were spent either in other -agencies of the South Australian public
service .or. w1th the N S w.‘Department of Main Roads. dAlmost half (u4u4%)

I
(R

of the 79% were spent w1th the Engineering and Water Supply Department.
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The administration of road conStruction and maintenance provides
-plenty of scope for the sort of face to face contact with officers of
other governmental units which was discussed in the vprevious chapter.
The major intergovernmental associations which have membership limited to
officer level are the National Association of Australian State Road
Authorities (N.A.A.S.R.A.), the Australian Road Research Board (A.R.R.B.)
and the semi-official Standards Association of Australia. Each of these
a33001ations has a multiplicity of supporting committees. Further
opportunities for contact arise at the supporting committees of the
Australian Transport Advisory Committee (A.TfA.C.) and other national
committees such as ithei Australian Committee on ‘Road Devices, the
Australian Government Paint Committee and the National Association of
Testing Authorities.

There are also many intra-state cOmmittees thattg;ing officials of
the Highways Department into contact with those employed by local
government authorities. Examples ~are . ‘the Building Inspectors'
Association, the Bicycle Track Committee, the Local Government Engineers

Examination Committee and of course the various non-governmental

33_309_.5_-_?-&1003 such as the State: division of the Institution of Engineers.

The survey of the top twenty nine Victorian Country Roads Board

\

.(C R B ) officials was undertaken to disoover 1f colleagues in other
States have, the same sort of technical orientation as the senior
IOfflClalS of the Highways Department. This survey demonstrates that the

D pantment are even .more marked in the

e i vt

nﬂpatterns found. in. td‘th"

C.R.B.
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TABLE 2.1

EDUCATIONAL PROFESSIONAL AND CAREER PATTERNS OF SENIOR

OFFICERS OF THE HIGHWAYS DEPARTMENT AND THE CENTRAL

ROADS BOARD

H.D. (n.= 22) C.R.B. (n. = 24)
no. % no. %
Tertiary qualifications 18 82 24 100
Engineering‘qualificationS‘ l2 55 17 71
Engineering quals. only 10 45 12 50
Non-Engineering quals. only . 6 27 7 29
Membership of Insﬁitute of
Engineers 16 73 17 71
Average proportion of working
1ire $pent with H.D./CIR.B. 59% | ) "~ 80%

X
s

Of the twenty four who completed and returned the distributed
questionnaire, all had tertiary qualifications. Seventeen had

englneerlng degrees or diplomas, for twelve of thesevlt was their only

. u, s. 1
-

'area ”of tertlary quallflcatlon. TR seventeen of e denglneers were
members .of . the Institution of Engineers. The seven whose qualifications

were ‘not- of " an engineering  type" also all belonged to professional

associations of some sort.

‘reading materl l of Highways

e e it

Departmeht off1c1als could also be made for that of the C.R B. officials.

Most claimed to read the jogrnals of their.prpfessional associations. A

numbeh}zfather thénve;be'iRQIVidualqjeﬁfnals and magazines, put comments
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such as "many englneerlng and technical publications" LAt is noticeable,

TR Tom it

however, that rarely do officers of a non-engineerlng background claim to

read magazines relating to roads or engineering.

Senior officials of the C.R.B. also had a marked degree of long
service with the organization. The average length of service was twenty

ﬁfour yearsaand for seven officerswthe C. R B..prov1ded thelr first Jjob.

[ i i K SR i

76% of the relatively few years in other employment were spent in the

service of other government agencies.

However, to demonstrate that officers of the state road

authorities tend to - be technically—orientated' have common

‘ _iqual{if‘lloatlons . read
plenty of opportunity for contact with oolleagues in tne other States
still does not mean that important dec131ons with polltloal 1mpllcatlons
will be‘made in an aura of profe351onal objectlvit&'end rapport. The
meetings and committees referred to so far are usually concerned with
matters of 1little political import. They are designed to provide
technical solutionhs to:ntecnnical rproblems.H The moet-ximportant of the

organizations which does not have political (i.e. ministerial)

representation - N.A.A.S.R.A. - will be used to illustrate this point.

N.A.A.S.R.A. is a typical example of cooperative federalism. It
is composed 'of each State road authority and that of the Northern
Territory, as well as the Commonwealth Department of Construction. Its
official purpose is to promote unified construction standards across
Australia, to coordinate research (largely through the Australian Road
Researcn Boerd), and to gather informétion about Australia's principal

roads and their f‘unding.2
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U The executive  committee, which, consists of  the 'heads of each

member authority, is sgpported by a number of committees covering the
various aspects ofﬂ theﬁ"administrépion, ; design,_ qustruction and
maidteﬁéhbé of roads:ﬂ‘jTHé'mgiéleéiwof these commi@%éég¥vindicate their
technical nature: Traffic Engineering Committee, Bridge Engineering
Committee, Geometric Road Design Committee, Materials Engineering
Committee, Plant dnd quipmept Commitgge, Adyance Planning, Committee and
Computer Committee. The possible exception is the Secretarial and
Accounts Committee composed of ‘the secretaries and chief accountants of
the member authorities, which discusses administration and management
practices. Even here, though, it is very doubtful if policy of a
political nature would intrude.

Some idea of the concerns of N.A.A.S.R.A. can be seen from the
agendas of the executive committee. A copy of the‘index of the agenda of
the N.A.A.S.R.A. meeting héld in May, 1980 has been included as an
example (Appendix A). As the meeting was held in the same month as the
Road Grants Bill was being debated in parliament, one would expect that
the législation wbuldvfﬁe discussed, .and this. was. theM_case. However,
while it should be recognized that -equal time will not be given to each
item, a perusal of the other items on the agenda indicate attention to
ﬁuch'ﬁore mﬁﬁdane‘hatteré.‘ Mény‘;re éonce}ﬁed wifh1ﬁ£ifbrm standards;
for example, route marking, classification of roads, vehicle performance,

traffic signéls and 1line marking,' A number of other items cover the

g

i

-wéﬁ; ihﬁ&r&éfiéﬁfQWWAmdgéfﬁothehn‘miscéiléﬁééﬁé items are:

‘collectivh.

publicity matters, dealings with government appointed enquiries and
,'inétruménpélipies ‘and comparisons. of staff in tpe‘jqifferent road

authorities. Though the agenda does not give information about the

amount of time spent on each item, nor what was discussed, it does give
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the impression of a group of like-minded officers meeting to overcome

'~ the functions

referred to in N A A S R A.'s published llterature.

=

" .The ..fact ‘that * rione" of: tHe:ﬁﬁﬁinci@éi, Commonwealth Departments
concerned with funding are members is also a significant indicator of the

nature of the organization. The view of intergovernmental relations as a

 processa concerned ;w‘th-‘solving jdlnt problems ishione: that is most

el 3 e g R

!;' 4'1\ i

prominent when relaelons are w1th1n a single tier “enly such. as
inter-State reiations. "ThéNqumonWea;ph depabpment,‘Tgapsport Australia
also;Héeséﬁ intehesglih‘feeeiVinéﬁtﬁefédmigistfativeYﬁggbiems caused by
the federal system, and its non-membership of N.A.A.S.R.A. is a powerful
illustration of the feeling amongst the road authorities that the body
should: avoidf‘begoming“ al.ﬁorgm for Federal-State confl;qe over matters

o B . o

such as road-funding.

The Public Service: Federal

The most obvious reason why the Transport Australia is not a
member of N.A.A.S.R.A. is simply that it is not a road construction
authoyity. ) AS. such,’ ;s not concerned with technical problems. In
comparison with the road authorities, the manpower resources it devotes

to roads are minute.

Withinl the department there are two divisions whose
responsibilities include road matters. The Land Transport Policy
Division ,(L.T.P.D.) (which also coyers rail and urban_ public transport),
advises the Minister on policy matters. Reads Division exists to ensure

that grants are spent in accordance with the Commonwealth legislation.
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The L.T.P.D.'s role is generally ‘confined to broad matters of
policy and to the principles upon which legislation should be based. The

exception here is. the Offlce of Road Safety which operates within the

'd&Vlsinh. ’It prOV1 Commanweaith ninput into.. A T.A.C. matters

concerned with design standards.

Tne Roads Division ﬁas ereated by tne whitiem Leter Government to
handle the workload created by the new conditions imposed on the
provision of grants to the States. It has the job of evaluating and
makiné redbnmend;tiens‘fon ‘the prog?ams put:‘forwahd“ééch year by the
States. Because of the sheer volume of programs and the limited time
available for evaluation (two months) the role of the Roads Division in
this area is largely one of a rubber stamp, although it also discusses
projects for which the States desire Commonwealth funding during the

period in which the States are formulating their programs.

Much more sustained and active interest is taken 1in projects
invqlving National Roads, because of the Federal. government's acceptance
of 100% funding responsibility. This interest is not restricted to the
approval stage only; in a recent example of its role, the Division
comm1331oned a survey of residents of Deloraine (Tasmania) to ascertain
their™ attitudes to prOposed routes’ of a -National Road which was to
by-pass their town.

Unfortunately Commonwealth fublic Service L“Board guidelines
pfevented a survey of officers in these divisions in order to compare
them with those in the nghways Department and the Country Roads Board.
IHowever, 1nformat10n supplled by the Department does glve an indication

of the educational qualifications of the senior personnel (Class nine and
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above) involved in road funding.
= Tertiary qualifications (partlcularly of a specifled type) are
rarely mandatory for general administratlve b031t10ns. No formal
qualifications are ever prescribed for second division positions.
Nevertheless; prectiealiy all eﬂficers holding senior positions have
tertiary qualifications. In early 1980 seven of the eighteen Roads
Division officers, including the First Assistant Secretary, held

_englneering degrees ‘3Thls rate ofqalmost MO% compares'with almost 55% in

the Highways Department and over 70% in the C.R.B. Neerly 37% (eleven
out of thirty) of senior officers in the L.T.P. D.‘ had engineering
'Qualifeations,' though as’ many oftythese ‘weuld be - concerned with rail
transport, this figures is misleading. Before a reorganization of the
division 'which clustered tehnically-orlentated officers into a

multicmedal unit,  the Road” Transporb and’ Land, T

RSN k& e it

sport Branch (the

branch concerned with roads) had only two of its elght tertiary qualified

officers withvengineering‘qua1ifications, cbmpared witpefive with arts or

economi¢s backgrounds. vt T T g )

The percentage of officers in the two divisions with engineering
qualificatighs,ié:loﬁer:thag thaequ%officers in the V;etorian and State
road authorities. Given the fact that Transport Australia 1is not
involved in actual road construction, this is not surprising; in fact it

is slightly 'surprising that the percentages are so high.

Information on career backgrounds 1is based on informal data

gathering.3 The imprcssion that many of the officers in the Roads
Division were at some previous stage employed by a State road authority

is supported by the specification on the duty statement of several
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positions declaring that experience in relation to road constructlon and
mAintenatds isf'desirablé;i The -same .impression is nét evident in
L.T.P.D., particularly in the branch concerned with roads, where none of
the officers concerned appear to have had experience working for a road

author1ty~

he average age of offlcérs in both d1v131ons 1s much younger

S, ey 00
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than that of those in the road authorlties, and reflects the rapid
expansion of . the Commonwealth publlc servide in the"early nineteen
seventiésa This expan51on created conditlons ‘of rapld promotlon to fill

newly-created senior positions.

In sum then, 1t appears that senlor Transport Australia officers
appear to be pounger and more generallst' than thelrfcounterparts in the
State road authorities. And 1if subjective/ impressions are permitted
further, it appears that despite their greater youth, the extra job

mobility of the Commonwealth officers has given them work experience that

is probably as wide as that of their State counterparts.

The Executive

The type of influence exerted by the Minister was not questioned
in the introductory chapter. Itlmay be assumed (though this is not to
say it is) that individual ministers will place paramount importance on
political considerations. What is questionable is the extent to which
theseﬂconeiderationavarewtempered py‘the influence of either the public
service or other ministers. However, before discussing the importance of

these moderating factors, one noticeable feature of the nature of the

Commonwealth ministers can be commented on.

Despite the fact that the Country Party usually receives only one

‘flfth orffless of the mlnlsterlal posltlons 1n a: leeral/Country Party
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government the portfolio coveningjroads has been held Gy‘a Country Party
member in each coalition ministry since 1968 (the Ministers concerned
being Messers. Sinclair, Nixon and Hunt). This of course could be purely
coinoiéential, but it ‘could. be that. the portfolio .offers opportunities
for Country Party interests. Peter Self has written that in a two party
:tsystem,_party support of sectlonal interests will be llmlted because of

-its bad effect on moderate oplnlon.

"Instead, parties will attempt to synthesize or aggregate a
variety of interests into some version of the general interest."”

,nThe need to be seen to strlve for the overall communlty 1nterest need not

w iyl w
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apply to a thlrd party such as the Country Party, whlch‘can be relatively

uninhibited in its courtlng of sectional 1nterests. It aims to please a
much - narrower section'oﬂ theacommunity. The dlstrlbution of grants for
roads, particularly in rural areas, is something which would attract
pressure group interest. This is perhaps also why the roads portfolio in
Queenslanq has.always been held by a Country.or Nat;ona} (Country) Party

‘

member.

Those claiming the moderating influence of intergovernmental
relations on party politiecs cite the influence of meetings between
ministers of different parties held in private. As was noted in the
introductlon, it is thought that such meetings encourage a circumspect
manner and discussions free from the stultifying effect of political
rhetoric. The alternative interpretation mentioned was that the effect

of holding meetings in private'may encourage cynical horse trading, in

which sectional interests are dominant.

~ It is difficult to verify which® of these ‘interpretations is

correct, or if indeed politicians act any differently in private than
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theyHQngheh in the public eye. This is bepauseMoﬁ,ﬁge:confidentiality
of the meetings. When the proceedings of such conferences have been
'leaked' and published they rarely give strong support to either
intérpretation. In July'1978' thé transcript of the Premier's Conference

5

was leaked to the press. It appears that most heat on that occasion

was generated on the "new federalism" proposals, with all Premiers,
Q‘ifresb;g%EQE fbfiiﬂhéﬁhf;ﬁaﬁtffﬁ cpf%iéizinéfythg Commdﬁwealth. The clear
split was between the Commonwealth and the States, with party differences
_‘gmggg;h520p¥j in‘th§ de§peg_po:wﬁiqh‘Statq_bepresehfétiyes were willing
u%éz 6;2Qléw ﬁﬁ; ‘bgmég;;ééiéﬁ‘JEnldiﬂg;;idu;i{:itemé;ww Tﬁéh manner adopted

seemed to depend largely on the personalities involved. The Western

Australian. Prémigr (Mr. Court) was formal and it was perhaps his

‘x‘ﬂJpoiifghessaﬁﬁhaﬁ: éaﬁ%édﬁwhiﬁﬁuto Qé@ne@ﬁdownﬂtwhe bibﬁéﬂﬁééﬁ of his public

utterances. The Queensland Premier (Mr. Bjelke-Petersen) appeared good
humoured and not as 'tough' 'as his public image, (a point noted by the

National Times commentator).6 The tone of the others, especially that

of the Commonwealth Treasurer (Mr. Howard) was much the same as that

adopted when speaking to the public. The general stance taken by each of

the partioipanté was much the :'same as one woﬁld}ﬁexpect from an

examination of their public utterances.

Campbell Sharman's examination of the transcript of a Premiers
Conference held in 1975 led him to conclude that the discussions employed
the "bargaining language" referred to earlier.

"The semi-privacy of the conference encourages the participants to
speak to each other without many of the rhetorical overtones which
characterize the public statements of politicians. Only in the
opening statement of the commonwealth, which 1is intended for
broader circulation than the conference participants, can the
hortatory language of public politics be found. There is a marked
difference between the style of debate in the conference and the
tone of the statements that the individual premiers make to the
press after each session. Inside the conference, the style is
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polite but direct. Differences of opinion are stated forcefully
and on occasion tempers appear to have been lost but there is a
recognition that most issues have two sides and involve topics on
which reasonable men may differ. Premiers are much more likely to
lament the unreasonableness of the commonwealth's position than to
indulge in direct criticism of the political motives of other
governments."7

As Sharman notes, -however the conference sessions are. not designed to
secure decisions; they exist to provide opportunities to discuss matters
of concer'n.8 The .horse tradingﬂ'that Endelman implie'd9 is further
inhibited by the public imﬁorﬁancébof fhe éoﬁferende (ﬁﬁiéh ensures that

proceedings are only "semi-private", and increases the likelihood that a

transcript will be leaked), and the fact that the Commonwealth generally

tha
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6“(the~?meebidé5TWitH5faW set  «of" proposals ‘which-iincludes only a

“¢omes:
marginal degree of flexibility with which to respond to the arguments of

the’States.lO

The Australian Transport Advisory Council, was formed in 1946 and

1

L .

held its- first formal »meeting ih' January 19117.l In recent years the

S P RN S R ey e o .
"$ract'idé hds  been adopted*of 'holding fieetingd: twice' yearly, though urgent
matters may occasion a special meeting. At present its members are: the

Commonwealth Ministers for Transport and for ‘the Capital Territory, the

MGt [T

Stéfe Ministers fog‘ Tranéporf ;hd Roads and the No;thern Territory
Minister for Transport. The New Zealand Minister of Transport has
observer status. A.T.A.C.'s greatest successes in the field of
intergovernmental cooper;tibn havé‘”been 'inl the}'érédE“of formulating
standards to' cover transportation over Australi; as a whole. In this it
" has been heavily reliant on its committees of officials and other invited
experts, such as the Advisory Committee on Safety in Vehicle Design, the
Committee on Motor Vehicle Emissions and the Advisory Committee on the

Transport of Dangerous Goods.
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The:formulatlon of standards is a matter for whlch the States have

a constltutlonal responsibllity and in which the Commonwealth has a
strong 1nterest. It 1s an. excellent example of what Richard Simeon terms

N "collaboratlve f‘eder‘allsm"-l2 .

HoWever, Ln recent yeavs such concerns
have been pushed into the background at A.T.A.C. meetings by debates
regarding Commonwealth grants for roads (although the overall levels of

the grant

‘t.»,,‘,l(/."v,. "" Ly

include 1t on the agenda at Premiers Conferences)

‘ Decisions regarding ..the Ievelnsof grants .and ’éhe conditions on
which they are imposed are entirely the responsibility of the
Commonwealth. This fact has not stopped the State Ministers from using
A.T.A.C. meetings as forums to offer "advice" to the Commonwealth
mlnlster ond these matters.- Such oocasions can be qnite fiery. The
Australian's report of a July, 1978, A.T.A.C. meeting claimed that "angry
State transport ministers stormed out of a meeting with their federal

13

counterpart, Mr. Nixon". Although a less sensational interpretation
may be that the State ministers simply adjourned to reconsider their
position, there is no doubt that a 'circumspect manner 1is not always
adooted. When commentlng on a report recommending a fuel levy to help
the States finance roads, the South Australian minister, Mr. Virgo was
reported to have told Mr. Nixon'that it "deserves a hell of a lot more

consideration than you have given us".lu

. _Unfortunately, neports ofJ A;?.A.C.: meetingsy Only receive media
attention when such disputes occur and so they may give a rather
distorted picture of proceedings., It does appear, however that the
pattérn is similar to 'that oft”the Premier's Conferehoe - "bargaining

language" is adopted. Like the Premier's Conference , this does not mean
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that deals which the politicians would prefer to keep secret take place.
An informant who has attended many A.T.A.C. meetings has suggested that
pgrhapé{mihisters feel 'inhibited by, the ldrgefnumber.ofHbfficials present
to provide advice. (There are usually two or three such advisors for

each minister.) However the informant ‘noted that' .on a number of

ot o

occasions meetings had wadjéﬁhﬂéd fdﬁ“ luﬁcﬁ 'facing seemingly
irreconcilable differences. It was then found on reconvention that the

diffebenges had in fact been reconciled by the ministers over lunch.
j i)

{Appapently. it .is . traditional, for

5 e

ﬁﬁé mihisﬁersﬂbdggﬁﬂ]their lunch in

private away from the officials.)

To cohclud; ”fﬁen;?*A.T.AiC; has g;;n a successful example of
intergovernmental cooperation, in much the same way as was claimed of the
Australian Agricultural Council in the introductory chapter. It's
succeéses,"hOWeGer,yuhavé »1argely"been in‘tareas,hwhére collaboration
between the States has been necessary, and has been heavily reliant on
the efforts of permanent officials. In our major afea of concern -
intergovernmental road funding - A.T.A.C. has been less successful,
largely because road funding between the Commonwealth and the States is a
matter in which the Commonwealth has Jjealously guarded  its
responsibilities. A.T'A.C. has however been a usefuly forum in the
Stgte's efforts to raise revenue for roads, particularly considering the
constraints imposed by S.92 of the Constitution.. While not appearing in
the actual ﬁranscripﬁ of meetings it seems that somé political tradeoffs

are negotiated.

Relatiori$ between ékecutive and administrative leveéls?® “"South Australia

The inherent qualities of the public service would be irrelevant

to the questions under discussion)if the public service has no say in the
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intergovernmental decision-making process. It 1is therefore necessary to
examine relations' between' the executive and’ administrative levels in

order to assess the relative importance of each in decision-making.

The South Australian Highways Department, like most of the other
road construction authorities, has traditionally enjoyed considerable
independence from parliament and the executive. The experience provided
by the development of railways in the nineteenth century’ was a warning
that responsibility for the development of roads should be freed from
political influence. A.G. Gibbs, in an article on railway management in

Victoria, quotes Michael Cook's book, The Land Boomers to show the effect

of too much political control:

"The story of Victorian politiecs in the 1880's was largely the
story of the building .of railways. Hundreds of miles of tracks,

..8ome of it quite useless, pushed out from the egocentric city to
the rampant suburbs and the far countryside. Hardly a member of
parliament whose vote could be bought went without his bribe in
the form of a new railway, a spur line, or advance information on
governmental plans ‘to enable him to buy choice 1land in
advance."15 T NN ‘ |

Gibbs goes on to claim that administrative reforms initiated to improve
the management of Victorian railways
"not only ploneered the publlc corporatlon as "a device for

' managlng publlc enterprises in’ Australla but als,;began the growth
of agencies independent of the central public service. n16

Wwhile South Australia did not experience the massive and sharp inflow of
qapiﬁal that encouraged a lax attitude to iﬁ&éstment,ﬁﬁitégia in Victoria,
it was nevetheless accused of building lines that were not economically
warranted. In a report to the government on its railways, a visiting

nexpert clalmed in 18?9 that one' flfth of the mlleage of the South

Australlan systen, (generally that in the Northern Yorke Peninsula and

South-East regions), fell ‘into this category, with some not even covering

17

working . expenses.” W.A. Sinclair; who presented,a similar picture of
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Victorian railways to that of Gibbs, also refers to "an increasingly
nonchalant attitude to the 1limits of external economics" in Western

18

Australia, N.S.W. and Queensland. He did, however, note that in

South’, / stralia faf;méféf;gbgt#ébngdigq§” attitude led, .4 more careful

consideration of economic criteria, at least in the early decades of this
‘centuby;;gu
Until the first world war, railways dominated the States' public

expenditurevon transport. Roads, régarded either as fegders to the trunk

Ty
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‘” or as

@gmpohgﬁmeeanQQf‘”'fansport until a

Systen, formed. by railwa tr
railway could be constructed, were largely left to the responsibility of
local government. However; the growth in popularlty of the motor car
after the first world war put a great deal ot straln on the road
network. In South Australia at least, the administrative reorganization
designed to cope with this recognized the ideal of administration
independent bf”palitfgal inﬁluénég;ﬁZWhen introducing the bill to effect
the necessary changes, the Treasurer said,
The main objects which the Government have had in view in devising
new administrative machinery are to provide for the continuity of
policy in road construction and maintenance, and to put the person
charged with the task of administering the funds available for
road construction in a position where he can exercise his
functions under the Act freed as far as possible from external
influences."20
Under the Highways Act .as passed in 1926,. the Commissioner for Highways
(supported administratively by the Highways Department), was responsible
to parliament as a whole and not to a single minister. He was (and still

is) appointed by the Governor for a five year term which is renewable.

In practice, terms have always been renewed until retirement.

“..In* 1953 the” Highways Act‘ (Amendment): Act restricted the

Commissioner's independence somewhat. Under the amendment most of the
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powers exercised by the Commissioner were made subject to the approval of
the minister. Why this was done is not clear, although most States
enacted similar legislation aﬁ about  the same -time. When introducing the
bill, the Premier, Mr. Playford, claimed that it implied "in no way a
criticismu of the officers of thg Highways Department"21 - a claim

g 22

doubted by the Opposition ﬂéadeh} There was criticism of

Departmental policies and practices ~both in the press and in

23

Parliamént, the genergl gist of which was that the Cémmissioner was
ignoniﬁg'maintenande in favour of ‘Gonstruction and waéJnot ensuring that
funds available at both State and local level were used to best advantage.

mHoweveh such élaihs may have‘geén d;éigned fd’jdglify the bringing
of roads administration under political control. It was probably felt
rqad éxpenditure was simply bgcomingﬁtoo large a proportion of the State

i e i ! R I
Jox:b6 premain independent of executive

.budget. (absut. 20 percent. in.,1953

control.24

Despite the Eéstrictioﬁs imbosed in41953, Ehe Cﬁmmissioner still
enjoys considerably more independence from ministerial control than other
departmental heads. The enabling 1legislation still leaves the
Commiésionérras’éhe prinéipal actor;Hwith the ministerial role as one of
giving or withholding consent. Of course in practice this may mean no
more than that the Commissioner advises the minister, but in fact the
deacription of relations which appears in the iegislation is reasonably
accurate., The present Commissioner for Highways claims that he has never
been over-ruled by the minister at the approval stage of projects
undertaken for or on Behalf of the HighwayS‘Depar'tmeht.‘25 Nor, to his

knowledge, was his predecessor.



. process’

62.
There are importént administrative reasons why it is difficult for
political factors to intrude into the ordering of departmental projects.

The process of planning commonly takes five years or more and as the

'"locked in'.

.continues ‘
A 1 Mg )

:schedulés become more and ‘fiore.;
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Ministerial input would therefore be most effective at the early stages

- of::planning,* and  as such thgﬁ‘ministeb; provides  another source of

. !
sy b
'

{nfluénce that tHe ‘Department would need to take 'acdount of. In the
experience of the present Commissioner, this influence has never been

overwhelming, as the minister has been prepared to accept

_counteér=argyments  based ugon. trd

BRERS PAEORT R

26

Igﬁ'stqtiﬁtics,'ggg"fdther criteria of

need.

s
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Of course wheén écﬁéduiing'projects,'the Highﬁa;éﬁDepartment needs
to look at more than matters of economic need. Political considerations,
particularly government policy, will provide guidelines within which the
department ;beed§ :td; plan. For éxgmple,;;iﬁ‘ was the -continual public
criticism of the Eyre Highway and pressure from the Western Australian
and Federal governments that caused the Commissioner to commit funds for
the roads sealing before he felt such spending was economically
justif‘ied.27 Also, it may be the case that the Commissioner has not
been overruled in the ordering of projects because of his ability to

anticipate the desires of the minister.

While' the machinery of project planning may create a momentuﬁ that
a minister ;ould find difficult to prevail againét, the same 1is not
necessarily true for grants to local authorities, which is after all the
dominant field of intergovernmental decision-making at the State level.

Local. grants can be ‘made for both large and small,: short term and long

term projects. As local projects will rarely match the magnitude of
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State government projects, the time needed for planning is shorter and
the ability for the minister to intervene will be correspondingly greater.
R e S 0 i bl e s e pealins
Nevertheless, because grants are largely given for specific

projects and:not left tbuIQpal authgritdeiscretioﬁ;ffhe minister will

P1Ad" it difficult £65-'§Eé{}'é-ii'." Y;Jlk‘.i‘éh':“déalifl;'“g“‘ﬁith'.""ihaivhy-gs‘é'parate projects,
all involving technical considerations which need to be based on
information supplied by the Highways Department, the minister can usually
prevail only Mif:‘héfiig "pﬁspareqlﬂpg be arbitrary.. In the nineteenth
century, when decision-making appears to have been made on a more
cavalier basis, this may have been possible. It appears that now the
minister needs to rely more often on reasoned argument than on authority

alone.

. Perhaps the‘final important factor to be considered is that the
roads portfolio is only one of a number that have been held concurrently
by the minister concerned. Traditionally the minister responsible for
roads was also responsible fonllocal government (though since 1978 this
is no longer the case). The minister has also always been responsible
for public transport and the administrative machinery for raising road
peveggdmﬁ In recent .years pﬁblic*tpqpspoftimatter§ héig been particularly
contentious and one could presume that they occupy a great deal of the

Minister's time.

The impression remains when speaking to Federal, State and local

of‘ficials,28 that the . Commissioner and his .department enjoy

P T [
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considerable  de facto'indépehdence&in débiding Eﬁéﬁﬁyﬂfthat road funds

are distributed. However, this is not say that similar independence

exists as regards the overall level of road fundiné?fgas opposed to the

. o e T
oo [,
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priorities which determlne the way the money is spent), and there is at
least one speclal 1nterest group which feels that the key decisions here

are made in the Minister's of‘f‘ioe.29

Relations between executive and administrative levels: Federal

The Federal transport department, Transport Australia, does not

have the, same autonomy‘ from ministerial contrOl "'sljthe Highways

\ ‘
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Department. It's head does not have corporate status: Legislation
governlng road grants refers only to dec131ons made by the minister.
::Beyond thls superflcial pbservatlon are stronger reasons why the minister

has a powerful position over his administrative support.

It has been noted by one commentator that the‘effect of having

Gty g ; e, 5 R

mlnlsterlal offlces s1tuated w1th1n Parliament House, away from

departmental offices, is a lessenlng of detailed mlnlsterlal control of

day,tOAday ‘administration.39:

-However, it could also be said that the
situation frees the minister from departmental influence when making
decisions regarding policy. Because the importance of the Federal
government lles 1n pollcy matters and not 1ts ,day-to- day admlnlstration,

the freedom of the minister from his department assumes a greater

importance in the present study.

Transport Australia is a product of an amalgamation in 1973 of the
Departments of Civil Aviation and of Shipping and Transport. It is one
of the largest Commonwealth departments, having over 11,000 employees.
The bulk of these are employed in those divisions dealing with civil
aviation. As well as handling such a large department dealing with four
different modes of transport, the Minister for Transport also "looks

after" four large and important statutory authorities: Qantas, the
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Australian National Airlines Commission (T.A.A.), the Australian National

Railways Commission (A.N.R.) and the Australian Shipping Commission

(ANt

It is difficult to say what the effect of this .dispersion of
fnnctions has on the posxtion of the minister.’ Certalnly 1t would lessen
his.control over day to day administration. However a more interesting
outcome appears to be a lessening of the role of the pernanent head in

aQQCisipn)nakingg First- Assistant .Secretaries, especially ' those of the

TR = flan

policy divisions, are encouraged to deal directly with the minister,
rather’ than through the permanent head whose role- appaars more the
a‘tradltional féﬁe of 'organizing 'én;ﬁ‘nesourcas 6fn“;naw}Department to
implement government policy, as well as administering the public

infrastructnre of Australia's aviation and shipping industries.

zas

Having the minister By-pass his permanent head to deal directly
with the Flrst‘Assistant Secretary has the effect of. 1ncrea31ng his power
over'tha departmant. Insnead.of‘hav1ng pollcy dlsagreements sorted and
resolved by the permanent head, the minister will have direct access to a
range of advice from which he can made a meaningful decision. For this
reason, able ministéns‘:Wbuld appear to andpurage}}sqqh. a collegiate

31

system. However the effect that this has in increasing executive
power can be overstated. Guhn, in discussing the trend away from
reliance on tne single permanent head in Whitehall noted that it was most
common in the largest and/or the most "technical" departments.32
Transport Australia is both large and technical. The way in which it is
divided along  functional 1lines has resulted in each F.A.S. being in

charge of a policy division which is confined to one or two modes.

(There are two exceptions whose divisions handle intermodal aspects of
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transport policy. ) What we may have then, is a series of mini "permanent
heads" whose advice is rarely challenged within the department. The
minister may find that the advice he receives is still as 'polished' as
if he were dealing only with the head of the department.

It would appear from press statements, speeches etc. that the bulk
of the minister's workload is concerned with aviation matters - the two
airline policy, international airfares, charter operations and so on.
The 1little time left for other forms of transport does not mean that
public servants dominate roads policy. The number of pnblic servants
involveduin road policy would"numoerfat”most twenty_fiqe,_and their First
Assistant Secretary is also responsible for rail and public transport

matters.

Road poliecy for the Federal government is simply not an issue that

requ1res a. great deal of administrative input. At the end of every

gomernment mmust decide thegﬁp:ff

hﬂunding),peniod thew; of the new

arrangement. It also must decide the way grants are to be divided
between States and between categories.; In this it w1ll receive plenty of
advice from the States, and policy making appears largely a matter of how
far to accede to such demands. What would seem to be the most complex
issue - how the money is to be split up - appears from sources within the
department‘not’to receiQe a greatsdeal of administrative attention at
all. One reasonably senior officer in the Department recalled that when
the 1977 legislation was being prepared the "number crunching" was done
on the last possible day. The figures were then sent over to Parliament
House, where they were altered by the Minister for Transport and the
Prime Minister during the evening to give a larger share to 1local

government. It appears that road policy at the Federal level is very
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much in:the hehds of the politicians.

Parliament

The debate concerning the role of parliament posits two opposing
views. On the one hand it 1is claimed that parliament can inject
principle into the dealings of government; through debate on the floor
and through the use ef eommittees, periiament can keep a check on the
activities of the executive and administrative arms to ensure a
minimizatien of abuses and injustices. On the other hand, parliament can
be seen as a device encouraging parochialism and vested interests by
having each member represent only a geographically defined subunit of the

whole community.

The rhetoric of debate tends to favour the former view; few
parliamenterians would risk 'being” seen pushing vested or parochial
interests unless they could clothe their case in reasoned, highly
pr1n01pled argument. Nevertheless, it does not need a cynical approach

: to the reading of Hansard to nmte that, apart from playlng llp service to

the need for general financial respons1bllity and taklng the occas1onal

opportunlty to! attack expenditure on a -pet project‘ of_ a minister,

w\ -

‘lbackbeneh and Opp031t10n,members are ‘a. continual source of pressure for

greater expenditure, especially when such expenditure involves specific
purpose grants. This  reflects the use o_f‘ parliamentarians by

’constltuents and speeial interest groups as:.a means. of. puttlng pressure

iy A ke ‘.,!n:%,\,‘.‘ B y‘.u. i

':-_‘ g e b Jiaee et

on the government.

"If pehaviour in the -House .reflects the pressure ' of constituents
and special interest groups, it is likely that such pressure will be even

more apparent in the more private behaviour of parliamentarians; that is
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in the varlous efforts they make to lobby ministers. With the powerful
1nfluence of departments' such as those of Finance and the Treasury
providing the restraining counterbalance, parliamentarians can feel free

in their efforts to promote increased expenditure.

The exception to this  pattern is the standing parliamentary

3 _committee, de31gned specifically to keep a check on. expenditure and

) abuses. ‘However, it w1ll be p01ntedwout that its effectiveness in this
role is limited, particularly in matters concerning intergovernmental

fUndiné,j“

el ke

Ken W1ltsh1re makes the general comment that intergovernmental
relations 1n Australia have grown at a much faster’ rate ‘than have the
parliamentary 1nstitutions 1that ”Cope w1th adminlstration.33 When
discussing activity on the floor of the house, he notes that in fact very
few intergovernmental agreements are ever debated, maintaining that the

poor qUalitywof:debatefon‘suCh agreements generally ‘reflects the belief

that there are few votes to be won or lost on such issues.3u

State Parliament

The State executive has no constitutional necessity to submit its
proposed distribution of grants amongst the local authorities to
parliament for approval. in thezprocedure‘under which the program is
determined, parliament as a whole has no say. Neither do the grants come
under the scrutiny of any of the parliamentary committees. Therefore
there exists no mechanism to allow parliament infuence and the
opportunity to see that grants are distributed on a fair and non-partisan

basis.
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The role of the State Member of parliament is limited to seeing
that his electorate receives the largest allocation. of grant money
prsibie;“bwnether Sjj féans of the grie#anee debate, questions in
parliament, or letters and representations to the minister. However,
unlike at‘ the Fe@eral .leyel? .(see pelow), the M.R; ‘is given no
"recognition" of this role by neans of the rodtine eissemination of

information on grants and activities within each electorate.

1*&6@‘ anCessful..helpis “in ‘agfeotingjlthe levelw'd%ylgrants local
authorities receive is ultimately dependent on the likelihood of the
Ministen prevailing_oven the advice_of thelHighways Depa?tment. As we
have seen, the Minister will.need to be particularly strong-willed or
dogmatic for this to happen. It is claimed by parliamentarians on both

[

sldes of ‘the . House that the Highways Department and the Englneerlng and

Hl

Water $upply Debartment are the‘two most dlfflcult departments to "move"

35

on constituency matters.

Federal Parliament

Road grants to the States are permissible under S5.96 of the
Australian Constitutlon, whlch states,
:"Durlng a perlod of ten years after the establlshment of the
Commonwealth and thereafter until the Parliament otherwise
provides, the Parliament may grant financial assistance to any
State on such terms and conditions as Parliament thinks fit.
Federal road funding to the States therefore. requires parliamentary

approval; that is, a legislative basis. When the government controls
both houses this approval is a formality. Even in 1974, when the
Opposition controlled .the Senate, amendments were confined to a
relaxation of the controls on expenditure proposed by the Labor

government .
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Apart'”fromu the'hoccasEOnal ”Vagﬁe reference toc the favouring of
certain interests,36 parliamentary debate never contains criticism of
road legislation for spending too much. The ritual stance of the
Opposition's second reading speech is to deplore the wasting of a
national asset. Individual backbenchers in the House of Representatives
will complaln about the shocking state of a major road that passes
through their electorate, and Senators (particularly those from the
smaller States), will complain of the treatment being afforded to their
State. However all such arguments have a post facto quality to them, as
parliament never alters or supplements the amounts allowed for in the

bill.

wahe; fact that mSunts allocated are 'éubjeétéa‘“ta parliamentary
criticism may prevent Ministers from blatantly serving particular
interests. Also, parliamentarlan%{have made‘a practicecof quoting the
Bureau of Roads and the Bureau of Transport Economics in an effort to
point out to the government the views of the objective experts. However,

as these bodles have practlcally always recommended higher grants than

those prov1ded by the government th1slls not surprlslng.

© Althéugh the various standing committees  aré _khown for their
eritical attitude toward expenditure, this approach appears to be
confined to large and expensive 'pet! projects of ministers and other

senlor public flgures or to occasxons in which members?can be seen as

B A S R »Mr-’w"c,wp ’;‘ e, ik s J' S A _.t, A *,_‘. )l“ L)( 'f- e e . “_.-‘,..v",.n‘u\:

keeping a vigilant eye on bureaucratlc extravagance.

AN
N

‘The Senate Estimates Committees are 'probahlfr?the best known
example of the role of parliament in checking expenditure. Even here

though, it has been claimed by commentators that effectiveness has been
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weakened by a ‘lack of research staﬂf, the lack of intere$t on the part of

senators in budgetary implications, and .the desire of politicians for

37

pointscoring. More serious in the case of intergovernmental funding

13 that these commlttees only*acrutize annual budget outlays, that is the

Appropriation Bills. As one committee pointed out, 55 to 60% of

'38

expenditure receives no .effective scrutiny. This includes road

fanding. | o

ﬂIt can be seen then, that the Federal Parliament is not effective

4s. | an élement for: enSurlng a Vnon—politicalFﬁ approach to
R C U e L AR TR (T T A A R

intergovernmental road funding. The question remains how effective are
Federal parliamentarians in pushing the parochial ‘intepests of their

constituents? g A 80 i

The Minister for Transport in the 1972-75 Labor government, Mr.
Jones, flPSt 1nst1tuted the practice of informing each member of the
House of Representatives of the projeéts on which Federal money was being
spent in his or her electorate. The practice proved extremely popular
with parlimentarians and has continued since the change of government in
1975. One effect of the practice has been to encourage members to exert
more pressure on the Minister for money to be spent on projects in their

particular electorates.

It iSIimp0351ble to determine how effectlve such pressure has been
withouf access to confidential Isources. Under the legislation passed
since 1974, the Federal minister has the power to insist that cerpain
projects be included on the program of projects for which the State
govénnments;seek:Fedérgl finance, .ﬁpwevep, as tgeb;ggislation does not

allow him to specify how much will be spent on such projects, that latter
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condition  resembles a toothless tiger. The State government need only
spend a nominal amount on research for it to fulfill the Minister's
requ1rement. This fact must weaken the ability of the Minister to

et

respond to pressure from members of parliament.

The Minister howeVer;‘:also.¢has the power to reject the entire
program of proposals put forward by the State government. This has not

yet been done, although on one or two occasions he ‘has withheld

approval“‘;Aocording to one source within the Departmentlof Transport,

the‘ Minister will make strenuous efforts' 1n“ private to ensure that
certain projects are included. On the rare occasions when disputes
betweenﬂthe Commonwealth-and State:Ministers'over-programs have become
public, the Commonwealth minister's position has been in defence not of
individual projects but of rather more broad categories, such as rural

local roads. '

T

T sy

From sources within the Department of Transport ‘it would appear
that parliamentarlans'are active in pushing parochlal 1nterests and that
the Federal Minister is active in taking up such interests. Firm
evidence to support this is difficult to obtain however. A point that
should be ma@e is*that the-Eederal hinister,:when attempting to persuade
the State government to reorder ipriorities, confronts the same
difficulties as does the State minister when facing the road authority.
In the case of South Australia at least ‘such difficulties are

considerable.

Conclusion
This chapter has examined the nature and the relative importance

of the various elements of debate outlined in the introductory chapter.
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Its - findings give support to arguments claiming the non-importance of

polities in intergovernmental relations in some matters, but not in

 The ‘examination of the nature

¢

of the public service involved gives
only aﬁbiguous support. The officials of the two 'foad authorities
examined tend to be homogeneous in terms of professional qualifications,

L

career . pattern aqd interests. :Furthermore, they haVe considerable

to- ‘meet WiﬁhﬁfedthLQLﬁgf, ﬂp&njfurthgk;gﬁpmogenise their
outlooks. The fundamental reason for all this is that they are both in

the same business; building roads.

Because the Transport Australia is not a road construction
authority, its officers do not have the same characteristics. They tend
to be iess‘opientéted‘tdwérdwéngineeﬁing and have different interests and
career patterns, particularly in the branch concerned with policy. This
is an important caveat, because road grants are fundamentally an inter as
opposed to intra level phenomenon. The homogeneity observed between the
Highways Department and the Country Roads Board, and their opportunities
for meeting through organizations such as N.A.A.S.R.A. count for little

in the formulation of intergOVernmental'road funding policy.

‘The examination of meetings between Ministers (the Premiers
Conferences and A.T.A.C.) found that while the‘tonelof conversation may
be less rhetorical than in public, stances taken are much the same.
Rhetoriq may be replaced with sharper, earthier language. There is also
évlikéi{EOOd that 'horse trading! ddes occur when miﬁisters are not in
the presence of their supporting officials. The evidence of the study

.ﬁhen tends to support the view .that holding ministerial meetings in
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private will encourage political considerations.

Al d
g “

The relative importance of the administrative and‘exeoutive arms
of government has been found to vary tremendously between the State and
Federal ‘levels of government. In South Australia it was found that the
traditional statutory independence of the Commissioner has left an
important residue of autonomy for him despite amendmentslto the Highways
i Act ;Qéuwgnéd;?to“*or}ngrﬁghe}jﬁepqrﬁnenp unQerk min;sgerr'}j control. The

tradition of autonomy has been buttressed by the fact that the department
‘is, 'project Orlented" rather than policy orlentedv'u‘,Unlike areas in
twhich pollc& dec1sionsn'néoe Jﬁﬁy? be %éwf but’ v1tal the minister
responsible for roads is bogged down in a morass of separate projects,

each"of which needs to: be evaluated on economic, engineering and

envirgnmental criteria,.,

Although the Federal Mlnlster also reserves the. rlght to reject or

t
v

modlfy programs of prOJects put forward by the States; his position vis a
vis his department is much more dominant. Of course there is no
tradition of statutory independence to contend with. Policy matters are
relatively simple and in any case, normallycome up for review only every
three years or so. If the Minister has to "fly blind" when examining
projects, so also do the departmental officers involved, as they have to
examine all the programs put forward by all the States within a two month
period. In any case, Transport Australia officials appear much more
willing to "identify" with their minister. Unlike the South Australian
case, where the traditional autonomy and = expertise of the Highways
Department inculcates in its officers a feeling that they have legitimate
criteria on which to operate that may be independent of those of the

Minister, the Commonwealth officials!' see their role as one of
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implementing the wishes of their minister.

HWAQW;pﬁgdly pthC?mmonwealtq m}giSter:Qqes gavgngny other issues
to contend with as well as roads. Civil aviation in particular appears
to occupy a great deal of his attention. But because tge'Commonwealth's
role is 11m1ted to fun&ing on avt;lennlal ba31s, ﬁhé”ﬁiﬁister does not
need to spend a great deal ‘of time on the issue of roads to be in command

of the situation.

Parliaments in both the South Australian and Federal spheres do

not,_effectively perform a watchdog role. In 'neither case are

S e

'}iﬁtébgéﬁérnﬁéhgélx grants subJect $g6} committee'gﬁcfﬁfiny, and what
reference there is to them in parliamentary debate usually takes the form

of oomblaints on behalf of constituents and other interest groups.

VRO (TP L - N0 Co R SR

If parliamentarians ‘are unable or unwilling to provide the
functiop of checkingzinpergqvefnmenta;5grants; they also ‘are frustrated
in'ﬁhéié role of rep;;;éﬂ£igg Epééifié intggésts. It is likely that in
both cases they are successful in reaching the minister's ear
(particularly government members in Federal parliament), but both
ministérs,‘even'if ﬁﬁey-ére‘of the  same political;behédasibn, need to

overcome the arguments of the road authority.
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CHAPTER 3

THE ADVISORY BUREAUX

This relatively brief chapter will continue the typology of the
various elements involved in the making of decisions regarding road
funding. It will look at the nature and role of the advisory bureaux
that havo boeh‘ set op ”by the Commoﬁwealtﬁ ‘éovernment. The research
bureaux have been dealt with in a separate chapter from the public
sefvice,‘ the executivé, and parliament because aé professional bodies
they are meant to have a narrower set of considerations than those in the
political and administrative spheres. The fact that they have been
administratively removed from the polltlcal process by .being set up as
otatutory‘: ofv departﬁentalJ authorlties 15' an yﬁlodtoatlon of the

discontinuity they pose in a typology of the "official™ Iorganizations

concerned with road funding. =~ -/

In particular the bureaux will be examined to see whether the

'arty political.

The 1nfluence of the Commonwealth Bureau of Roads (C B.R.) and the Bureau

of Transport Economlcs (B T E. ) on -the de0131on-mak1ng process will be
'"examlned in chapter five, when CommonWealth grants to- thé States will be

J
compared with bureau advice.

_ Commonweéalth Bureau of Roads

i T

The C.B.R. was a statutory body set up under the Commonwealth
Bureau of Roads Act (1964) 7It ~became functional in 1967, researched
matters concerned with roads’ and - adv1sed the government until it was
amalgamated with the Bureau of Transport Economics. This amalgamation

occurred when the C.B.R. Act was repealed in 1977.
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According to its Act, the C.B.R. was set up
‘ws o SO the purpose., of assisting ‘the Government of the Commonwealth
in the consideration by the Government of the grant of financial
assistance by the Parliament to the States in connexion with roads
or road transport."

To. 'this 'end it published major reﬁbrtsu toward. the endrfbf each period

covered by road funding legislation. Reports appeared in 1969, 1973 and

1975.l These reports were not the limit of its activities, however.

It also

Hresearched and”’produged publicatlons on such ';atters as the

1mp11cat10nsH of road transéort on 'enérgy ﬁse, médlum and long term
trafflc growth,' and the transportation needs of the ‘disadvantaged, as
jwell as,, undertaklng‘lﬁtensive studies of speciflc transﬁ;rt corridors,
such as that between Sydney and Melbourne. In the early 1970's it
attempted to extend its role into the planning of road projects with the

State and Federal government

it o, J Bt e 1««;1‘_!‘: ,_u,.'";u

Despite 1ts primary positlon as a source of adv1ce to the Federal
government, it engendered an. attltude of trust among the .various groups
concerned with the improvement of road transport, including the State
government authorities. Its statutory status helped here. Many of its
staff werel recru1ted from State road authorities gnd the Bureau
maintained a Algh level éf day to déy ;ontact with tge aﬁthorltles. The
authorities' cooperation was necessary for the Bureau to produce its

Australian Road Survey, upon which its determination of road needs and
subsequent recommendations were based.

Perhaps the mo;tjimportant reason for the confidence the Bureau
engendered was its liberal attitude to road funding when compared with
that of the government of the day, (as will be seen in chapter five).

The Bureau could be seen to have joinad forces with those who were trying



80.
to squeeze more money out of the Federal government.

”Kiéé, by 1ts"bféc£ice”of inviting submissions from all interested
individuals and organizations during the preparation of its reports, the
C.B.R. became a means of access tq_those attempting to influence Federal
government policy. The Federal government saw its relationship with the
Bureau as one-way, and so the Department of Transport and other key

) departments such as‘the Treasury d1d_not JOln those maklng submissions.

Consequently the the‘mC B R. dld not formally hear the Commonwealth

viewpoint in disagreements regarding the disbursement of funds.

The C.B.R. was willing to offer advice to any level of
government . State authorities, and, on occasion, local government

authorities,. diregtl:

7sopght its advice. It was used on at least one

s i " i
\‘,1(/:“ o Digebe £ R Y

.‘occa31on by the South Australiaanlnister for Transport 'as a means of
removing pressure caused by.eontroversy over government intentions.2

Like the State road authorities, the Bureau can be seen to be
dominated by the professions, and in this, engineering qualifications
figure promlnently. Apart from the fifteen or so (25%) administrative
support staff ail “ p031t10ns ip. the Bureau required tertiary
qualifications. Toward the end of its existence, about twenty to
twenty-five of the professional staff, (that is, about one half), were
engineers. THhe rest tended to be economists or aecountants, as well as a

3 The proportion of

few with a background in mathematics and sociology.
staff who were engineers may have been even higher in the early years of

the Bureau's existence.u
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Perhaps it was these factors, plus the fact that it was identified
with a single mode of transport only that led to a belief that the Bureau
as it was then constituted was unable to fairly assess the value of
alternatives offered by the forms of transport, such as rail and sea.
The belief that the Bureau had an inherent preference for road-oriented
solutions to transport problems was given early credence by the Bureau's
logo (reproduced below) a stylized representation of a freeway

interchange.

7

One notes its strong endorsement of urban freeway construction as a means
of, among other things, reducing pollution levels. This endorsement was
made in the 1973 Regorts and reaffirmed in the 1975 Regort.6
Although it should be noted that the C.B.R. did not favour urban freeways
to the same extent as the State road authorities,7 it can fairly safely
be said that the Bureau generally saw improvement in engineering terms.
For example, it tended to rely on measures such as better road
construction and design, the removal of grade intersections, etc., rather
than other means, (such as the use of other forms of transport, the
provisions of stop signs, and better driving campaigns) when looking at

ways to reduce the number of deaths on the roads.

However it should be noted that in response to the preferred
multi-modal approach to transport funding of the government of the time
the Bureau's 1975 Report went to some 1length to examine possible

solutions to urban transport problems involving other modes. It examined
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pubiic 4£ransport, caf pbbling andt Qé&s of hestraihihgﬁﬂéér use, while
warning that policies to prevent people using their cars would hurt lower
income ghdups.8 This examination. led. the Bureau to - support further

investigation into such matter-s.9

However 1t did not suggest that it
should be the body to carry out this research, and the obvious conclusion

g‘.would be -that such work wou;d be better undertaken by. a multi-modal

research organizatlon.

-JIHéﬂC;B{R.[sfbbsiﬁiaﬁqég a;ﬁéﬁmqnweaiﬁﬁ bodY&ﬁFg#ﬁg the spending
of more money on roads at times proved embarrassing to the Federal

government. For example, a polemical paper put out by the Australian

Coun01l of Local Government Assoc1aﬁlons, Local Covernment at the End of

T 8 BT Pt
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the Road drew on the Bureau s 1975 Regort for all 1ts statistical
information. The paper presented a very grim picture of Australla s road
system, partlcularly, at . the- logal = ‘level, and¢iused the Bureau's

recommendations to urge Commonwealth action.

The C B. R.ﬂ found itself 1in. an unenviable posltlon when making
recommendatlons for ;ﬁvéstﬁ;nt iﬁl roads. its uée of cost/benefit
analysis produced figures that were far higher than it knew the
government was willing to spend. On the one hand it could recommend
amounts that its research claimed would be warranted in terms of savings
on trip time, accident costs, wear on vehicles etc., even though it knew
that bhesenamounts wpuld not be spent and that the Commonwealth would
arbitarily select some fraction of them. Alternatively, it could ignore

its cost/benefit analyses and recommend only politically "realistic"

amounts.
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" The first step taken by the C.B.R. to arrive at recommended grants
was to undertake a cost/benefit analysis on Australia's roads as surveyed
by N.A.A,S.R.A. in the Australlan Road Sdrvey. In.the 1969 and 1973 the
warranted program was superseded by what was termed in the latter report
as a "warranted and feasible" program. The warranted and feasible
program was arrived at by examining the constraints imposed on the
manrantedﬁ'program by the limltations of avallable manpower and plant
available to the State and local road construction authorities and to the
1ndustr1es that served them. It was recognized that there were limits on
the ability of the road constructlon industry to expand, even glven
adequate finance. The warranted and feagsible program applied to all

.levels of government. To determlne the Commonwealth grant the C.B.R.

.n.

"_rl'll gt

calculated the sort of fundlng incredses 1t felt theWStates and local
government could sustain. (This was based on fairly rudimentary criteria
such as the increases Iin' population and yehicle numbers.) The Bureau

then proposed that the Federal government provide the balance.

1969 and ’1973 the C.B.R. was cautious in its judgements

Ny

concernlng the allocatlonb.of fundlng between the” ‘¥dpious levels of
government. Tt assumed that local government would continue to devote
the same proportlon of its expendlture to roads as 1t had in the past.
It will be remembered that the States' capacity to'flnance roads depended
on the amounts they raised from the road user in vehicle registration
charges, licences, etc, The Bureau did not oall for a real increase in
these amounta; In‘ recommending that the Commonwealth provide the

balance, it did not assess the government's willingness to do so.

The C.B.R. went through the same stages in developing its program

in 1975, but was more adventuresome when determining the ability of the
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public sector to increase road expenditure. The "warranted" and the
"warranted and feasible" programs were determined as before. However, it
then went on to say that the warranted and feasible amounta would require
gr6Wthmrates{that wé}é mnot‘practieagle, even though similar rates of
growth have been affected in other government programs 1in recent
yeara".lo In other worda such amounts could be spent% hut the Bureau
recognized that political priorities would disallow this. Bowing to
theae suspected priorities it recommended a program of $5,500 million (as

Qpposed rowth rates it

'program) based'oh“

o a warranted and feas1b1

v

felt were fea51ble, but whlch it'made 11tt1e effort to Justlf‘y.l1 It

d1d extrapolate from past trends to say that the Commonwealth's rate of

”:llncrease should be. . greater than that of the other levels, but it did not

name the criteria it used to determine just what levels of increase it

felt that all three levels of government could take.

[ P
DR SIS

Consequently, 1t haa been argued that the Bureau}lost respect as
it abandoned its profe351onal functlon. The executive of a government
did not need to fund a bureau to’ tell it what its, polltlcal priorities
would allow. On the other hand, it has also been argued that it lost
respect by presenting figures that did not take account of politiecal

realities, and in, doing so, it provided ammunition for groups lobbying

12

'

for more funds.

The lack of respect with which it was held by the Federal
government, the warm relationship it had with the State governments,
local government and other special interest groups, and its narrow focus
on single-modal, ehgineering orientated answers to .transportation
problems, have all been reasons touted for the "amalgamation" of the

C.B.R. with the Bureau of Transport Economics in 1977.
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The Government at the time claimed that not only would
administrative.cost sovings be attainéd by'tnc mérger; but also that the
government would benefit from the more balanced approach of a multi-modal
bureau.l3 The neasoning' here was that transport problems are rarely
simple enough to involve only a single form of transport; either the
effect of proposed solutions will influence other forms, (e.g. road use
will be affected 51gn1flcantly by the construction of a major airport),
or thc interactlon of ;everal form of transports w1ll be involved in
possible solutions, (e.g., road/rail complementarity is a commonly-used
phrase in discussions of energy'usc in the transport scctor). Also, it
is common for major transport policy decisions to boil down to a decision

whether to invest in one form of transport or another.

fha *
P
!

In 1975 suggestions vwcre méde b& State an iocal government

sources that the relationship between the C.B.R. and‘ themselves be
strengthened;' In its submission to the Buneau thchNZSéW; Department of
Main Roads expressed the view that the State road authorities should be
represented on the committees of the C.B.R. It thought that the

*recommendatlons of the Bupeau ought to have been the product of a joint

'-v“' e Iy | 0 i )
priis il a5 b 12y R :.g e e Vil . ,;-k--‘,,h;_w, .

Arh

effort with the States;iu“ The Australlan Capital Cities Secretariat,
(representlng the 01ty coun01ls of the six State capltals) looked to the
Bureau ‘'to secure for 1ocal‘ governnent "gmore promlnent and rightful
role" in the planning and administration of r'oads.15 It is not
surprising that such hopes and expectations .would drive the Federal
government in just tnc oppo;ite direction. By repealing the C.B.R. Act,

it ended the existence of the independent statutory authority.

Despite persistent denials from the Federal government, the

"amalgamation" of the two Bureaux was in fact an absorption of the C.B.R.



86.
by the B.T.E. The second reading speech in support of the bill repealing
the C.B.R. Act contlnually stressed the idea of a merger; yet concluded
with a eulogy on the efforts of the C.B.R. and its retiring chairman.

Desplte the fact that the substantive portlon of the speech indicated a

is1m11ar whigh regard for the B T. E., 4 sinilar eulogy“was not deemed

necessary for that body.

Local government in particular opposed the merger because it
believed the amalgamated bureau would not have the independence of the

C.B.R.' They feared that the favourable relatlonshlp they had with the

VCuB Ruéwould not oontlnue'with the et bureau. It appears a concerted
campaign was undertaken by local government organizations to prevent the

pass1ng of the repeal b111. Speaker after speaker in both houses and
. ! S (\
from both sides referred to the many letters they had received from local

government bodies which expressed their concern at the bill. Senator
Jessop (Lib., S.A.) in fact claimed that the number of representations he
had recelved was the largest “he had’ eVer had trom local government on a
single issue.16 Part of the Labor attack on the bill used 1local

government confidence in the C.B.R. as an argument for maintaining its

17

statutory independence. A Labor M.P., Mr. Wallis, M.H.R. quoted a

letter he had received from the City of Whyalla to this effect:

Council has been informed that the Federal Government intends

to proceed with the amalgamation of the Commonwealth Bureau of

" Roads and the Bureau of Transport Economics, contrary to requests

by the Australian Council of Local Government Associations and
State Associations.

. Assuming that this intention will be put into effect the
Council wishes to emphasise the necessity for the amalgamated body
to be created by legislation that clearly sets out the body's
role, its functions and its responsibilities. Secondly, it is
considered vital that the new body is independent so that it may
report direct to the Minister of Transport rather than be an
appendage attached to or under the purview of the Department of
Transport.

Council is. conyinced that the future of road fundlng in South
Australia and in the rest of Australia may well be dependent on
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having a body of the independence that is suggested above. No
doubt other organisations and Councils will be contacting you on
this matter and I would appreciate your earnest endeavours to
comply with Council's request.l8

;The Australian. Municipal Journal, (the journal  of the Victorian

Municipal Association), devoted the editorial of its September, 1976
issue to criticizing the Government's intentions. The editorial claimed
that it Pyas” the.'uhanlﬁous‘ oiewyfof Victoria's municipalities that the
C.B.R. be maintained in its existing form. The editorial expressed the
fear that the proposed amalgamation would result in the eventual

L

’gihtegﬁgﬁiont of qﬁhg;%ﬁﬁbgau,ﬁihtofﬂthem Depertmentn;of&;Thansport with a

consequent destruction of its independence from political influence.
‘Thls sentlment was . also expressed by the SecretaryeGeneral of the

,,\‘

‘A (o L G A.' (Mp. A. Walls) in a letter to the Opp031tion spokesman on

Tr‘anspor-t.19

X Infact 1ocalgov‘epnment jwent)f‘ur'ther 'in opposing the Bill than
did the Labor Opposition. habor in its reply to the government's second
readlng speech 29 voioed its approval of the pr1nciple of a merger of
the two research bodles,:crltlclzing only the fact that the new merged
body would not have a statutory basis. Labor admitted that

administrative efficiency would be served by the merger.

Of course local government (and the State governments) did not
have the same interest in the administrative efficiency of the
Commonwealth public service. To them it was a simple matter of being
well-served by the existing arrangement and feeling threatened by any
change. A bureau not devoted entirely to roads would not be as likely to
give roads such a high priority visié‘vis other forms of transport. A

possible cut in road grants that would be consequential, while being
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economically justified, would hurt local government in particular.

; The . }ntefésts;‘gnd‘:gotions:gof the State gnddhlocal tiers of
government in regard to the amalgamation is, then, an example of the way
the federal system of government can provide inhibitors to administrative
efficiency. They have no direct interest in the efficiency of the
Commonwealth's decision-making process, nor in the relative merits of the
various options to be decided upon. The recipient governments will
attempt to have the donor government spend as mdch as possible in areas
for which they are functionally responsible. This may be despite there
being other more economically warranted demands on the budget of the

funding government.

The Bureau of Transport Economics

.. Unlike the C.B.R,, the B.T.E. has never had a statutory basis. It
was created in 1971 under administrative regulation and was attached to

the Department of Shipping and Transport.

Given the argument for its eventual absorption of the C.B.R. -
that it would provide administrative savings and an. elimination of
overléoping research: - it- seems somewhat strange thatdthozB.T.E. was ever
set up as a separate entity in the first place. The Coombs task force
whlch examlned Commonwealth expendlture pollcies 1n the early T70's 1in
‘fact addressed itself to thls problem oA

There appears to have been no compelling reason for setting up the
. Bureau of Transport Economics separately in 1970 rather than
enlarging the functions of the Commonwealth Bureau of Roads to
- take in all areas of" 'surface. transport. The main reasons appear
“to Hive been that 'the Bureauof” Roads "had gained: the confidence of
the States and it was feared that, given the inter-modal
Jealousies existing in . the transport fleld, widening its functions
might compllcate its role in the roads field, in which extensive
.liason with State. road authorlties occurred.wanhe independence

U N
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““uhich its statutoby role gave to the 'Bureau ‘of Roads appears also
to have been unwelcome to the proponents of a wider ranging
transport research bureau.2l

The review in fact recommended that:the two bureaux be amalgamated on the

basis of administrative efficiency.22

B.T.E. in both its pré and post amalgamation forms has the

status ‘of a "dgbéftﬁehfél”buréau"f””Aé sucﬁf'fgr the purposes of routine

administration (e.g. the supply of funding for salaries, office equipment

‘ J3éQa  égéfi&ﬁéﬁj),ﬁ;itf!;;hfﬁiﬁh;q thé_.Ipanspdrt Ausﬁféli?}: However the
Director of the Bureau has direct access to the minister and is not
(formally, at least) subject to the Department's permanent head.
.%in'p;gctice {flaébéébs éhaghgﬁécdirgéghlinkrﬁiﬁﬁﬂiﬁe Minister has
proved useful, though rarely used. According to a former acting
Direcbqb,‘when.cohfligts géEWégn the Bﬁreau;and th“Deﬁartment do occur
(for example, over the subject to be researched), both sides know that
the Director can appeal directly to the Minister, who will usually

support him.23

Despite the appeal mechanism, the position of the B.T.E. as a
departmental authority gives the Department very real power over the
Bureau. This is because funding for the Bureau is controlled by the
Secretary to the Department of Transport, who is.also responsible for the
appointment Jf the Bureau's Director. There have been suggestions that

the Secretary has used both these powers to secure a compliant Bureau.
At one stage there appears to have been a rift between the Secretary and
an independently-minded acting Director, Mr. Keith Reid. Conflict is

said to have centred about the publication of a report regarding

Townsville airport. Department of Transport officials disagreed with
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*of Dry: Gannon 8 directorship (1979/80), it -rose to 80%

1 90.
sections of the report and some assumptions upon which its methodology

was based.

The acting Director had his way and the report was published, but
he was destined not to be confirmed as permanent director. Instead the
Secretary installed a f%rmer‘academie kDr; C:A. Gannon); who played a
major role in the department's review of Australia's International Civil

Aviation Policy.

There have also been suggestions that the B.T.E. was squeezed
financially during the period in which Mr. Reid was Acting Director. It
has been clalmed that the Secretary to the Department would not enable
the Bureau to fill positions for which Parliament had appropriated
funds. - Unfortunately separate appropriations for the B.T.E. have only
been made since 1977/78, so comparative figures are not available.

Figures which compare the -situation under Mr. Reid with that of Dr.

ﬁGannon‘a e far from concluslve (see table 3 l) Cert 1n1y the B.T.E.

found 1tself unable to spend its appropriation whlle Mr. Reid was Actlng

Dlrector.' It spent only three quarters of 1ts approprlatlon in 1977/78.

d‘However, 1h fared Aittle better under Dr. . Gannon.u The new Director took

over in October 1978. 1In the 1978/79 financial year, expenditure as a

proportlon of appropriation actually fell to 70%. In the first full year

R b i b foing o, et B e At e m-,,‘. RTAERE u ety P RIS
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Table 3.1

Appropriations and Expenditure

Department of Transport and Bureau of Transport Economics

1977/78 and 1978/79 ($m)

D.O.T. B.T.E.
% of % of
approp. approp.
1977/78 approp. 227.0 3.0
expend. 232.6 2.3
1978/79 approp. 348.6 3.0
expend. 262.3 2.1
1979/80 approp. 285.1 2.7
expend. 280.3 2.2

Source: Australian Treasury, Appropriation Bill No. 1 (Budget Paper no.

2), 1978/79, 1979/80, and 1980/81.

There is an alternative interpretation that could be made of the
figures. This is that the B.T.E. has had trouble recruiting staff simply
because it has been unable to attract applicants of sufficient calibre to
fill vacant positions. On several occasions the Bureau has had to
re-advertise positions in the hdpe of attracting candidates with the
necessary qualities. There have been reports that the Bureau has been
affected by low morale and that this has affected staffing levels in two
ways. First, there has been a steady exodus of officers and second,
potential replacements have been warned off. While the 80% expenditure
of appropriation may appear to mitigate against this explanation given
that if anything, the morale problem worsened during 1979/80, it should
be noted  that Parliament appropriated significanély less to the Bureau in

1979/80 compared to the previous year. Numbers of officials employed
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have increased only slightly under Dr. Gannon. From June 1979 to
September, 1980, staff levels increased from 104 to 108. (This compares
with an increase of five from 99 in the year up to June 1979).2u The

B.T.E. is still well under its establishment level of 155. Consequently

it is difficult to prove allegations that the Bureau has been "squeezed".

It could be argued that the mechanism for maintaining a
departmental bureau's independenée - appeal to the Minister - is
illusory. After all, the Secretary of the department is meant only to be
defending the policy of the government. The Secretary and the Minister
could be presumed to have an identity of interest in conflict with the
Director of the B.T.E., as they are both concerned with political, as
opposed to professional considerations. While such arguments have
validity, the incident referred to above does show that on this occasion
at least the Minister upheld the B.T.E.'s independence even though the
release of the report in’' question would have harmed the policy he
followed. It is not publicly known if the acting Director did appeal to
the Minister during the dispute, though one assumes that the Minister

could have intervened to suppress the report had he thought it necessary.

Despite the Minister's laudable behaviour regarding the Townsville
airport dispute, the fact that he is the last court of appeal in any
dispute regarding the independence of a departmental Bureau, and the
control whiéh the departmental permanent head has over the Bureau's
funding and senior appointments would indicate that the independence of
the departmental Bureau is at least questionable. The suspicion that the
C.B.R. was absorbed by the B.T.E. partly in order to curtail its

independence appears to have some justification.
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Ideally, the work of the B.T.E. is meant to be "self-starting".
In practice most research is generated by discussions with officials of
the Department of Transport and is requested by the various First
Assistant Secretaries. Occasionally work 1is requested from other
departments. Although more "ad hoc" than that of the C.B.R., the
projects undertaken by the B.T.E. tend to be of a fairly long-term

nature. Departmental divisions tend to have their own research units to

study day to day policy matters..

The fact that the B.T.E. has never been limited to a single mode
of transport is highly significant. Even before the amalgamation the
B.T.E. concerned itself with roads and road transport. It's multi-modal
approach has provided it with a greater potential to look dispassionately
at all the transport options available than would a research organization
linked to a single medium of transport. This benefit is assumed in a
brief description of the B.T.E.'s functions given by the Secretary to the
Department of Transport;

In the economic field, its role is to study systematically a wide

variety of problems involving rail, road, sea and air transport

investment policy. It is also involved in a range of pricing
studies with the object of rationalising transport services and
ensuring that the users and other Dbeneficiaries meet their
responsibilities, in accordance with Australian government
policy.25
It can be said then, that while its status as a departmental Bureau
compromises . the independence of the B.T.E., in another sense the

multi-modal ' approach frees it from the possible bias suffered by the

C.B.R.

It appears that the B.T.E. has never been forced to skew its
findings for political purposes. This is not to say that legitimately

arrived at findings have not been used for political purposes. To give
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an example, former Prime Minister Gough Whitlam, during an election
campaign offered an international airport to the people of Townsville;
The strong opinion of the Department of Transport and Treasury was that
such an airport was not warranted, and so the B.T.E. was asked to do a
feasibility study which was expected to confirm this. The Bureau's
research, (which duly supported bureaucratic opinion), made the reneging

of a campaign promise that much more justifiable.26

The fact that the report condemning the Townsville airport
proposal did not appear until six months after the Labor government was
defeated points to another use to which the B.T.E. has been put. That
is, governments have at times used the B.T.E. as a delaying mechanism

when handling sensitive questions.

A final point which may affect the attitude of State and 1local
government and other special interest groups toward the B.T.E. concerns
the close physical ties it has with the Department of Transport. Such
links include sharing the same Canberra puilding, administrative 1links
such as sharing the same stationery office, photocopying facilities,
etc. As well there is a high level of staff interchange between the two
(the B.T.E. is even included in the Department's graduate recruitment
rotation program), and of course there is frequent day to day contact
between officers. Such factors lead to a belief among outside observers
that the B.T.E. is more closely identified with the government and its

policy than was the C.B.R.

Conclusion
The Commonwealth Bureau of Roads, and the Bureau of Transport

Economics (both before and after the amalgamation), can be seen as
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professional research bureaux with a strong claim to impartiality as
regards sectional interests and ideology. This statement, however, needs

some qualification.

Firstly, the C.B.R. can fairly be regarded as favouring roads
against other forms of transport. As a result of this, its existence
tended to favour privafe intérest groups (such as road hauliers) who
benefited from the emphasis on road expenditure. It also benefited the
other tiers of government, (especially local government), because the

vast bulk of Commonwealth money earmarked for roads is spent by them.

The B.T.E. cannot be said to have the same bias - its close
identification with the Commonwealth government and its multi-modal
approach help to prevent this. However it can be subject to government
pressure to a greater extent than was the C.B.R., and its capacity for
independent research depends .largely on the Minister involved. There is
some rather doubtful evidence to say that the Department of Transport has
used its power to secure a compliant B.T.E., though it seems there is
none to support a claim that the findings of research have been skewed to

support government policy.

Having made these points, it should be noted that the officers
employed by research bureaux are people who probably have a greater than
average politjcal awareness. It would be unreasonable to expect théem not
to be influenced by popular, (if transient), community feelings. If the
same bureau's reports differ from each other in their emphasis on matters
such as environmental concern and the need for local autonomy, which
require non-quantifiable considerations, such differences can Dbe

described in the words of one officer who has served both the C.B.R. and
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the B.T.E. as "legitimately moving with the times".27

It can be seen then that the recommendations of the C.B.R. can
reasonably be regarded as objective and non-political. As such they can
be used as a measure against which the Commonwealth legislation can be
compared. The only caveat necessary is that as the C.B.R. was not in a
position to adequately assess alternatives offered by the other forms of
transport (such as public transport), its recommended expenditure may

have been higher than warranted.

Such considerations aside, it can be added that the technical
expertise of both bureaux has rarely been doubtéd. There has been very
little criticism of methods used. No government has yet claimed to
over-rule their recommendations on the basis of superior research into
technical and economic factors. Such considerations aside, it can be
added that the technical expertise of both bureaux has rarely been
doubted. There has been some criticism; their use of a 10% discount rate
has been questioned and there have been more general criticisms of the
way in which cost/benefit analysis has been applied 'to research into road
investment.28 More importantly fdr our purposes is that there has been
no criticism from government sources. No government has sought to
justify mnot following their recommendations by claiming to have

undertaken superior research into technical and economic factors.
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Commonwealth Bureau of Roads, Report on Commonwealth Financial
Assistance to the States for Roads - 1969 (1969 Report); Report on
Roads in Australia - 1973 (1973 Regort) and Report on Roads in

Australia - 1975 (1975 Report). The last report was produced one
year before the funding period would have indicated it was due
because of the government's desire to bring in early legislation
to integrate funding for the various transport modes. (see ch.
five) '

The Highway Department submission to the Bureau in 1975 mentions a
decision by Mr. Virgo (State Transport Minister) to refer a
proposed road from West Lakes to Port Road - to which there were
many local objections - to the Cc.B.R. for consideration. C.B.R.,
Report...1975, vol. 2, p. 323.

From information supplied by a former senior member of the C.B.R.,
Mr. John Miller, 20 November, 1979.

Personal Communication, Mr. Norm Smith (Organization and Methods
Officer, Highways Department), 3 Dec. 1979.

1973 Report, ch. six.

1975 Report, s. 1l.U4l.

See 1973 Report, s.6.128.

1975 Report, s.7.127.

ibid., s.7.183.

ibid., s.10.30.

ibid., ss.10.31-10.42.

Unfortunately those making the conflicting claims have not wished
to be identified, though it can be stated fairly confidently that
these arguing a loss of respect tended to be either members or
former members of research bureaus, while these claiming it
provided "ammunition" represented interest groups. One of the
latter was willing to be identified; the Secretary-General of the
Australian Council of Local Government Associations (Mr. T.

Walls), personal communication (21 Feb. 1979).

Australian Parliamentary Debates, House of Representatives, vol.
104, p. 614 (24 March 1977).

1975 Report, vol. II, p. 110.
ibid., p. 238.

Australian Parliamentary Debates, Senate, vol. 73, p. 1138 (4 May
1977) .
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Australian Parliamentary Debates, House of Representatives, vol.
104, p. 766 (30 March 1977).

ibid., p. 1050 (20 April 1977).

Australian Parliamentary Debates, Senate, vol. 73, p. 1137 (4 May
1977).

Australian Parliamentary Deabtes, House of Representatives, vol.
104, p. 74 (30 March 1977).

Review of the Continuing Expenditure Policies of the Previous
Government (Report of a task force led by Dr. H.C. Coombs),
A.G.P.S., Canberra, 1973, item 48.

loc. cit.

Claimed by a former acting-director, Mr. K. Reid at a seminar held
at the Department of Transport, 21 September, 1977.

Figures for 1978 and 1979 have been obtained from the Department
of Transport's Annual Report 1979/80, A.G.P.S., Canberra, 1980, p.
143. The 1980 figure was provided by the B.T.E. '

C.C. Halton, "The Australian Department of Transport", an address
to the Royal 1Institute of Public Administration Conference,

November 1975, p. 5.

Mr. K. Reid (cited).

Mr. John Miller, (cited) personal communication, 20 Feb. 1979.

Discussion of the use of cost/benefit analysis to study road
investment appears in the conclusion of the present study. David
Starkie also criticizes the B.T.E.'s methods in a forthcoming
article, "Economic Efficiency and Road Expenditures: the Case of
Rural Arterials". He refers to criticism of the discount rate
adopted by the B.T.E. These criticisms were made by T.R. Hastings
and J.H.E. Taplin, "Transport Investment in South Australia: a Ten
Year Review" (unpublished, University of Adelaide). For an
exception to the generally uncritical stance taken by the
politicians, see below, pP.15%8.
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CHAPTER FOUR

SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS

The study of interest groups 1is hedged 1in by conceptual
difficulties, even to the extent of defining what are interest groups and
whether in fact ‘'interest group' or some alternative 1is the most
appropriate term to describe them. In fact most writers on the subject
appear to prefer the term 'pressure group'. The reason why 'interest

group' 1s used in this study will be outlined below.

In defining 'pressure groups', Maurice Duverger was at pains to
distinguish them from political parties. Consequently he claimed that in
contrast to political parties, pressure groups

"do not participate directly in the acquisition of power or in its

exercise: they act to influence power while remaining apart from

it.nl
However, Duverger then goes on to recognize '"public" groups which will
behave in ways very similar to private pressure groups in order to
influence government policies. Not only public agencies and institutions
(such as the Australian Broadcasting Commission or the various Colleges
of Advanced Education), but also departments of State will engage in
activity to influence policy outcomes.2 The épparent contradiction can
only be reconciled if both publiec and private pressure groups are
contrasted to the activities of political parties. The pressure groups
wish to influence the decision-making process without (openly, at least)
supplying politicians who would claim a legitimate mandate from the
electorate. However even here the division is not as clear-cut as it may
appear. Politicians (particularly in the United States and the United

Kingdom), may be ‘'sponsored' by pressure groups. There 1is also the

conception of political parties as aggregates of interest groups which,
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if true, blurs further the distinction between pressure groups and

parties.

Of course some groups put up candidates for election while
recognizing that they have no real hope of even having a single candidate
elected, let alone being in a position to form a government. The
electoral process will be used to gain publicity, or perhaps the
preferences the party direct may be used to put pressure on the other

3 It is for this reason that Frank Castles' definition of

candidates.
'pressure groups' requires simply that such groups not be represented at

that particular time in the legislative body.)1l

Both the terms 'pressure' groups and ‘'interest' groups have their
detractors. The former has Dbeen criticized as having pejorative

connotations.5

However, both Mathews and Castles dismiss this
criticism, noting that despite the misgivings of the 'uninitiated', the
use of the term strictly within a definition can be value-neutral.6
Having accepted the term pressure group and clarified it to his own
satisfaction, Castles goes on to distinguish two types of such groups.
These are interest groups and attitude (or promotional) groups. The
former is concerned to protect or enhance specific sectional interests,
whereas the latter results from the shared attitudes of its members and
is not limited to their specific inter-ests.7

Of course the borderline between interest and attitude groups may
be very hazy. Interest groups will always claim (and often believe),
that their interests are those of the community as a whole, and of course

to some extent this may be true. On the other hand there will be members

of attitude groups who could be accused of being motivated by sectional
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interests. Members of anti-war movements who are eligiblé}\ for
conscription provide an example. Also some groups are clearly intefest
groups on some occasions and attitude groups on others. The Returned

Servicemens' League is an obvious example here.

In this study, the term ‘'interest group' will be used because
although the groups concerned may believe they embody the community
interest, they are also groups which will obviously stand to benefit more
than the general community if their policies are adopted by the
government. While it may be. argued that 'pressure group' is still a
satisfactory term in that it covers both of Castle's distinctions
regarding interest and attitude groups, it does imply that such groups
are external to the somewhat unified concept of 'the government' and are
putting pressure on it. 1In fact the groups to be studied include public

agencies, specifically the State road authorities and local government.

Any notion of the government as being some sort of black box into
which demands are fed is very difficult to sustain. Within the
government, conflict over policy will go right to cabinet level. The
dispute concerning the damming of the Franklin River in Tasmania is an
interesting example. According to one cor-r'espondent;8 the State
Hydro-Electric Commission has openly lobbied members of parliament,
arranged 'protest' meetings and spent considerable amounts through its
public relations office to 'sell' the project to the public. In all this
it has been bitterly opposed by another public agency, the State National

Parks and Wildlife Service.

‘Even when restricting discussion to interest (as opposed to

attitude) groups, a bewildering variety appears, both as to the type of
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group concerned and the tactics they adopt. The Church of England, the
Amalgamated Metal Workers and Shipwrights Union, the Australian Consumers
Association, the local residents action group, the Northrop Corporation,
the Taxation Department, the Friends of the Earth are all examples of
organizations that are, among other things, interest groups. Clearly a

conceptual analysis of interest groups requires further categorization.

One obvious distinction is between those groups whose exclusive
aim is to bring pressure on the policy-making process and those groups
for whom lobbying is only one of many activities. Duverger has made such
a distinction in his discussion of pressure groups.9 Some
organizations, through the provision of services perhaps little related
to their lobbying efforts, can gain a mass membership which it then
attempts to wuse as a bargaining support in its pressure group
activities. However, while the distinction is useful in that it gives us
basic information about the nature of the group, it has a shortfall in
being very uneven in its categorization; relatively few groups can be
described as ‘'exclusive'. For most pressure groups, the distinction
simply serves to remind us thaﬁ they have other reasons for existence
beside puttihg pressure on the decision-making process. Also, (though
this is not necessarily a shortcoming), the distinction also has its grey
areas. For some multi-faceted groups, lobbying may be by far the most
important activity. Duverger notes that exclusive organizations will
often try to project the image of having broader concerns.lo Also,
organizations, (especially federations), may form servicing bodies which

are exclusively concerned with lobbying, despite the 'partial' nature of

the component members.

Another useful means of categorizing pressure groups (particularly
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exclusive groups), is to examine whether their goals are limited to a
single issue or whether they serve a continuing interest, perhaps in an
institutionalized form. The Campaign for Peace in Vietnam is an example
of the former; the various Chambers of Commerce of the latter. Of course
it may be that an organization whose concern is limited to a single issue
may have a continuing‘existence, simply because of the perpetual nature
of the issue. A group organized to fight protectionist policies provides

an example.

The size of a group's membership will also be an important factor
determining‘its character. Whether an organization has a mass membership
or has relatively few members can help to reveal a great deal about its
goals (e.g. whether they are interest groups or promotional groups), and
their methods. Mass movements will tend to be promotional and will use
their numbers in ways such as organizing petitions, holding
demonstrations, etc. Narrowly-based organizations will tend to be more
concerned with narrowly-defined interests and make private appeals to the

decision-makers.

Once again the problem is that the distinction is by no means
infallible. French farmers are renowned for using their huge numbers to
demonstrate in support of their sectional interests. The example of
organizatiqqs whose large membepship results from the services they offer
and not the, causes they espouse has already been mentioned. On the other
hand promotional groups may not succeed in attracting a mass following,
causing them to rely on methods such as lobbying individual members of
parliament. Usually however, such groups will still attempt to appeal to
the public as well as the decision-makers. The League of Rights is one

of many examples.
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Interest groups use a huge variety of methods to get their point
across, though these can be fairly easily classified as either being
aimed at the populace as a whole or at a relatively few decision-makers.
Appeals to, or pressure on, the population as a whole may range from
letters to the editors and newspaper advertisements, to strikes and road
blockades, to random acts of terrorism. (This suggests a further
distinction between 'legitimate' and 'illegitimate' tactics, though the
obvious difficulty here is where one places the dividing line.) Tactics
aimed at the decision-makers will include financing of parties, personal
contact (perhaps informal) and the use of delegations, as well as the
illegitimate tactics such as the sending of threatening letters and
corruption. Mathews quotes one commentator in a description of the
defence lobbyists, typical of those whose efforts concentrate on the
decision-makers.

"Most of them would not know how to make a press release and

deliberately try to keep right out of the way of the media. Some

do not even have their firm. listed in the telephone
directory...General Dynamics have an American, Jack Phelan, who
has a regular meeting with a collection of senior Defence people
each Sunday morning at the Federal golf course..."l
Of course practically all interest groups will attempt to reach both the
government and the pépulace to some degree. Even the defence lobbyists

will resort to full page advertisements in the up-market press when the

government is in the process of deciding on the purchase of new equipment.

Fromlthe welter of different pressure groups, then, it is possible
to make a number of categorizations. Individual groups can be examined
to see whether they are concerned with sectional interests or with
matters of concern resulting from the atéitudes of members; to see what
extent they are 'public' or 'private', whether they are 'exclusive' or

‘partial', whether their goals are temporal or perpetual, whether they
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rely on mass membership or are narrowly based and to what extent their
activities are directed toward the community at large or to a relatively

few decision-makers.

Such an examination needs to bear in mind the intergovernmental
context in which the groups operate. Relevant questions which should be
asked here are: (1) to what extent does the intergovernmental context
provide fissures to allow access for the interest groubs, as opposed to
the possibility that the activities undertaken between governments
actually bar such access? and (2) how have the interest groups adapted

to the federal system of government and what effect has their adaptation

had on their internal strength?

It will be noted at the outset that, given the foregoing
discussion, the use of the term 'interest group' as opposed to the more
generic 'pressure - group' . implies that the groups to be discussed
represent sectional interests and cannot be described as promotional. In
fact all of the organizations concerned claim to represent the national
interest, particularly in regard to road funding. Be that as it may, it
will be recognised that the members of each organization do have a
special interest in the policies espoused, and for this reason they have

been termed special interest groups.

1}

The organizations to be discussed are generally those who were
invited by the Bureau of Transport Economics to make submissions during
the preparation of the Bureau's 1979 report. The road authorities were
invited to. make a submission, but because they have been discussed

previously, they will not be given special attention in this chapter.
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Also, the truck owner-driver organizations will be discussed, despite
their receiving noc invitation from the B.T.E. At the time submissions
were invited, the more important of these were members of the Australian
Road Transport Federation (A.R.T.F.), which did make a submission. The
Bureau probably felt that the interests of the owner-drivers were
represented by the A.R.T.F. However the subsequent rift between the
A.R.T.F. and the owner-drivers, and the spectacular blockade of
Australian cities by the owner-drivers in April 1979 has warranted

separate discussion of their organization and interests.

The Australian Road Federation (A.R.F.)

The A.R.F. is the major representative body for those industries
whose health is directly affected by either expenditure on roads or the
quaiity of roads, but who are not directly concerned with the transport
of freight or passengers. It includes those businesses concerned with
the manufacture, retailing and repair of motor vehicles, those industries
producing products for road construction and repair, and a miscellaneous
group of road user organizations and individuals.12 Road users tend to
be represented through other organizations such as the automobile
associations or the Australian Road Transport Federation (A.R.T.F.),
though they may also find it convenient to belong to the A.R.F. as well.
(In fact these other organizations may themselves be members of the
A.R.F. Such is the case, for example, with the A.R.T.F. and the
Professional Transport Drivers Association.) It should also be noted
that the oil companies' major interest in the A.R.F. is not through tbe

sale of petrol, but through the sale of bitumen.

In the terms discussed at the beginning of this chapter, the

A.R.F. is exclusively directed to lobbying, but the continuing nature of
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the road funding issue gives it a permanent character. Despite ﬁhe
membership of large companies, various State road authorities, over a
hundred local government authorities and organizations like the A.R.T.F.,
the Australian Road Federation operates on a very low budget. At the
national level, it employs only one person on a half-time basis. In the
States the situation varies. In South Australia secretarial assistance
is provided by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, who may also pay the
expenses incurred by those travelling on A.R.F. Dbusiness. Some
indication of its limited resources is the total 1978 income of $U4,858

13

for the South Australian Eegion. Considering this, the A.R.F. is a

remarkably virile organization.

Membership of the A.R.F. is either on a national or State basis.
Annual membership fees of about $3,000 confine national membership to
large organizations. National membershib brings ex officio state
membership. The Federation is organized in State and National Councils.
The State council consists of 15 nominees.: (The Constitution provides
that these be elected but in fact difficulty is usually encountered
finding fifteen willing to stand.) The National Council consists of each

State President, plus one other representative from each State.

The A.R.F. actively pursues a number of methods to highlight the
perceived deficiencies of the road system and to convince decision makers
to act in the 1light of these deficiences. At the national level, a
quarterly Road News 1is distributed to any persons believed to be
influential in policy making. Also at this 'level, delegations are
organized to visit ministers and other key politicians. The State level
also organizes delegations to ministers and undertakes measures designed

to give publicity to the cause. Among the more imaginative approaches
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used by the Souih Australian region has been the organization of a bus
tour for Federal parliamentarians in order to make them aware of
conditions on the Stuart Highway. From the subsequent debate in Hansard,
it appears that this particular effort did make an impression on those
involved. However, the federation's Executive Director has pointed out
that the complexity of decision-making, involving several levels of
government, makes it very diffidult to asses how successful such lobbying
is.lu

At both the national and regional level, the A.R.F. has tended to
focus it campaigns on the Federal rather than State governments. The
Federal level is seén as that with the greatest capability to increase
funds. It is only in recent editions of Road News (e.g. March 1980) that
the States have been targets of criticism. The given reason for this has
been simply that the States have never been open about the amounts they

15 1t is claimed that the

spend on roads and how they spend this money
Commonwealth, with its series of budget papers detailing all income and

expenditure, provides the ammunition to be used by its detractors.

The S.A. regional body of the A.R.F. has joined with the national
body in concentrating its efforts on the government in Canberra.
According to its public relations officer, the regional body has been
quite happy with the effort of the State government and has accepted
(though nqt necessarily agreed with), its priorities.l6 This may seem
strange, given that while the Federation's major campaign (apart from
more funding generally), has been for the sealing of the Stuart Highway,
the South Australian government has chosen to spend the bulk of National
Roads money on the link between Adelaide and Melbourne. The regional

committee is impressed by the fact that in absolute terms South Australia
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contributes more funds from its own sources for National Highways than
any other state.17 On the other hand, it does not appear perturbed
that the South Australian government spent the least of any state
government per capita on roads in 1978/79 and less than any, excepting

18

Victoria, in amounts spent per vehicle.

Whatever the policies and effort of the State government, the
ability of the regional body to criticize is severely inhibited by the
diverse interests'of its members. The same is true, to a lesser extent,
of the national body. Harmonious relations with the State governments
are necessary because of a ‘coincidence of two factors; the State
governments are responsible for the letting of a great deal of contract
work, and the A.R.F. is largely composed of organizatibns reliant on such
contracts. At the regional level* this problem is more apparent because
members are likely to be locally based and so more reliant on their
particular State government. Companies such as Hot-Pave Pty. Ltd.,
Quarry Industries Ltd., and Ready-mix would all be harmed if relations
between the A.R.F. and the State government grew so bad that the
gdvernment directed business away from Federation members to competing

firms who were not members.

As well as this, of course, the Federation includes among its
members a number of government and semi-government authorities. The
Highways Department is a member, as are thirteen local authorities. The

position of the Highways Department is interesting as it demonstrates its

* South Australia is grouped with the Northern Territory to form the

S.A./N.T. regional group of the A.R.F.
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active role as an interest group. In fact the Department, along with the
other State road authorities, has made no secret of this; freely adopting

the A.R.F.'s slogan; "Good roads don't cost, they pay!".

The position of the Highways Department may be expected to cause
some embarrassment by putting the Federation in the position of lobbying
one of its own members. Such a situation does not arise, however, as the
Federation concentrates all its lobbying efforts in South Australia on
the minister and his staff. The Federation sees little value in lobbying
permanent administrative staff. When questioned on this, the firm
opinion was expressed that major policy decisions were taken either by
the Minister or Cabinet, and not by the public ser-vice.19 It has been
shown earlier that such a view is usually Jjustified in relation to the
overall level of road funding, which is generally the limit of A.R.F.
concern. However, when the A.R.F. does undertake campaigns for specific
projects it may well be opposing the stance of the Highways Department.
For example, despite the A.R.F.'s campaign on the Stuart Highway, the
State government has followed the Highways Department's advice by giving

it a low priority compared with the Dukes Highway.

It was noted earlier that the members' reliance on government
contracts is less of anlinhibitor at national level than at regional.
However, the interests of members do have a profoundly limiting effect on
the scope of A.R.F. campaigns, and this applies particulary at the
national level. The Federation has needed to be very wary in its

campaigns in order not to alienate support from one member or another.

The clearest example of the problem here occurred in 1978 when the

then President of the A.R.F., Mr. John Shaw, said in a speech that 'bus
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only' lanes could never provide the complete answer to urban traffic
congestion. This comment was enough to prompt a threat of resignation by
the Bus Proprietors! Association.20 Because organizations involved in
public transport are members, the A.R.F. must be careful not to criticize
governments for giving priority to road using public transport at the
expense of road funding. Similarly, although many of its members are big
users of fuel, the A.R.F. cannot criticize the oil parity pricing policy,
because the oil companies who benefit from the policy are also numbered
amongst the members. Membership also makes taxi operators, car
manufacturers and local government immune from criticism, as well as
ensuring that the A.R.F. will not push for policies that may advertantly

or inadvertantly harm their interests.

The result of this is that the A.R.F. adopts extremely broad goals
in its campaigns. In fact there is only one basic goal, and that. is more
money for roads. If the Federation (that is, its Regional and National
Councils), believes that local roads are being far too generously treated
in comparison with arterial roads, at no stage can it say that the cake

ought to be sliced differently; it must instead urge a bigger cake.21

All the campaigns undertaken by the A.R.F. are designed not to
offend the interests of members. These campaigns include the funding of
National Roads, (especially the Stuart Highway), the building of urban
by-passes (freeways), the standardization of traffic 1laws and the
restoration of the nexus between the amount received by the Federal
government in fuel taxes and the amount it gives to the States by way of

road grants.
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Throughout the seventies, the most vigorously pursued campaign was
for the restoration of the "nexus". The earmarking of Federal fuel
revenue for roads grants was introduced in 1931 and abolished in 1959.
Since that date, Federal fuel taxes have been paid into consolidated
revenue, and the proportion of these taxes paid out in road grants has
slipped steadily throughout the sixties and declined even more rapidly in
the seventies. In 1978/79, the amount given to the States in road grants
was only one sixth the amount collected by the Federal government from
fuel taxes.22 Even in the early seventies, the restoration of the
nexus was regarded as a pipe-dream by the C.B.R. Since then, the revenue
from fuel taxes has risen dramatically, and while road lobby groups may
dream of the huge increases in funds that will occur when fuel taxes are
once again earmarked for roads, in reality such dreams became all the
more hopeless. Nevertheless, the campaign for the restoration of the

nexus offends none of the A.R.F.'s members.

Of course the campaign may simply be an 'ambit claim'; a lobbying
tactic. However, ambit claims are still meant to indicate the direction
toward which claims are moving. In the case of road funding, grants as a

proportion of fuel taxes are moving steadily in the opposite direction.

Local Government

The reasons for including local government as an interest group
were discussed briefly at the beginning of this chapter. The State
governments share its role as ‘an agent encouraging a more liberal
attitude to road fund by the Federal government. Unlike the State
governments, however, local government has no responsibility for final

LF . ; 2
decisions made in the intergovernmental process. 3
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Although multi-purpose bodies, local government authorities
(particularly in rural areas) have traditionally had the provision of
roads as their major concern. In very many cases, rural councils are
little more than road boards. Even when rural and urban local
authorities are combined, road expenditure accounts for 35 percent of
total spending.zu The importance of road grants to local government is
apparent in the following comment by the B.T.E.:

"About 544 of all local authorities, containing about 10.6 percent

of the total population, are rural or small-town centred and

expenditure on road works can be a very high proportion of their
annual budgets. For these authorities financial transfer from

other levels of government whether directly for roads, or by way
of general assistance, are very important."25

No Commonwealth expénditure benefits local government as a whole
as much as expenditure for roads. In no other area of Federal outlays
does local government play such a prominent role in the delivery of the
service. Because road funding employs council resources more than any
other form of Commonwealth expenditure, local government will exert
pressure on the Commonwealth to spend more money on roads, Jjust like the

other road lobby groups.

Local government has structured itself in a way similar to the
other special interest groups. Authorities of each state "have at least
one statewide 1local government association.26 These associations Jjoin
federally to form the Australian Council of Local Government
Associations. Although the A.C.L.G.A. has been in existence since 1947,
it was only in 1976 that it set up a secretariat to lobby the federal

government.

Unlike the automobile associations which will be discussed later,

the various local government bodies are not inhibited by the policy of
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having the federal body concentrate only on the Federal government while
leaving the various State governments to their respective state
associations. Though this policy exists, the A.C.L.G.A. feels free to
communicate directly with State governments, and the State bodies enjoy a
similar freedom to pressure the Federal government. In fact from 1976
until the time of writing, the activities of the Local Government
Association of South Australia regarding road fund have practically all

been aimed at the federal government.

Local government as an interest group does itself suffer from
conflicting internal interests. The sensitivities of State-based
membership mean that it is difficult to demonstrate inequalities .by
pointing to the advantages of one State over another. A similar
situation applies with complaints about particular categories of road
funds because of the usually quite distinct split between rural and urban
interests within the various State Local Government Associations.
Because these bodies are consensually orientated and avoid decisions in
which majority " interests simply overrule minority interests, many
policies are simply not adopted or decisions are not taken because of the
objection of one member. While a number of States avoided this problem
by having separate association for rural and urban councils this has not
extended to the national level. At the 1979 Conference of the
A.C.L.G.A., for example, a motion was' put by the Western Australian
Country Shires Councils Association that the Council should call on the
federal government to look particularly at increased funding for rural
local roads. The Victorian Municipal Association, which has a majority
of urban interests on its executive, vigorously opposed the motion as it

was worded, and pushed for an amendment which added the words "'and

urban'. Largely because Victoria would not support the original
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proposal, the more wide-ranging amended proposal was adopted. Once again
the specific-interest group waé reduced to simply calling for more money

for roads.

The above statement needs qualification. Because State
governments generally have responsibility for roads classified by the
Commonwealth as 'arterial' and local governments has responsibility for
'Jjocal' roads, local government can wage a single~-minded campaign on
behalf of local as against arterial roads. A source within the Transport
Australia has claimed that the schedules of the State Grants (Roads) Bill
of 1977 which were recommended by the Department were altered at
executive level to favour local roads in response to one such campaign.
" This is reflected in a speech made by thelfhen Transport Minister, Mr.
Nixon, to the International Road Federation:

The Commonwealth's increase of funds by 46 percent for rural and

urban local road categories over 1976-77 reflects the Government's

clear policy commitment to assist local government meet its road
expenditure needs."27

Local government is very aware of need to lobby the other levels
of government and is quite sophisticated in doing so. The Secretariat
serving the A.C.L.G.A.'s six man executive is headed by a former member
of one of Canberra's leading profeSsional lobbying organizations, Eric
White and Associates. Its targets at the Federal level are key ministers

and public servants, Opposition leaders, the press gallery and government
backbencheré.

Through its various State government associations, the A.C.L.G.A.
can marshall the resources of over 860 local authorities throughout
Australia. In fact a major role of the A.C.L.G.A. and the various State

local government associations is to coordinate the lobbying efforts of
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the local authorities. These activities take the form of letter writing
campaigns and representations to local members and ministers as well as
petitions. In the debate over the Commonwealth Bureau of Roads (Repeal)
Bill, for example, it was apparent that the A.C.L.G.A. and the various
state associations had orchestrated a strong campéign against the
repeal. Many, if not most, of the speakers mentioned letters and
representafions they had received from local government and Senator
Jessop (S.A.) claimed that the total number of representations he had
received regarding the bill was greater than he had received for any
other piece of legislation. (As a consequence, Jessop, a government
backbencher, was "worried" by the bill and supported it "with

misgivings".zg)

With regard to road funding the role of the A.C.L.G.A. and the
State Associations is largely confined to lobbying the Federal and State
governments for more fundipng for local government as a whole, and to
orchestrating campaigns by local authorities. They will only take up the
claims of individual authorities if it is felt that the position of the
authority could have wider r'amif‘ications.29 The Associations are very
wary of doing anything that may excite the jealousy of members. As a
consequence, it would not even point to specific geographically defined
defects in the local road system for fear that other councils will object

that their roads have not been mentioned.

Consequently individual authorities are largely on their own in
their efforts to obtain more funds for their local roads. How successful
they are may largely depend on the relationship between the clerk and the
respective regional engineer of the State road authority. Individual

councils will generally attempt to be on good terms with local
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parliamentarians of both houses at both State and Federal level. Despite
a heavy reliance on locally-based representatives and officials, councils
may also directly lobby ministers at State and even Federal level for

their particular roads.

Motorist Organizations

Unlike the A.R.F., the various automobile clubs, (represented in
Canberra by the Australian Automobile Association), do not feel the
problems resulting from an attempt to present a wide variety of
interests. Despite the huge combined membérship (over 2,500,000), the
automobile clubs see themselves as representing only one interest; that
of the private motorist. However, the some problems regarding conflicts
of interest that face local government when dealing with State and

Federal government apply to the motorist organizations.

The Australian Automobile Association (A.A.A.) is dominated by the
various state clubs. The A.A.A. is merely a national secretariat set up
to lobby the Federal government. In 1979 it had only five full-time
staff, headed by a secretary-general appointed by the Presidents of the
State members organizations. There are no elected office bearers. The
A.A.A. does have somé independent sources of revenue, such as fees for

international drivers permits.

The A.A.A. has seven constitutent members: the National Roads and
Motorists' Association, the Royal Automobile Club of Victoria, the Royal
Automobile Association of South Australia, the Royal Automobile Club of
Queensland, the Royal Automobile Club of Western Australia, the Royal
Automobile Club of Tasmania and the Royal Automobile Club of Australia.

In addition there are two associate members: the Automobile Association
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of the Northern Territory and the Automobile Association of Papua New
Guinea. The policies of the A.A.A. are decided each year at the national

conference of constituent members.

The national secretariat concerns itself with many more issues
than road funding. In recent years it has made submissions to the
Federal government on tourist accommodation, C.B. radio, vehicle emission

30

standards, road safety and energy policy. Another major interest is
the standardization of laws, regulations, and safety devices throughout

Australia.

The A.A.A. lobbies the government by means of press releases,
feeding information to politicians and government officials and the
preparation and forwarding of submissions to various government bureaux
and inquiries. Once a year, during the period in which the Commonwealth
budget is formulated, repreéentatives of each of the constituent members
form a deputation which visits relevant Federal ministers in an effort to

extract a greater proportion of the budget for roads.

The tactics of the A.A.A. are not those that may be expected of a
body which represents the interests of so many members. Of course the
vast majority of these members did not join their respective motorist
organization to have their interests pushed, but rather to take advantage
of the road breakdown service. They may have no sympathy at all for the
A.A.A.'s campaigns. Mathew's comments on the Victorian and New South
Wales clubs show why such mass membership organizations behave as though
they have very few members:

"As with many sectional associations whose membership is recruited

on the basis of the selective membership benefits they offer to
their members, the members of the R.A.C.V. and the N.R.M.A. appear
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to be quite indifferent to collective goals and to participation

in their Association's decision-making process, so long as their

selective benefits are not threatened."31

Traditionally, lobbying by the A.A.A. has been confined to the
Federal government and in the past each State organization has confined
itself to lobbying the government of its State. Problems have stemmed
from this neat division of lobbying responsibilities and from the

relatively weak "centre" of the A.A.A. compared with its component State

clubs.

An example of the former problem was the campaign to seal the Eyre
Highway in the late sixties and early seventies. At that time the road
was the complete responsibility of the State in which it was located.
The Western Australian government, anxious to improve communications with
the eastern States, was reasonably prompt in sealing the Eyre Highway as
far as the South Australian border. The South Australian government, not
having the same urgency of: interest, was far more reluctant to complete

the bitumen link with the west.

Despite the obvious national importance of the road, the only club
to lobby the South Australian government to seal its section was the
Royal Automobile Association of South Australia. It was not seen as the
responsibility of either the A.A.A. or the Royal Automobile Club of
Western Australia. This is also despite the obviously greater interest

of R.A.C.W.A. members compared with that of R.A.A.S.A. members.

The problem concerning - roads of national 1mportance largely
disappeared when the Federal government took over full responsibility for
National Roads. Practically all of the interstate roads that are the

subject of campaigns for improvement are the responsibility of the
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Federal government. This is one reason why the Federal government has
been the target for recent campaigns. Indeéd the 1980 campaign for
increased road expenditure had as its sole goal an increase in Federal
funding to $900 million per annum. The campaign was developed by the
national secretariat, with the State bodies' resources being used to
carry it into effect. Any lobbying of the State governments was simply

to get the States to put more pressure on the Commonwealth.32

There is a more important reason for the concentration on the
Commonwealth government than its responsibility for National Roads. As
has been noted, Federal road grants come out of general revenue. Each
State draws the funds it spends on roads either from these grants or from
taxes on vehicle ownership and usage (licences, registration, petrol
selling franchise taxes and so on). These taxes are earmarked for road
purposes. Therefore if the States spend more on roads it will be the
road users - members of the motorist organizations - who will pay. This
fact explains the seemingly inconsistent stance of urging the
Commonwealth to spend more on roads while criticizing the "savage quotas"
the Commonwealth imposed on the States in order to ensure that they
contribute fairly to the funding of r'oads.33 The higher the quota, the

higher will be the State road taxes that have to be paid by members.

The importance of the national secretariat has grown in recent
years. It!s coordinating role in the 1980 campaign has been mentioned.
It has received inputs from the various State organizations and has
produced a "package" of publicity material from which the States choose

34 However,

whichever items are appropriate .for their circumstances.
the national secretariat is st111 very much a body which serves the State

organizations, with 1little input' into policy-making. Even its capacity
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to serve has not increased commensurately with the increased importance
of the Commonwealth in road matters. As was mentioned earlier, policy is
decided at a national conference of members. The A.A.A. faces similar
problems to that of the A.C.L.G.A. if disagreements persist. The A.A.A.
is committed to consensus. If a minority disagrees with the majority the
chances are that the matter will be shelved. The likelihood of this
occurring is even greater when there is no pressing need for agreement to
be reached, such as in formulating recommendations and demands to put to

the Federal government.

Australian Road Transport Federation (A.R.T.F)

Like the A.R.F., the A.C.L.G.A. and the A.A.A., the Australian
Road Transport Federation 1is an association of associations. It's
interests are somewhat narrower than those of the A.R.F.; while the
A.R.F. represents all those industries in some way concerned with road

funding, the A.R.T.F. is largely confined to road users.

The A.R.T.F. has a strong position vis-a-vis its State based
member organizations because of separate national membership open to
major employers. ‘Each State‘ body provides two delegates. An
organization with national membership has one delegéte for every $500 it
provides. As a consequence, the National Freight Forwarder's Association

has 17 delegates at the federation's national conference; more than all

the State-based member organizations combined.

It is only recently that the federation has moved actively into
the area of lobbying for road funds, and it still sees its major role as

representing employers on matters such as motor vehicle standards, road

35

safety and industrial relations. In the past, the membership of the
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A.R.F. and the Assembly of Australian Business Organizations has been
designed to discharge its responsibilities as regards 1lobbying on

financial matters.

Despite the.relatively narrow interest base, the A.R.T.F. still
suffers from divisions of interests among members. One division that
recently split the federation occured between passenger carrying
interests, represented by the Bus Proprietors Association and the goods
carrying interests, represented by organizations such as the National
Freight Forwarders Association. On a number of issues passenger carrying
and goods carrying interests diverge. For example, bus proprietors did
not have to pay road maintenance contributions. They realized that if
the goods carriers had their way and road maintenance contributions were
abolished, they would have to pay increased fuel prices resulting from
the State's efforts to recover lost revenue. Understandably they were

not enthusiastic about the campaign to abolish R.M.C.s.

Within the A.R.T.F. passenger interests have usually taken second
place to goods interests. Voting power is determined by membership
payments, and the bus owners have not been able to match the
contributions of the freight forwarders such as Brambles and T.N.T. At a
special convention of the State Bus Proprietors Associations in Canberra
in February 1980, the Australian Bus and Coach Association was formed.
All but the Tasmanian Bus Proprietors Association announced their

resignation from the A.R.T.F., which took effect from 31 August, 1980.

In South Australia, passenger interests and freight interests have
long been represented by two separate organizations; passenger interests

by the Bus Proprietors Association (B.P.A.(S.A.)) and freight by the
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South Australian Road Transport Association (S.A.R.T.A.). However, the
two organizations share the same executive director; a fact which mﬁst
cause some amusement in government circles, as on occasion the director
has found himself writing two letters on the same issue, arguing
diametrically opposed views. A recent example of this was the issue of
maximum weight allowances for rear axles. Bus proprietors have
traditionally been allowed a higher rear axle limit due to the nature of
their load. When the issue came under review the executive director of
S.A.R.T.A. wrote to the South Australian Department of Transport arguing
that bus operators should not be allowed such a margin, while the
executive director of the B.P.A. (S.A.) wrote to justify the margin. The

same signature appeared at the bottom of both letters.36

Apart from the matter of confidentiality and the danger to the
credibility of lobbying campaigns, the arrangement seems to have few
difficulties. In general,: both organisations have tended not to
criticize the government for the favoured treatment of the other. In the
previously discussed issue of road maintenance contributions, S.A.R.T.A.
accepted that the bus operators escaped taxation in this way and in the
campaign for their abolition, this fact was not highlighted. Similarly,
the B.P.A. does not now complain, at least publicly, that the large
trucking firms are making huge gains due to the replacement of R.M.C.'s
by the fuel tax.

A more serious interest split from the‘point of view of lobbying
for better roads is that between prime contractor interests and those of

subcontractors.
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Voting power based on membership payments (mentioned earlier) has
left the A.R.T.F. dominated by the wealthy employer and prime contractor
interests, largely represented by the National Freight Forwarders
Association. As well as this, the State road transport associations tend
to have members of a similar nature and include the large freight

forwarders such as Brambles, T.N.T. and Ansett.

This position means that the A.R.T.F. and to a lesser extent the
State associations tend not to have an exclusive interest in roads and
trucking. The prime contractors will subcontract to whichever contractor
- of whatever mode of transport - will transport the goods most
satisfactorily and cheaply. In times of escalating fuel prices the more
fuel efficient rail and sea modes have been enﬁicing business away from
road-based subcontractors, particularly on longer hauls. The relative
economics of road and rail transport has led the A.R.T.F. to stress the
complementarity of the two. That is, road transport should be used on
shorter routes and to transport goods to and from railheads.37 This
utilitarian approach implies that the A.R.T.F. may favour greater
investment in long distance rail and sea haulage facilities, even at the

expense of interstate highways.

At the State level, this is not a strong cause for concern amongst
members who‘are road hauliers. In the South Australian Road Transport
Association; for example, road transport operators such as Drings and
Fleet Express are large short-distance carriers. However, the situation
must concern one of the major nationally-based members of the A.R.T.F.,
the Long Distance Road Transport Association. The L.D.R.T.A., although

38

financially dependent on both prime and sub-contractors~

39

at one stage

threatened to withdraw from the A.R.T.F. though, as shall be seen
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below, not simply because of the A.R.T.F.'s utilitarian approach to

investment in differing forms of transport.

Owner-driver organizations

Although the A.R.T.F. denies it,uo both it and the State road

transport association are employer associations largely representing
prime contractors and have no place for the independent owner driver. 1In
fact several of the State associations told the inquiry conducted by Sir
David Hay for the Minister for Transport that when faced with membership
applications from sub-contractors, applicants are advised of the conflict
of interest that would result from trying to represent both prime and

sub-contr'ac:tor‘s.)"l

The Long Distance Road Transport Association also appears to be a
prime contractor organization despite the . bulk of its members being one
vehicle owner-drivers. The Hay inquiry "had reservations" about the
L.D.R.T.A. claim that its role and membership did not involve it in a
conflict of interest, and noted that its structure was more suited to the
needs of the larger operator than those of the ov'mer'-dr'i\,rer*.u2 It also
noted that the freight-forwarders exercised power within the organization
"out of all proportion" to their numbexr's,u3 and commented that the fact
that it could claim only 385 members (out of an estimated 'market" of
10,000) after 31 years operation supported the view that its achievements

"have not matched its capacity".u”

Despite these problems, the L.D.R.T.A. has proved to be an
effective 1lobby organization in the protection of its members'
interests. It fought the 1952-55 Hughes and Vale case which found that

interstate hauliers could not be subject to the 3d. ton/mile tax that was
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then in existence. It played a major role in the campaign to abolish the
fuel taxes imposed by the N.S.W. and S.A. governments in 1975, and told
the Hay Inquiry that it was confident its campaign to remove the Federal

45

diesel excise of 5¢ a litre would be successful. (This confidence

appears to have been misplaced. The excise has yet to be removed.)

The other long established organization which makes claim to the
representation of owners-drivers is the Transport Workers Union
(T.W.U.). Being an employee body, it does not attempt to represent
drivers who operate more than one truck, and it's concerns are dominated
by industrial matters. Only about 17 percent of its 100,000 members are
owner-drivers and the membership of workers involved in the other forms
of transport modes means that it cannot\campaign for roads against the

other modes.

Neither the L.D.R.T.A. nor the T.W.U. has satisfied owner-
drivers. At one stage the Hay Report commented:

"The Inquiry could not but be moved by the manifest

dissatisfaction, indeed anger, expressed by numbers of L.D.0.D.'s

[long distance owner drivers] with the failure of the L.D.R.T.A.

and the T.W.U. to attend to their interests at a time of financial

crisis."46

There are at least five organizations whose specific aim is to

represent owner-driver. Four of these were examined in the Hay

47

Report. - The largest is the Professional Transport Drivers
EROIRE,

Association, which was founded in South Australia in 1971. It has 1773
financial members (1469 of which are owner drivers) and operates in W.A.,
S.A., Victoria, Tasmania and N.S.W. ‘It has affiliated with the
Australian Association of Transport Operators (A.A.T.O0.) which operates
in Queensland and the Northern Territory. The A.A.T.0. was originally

formed as the Queensland branch of the Australian Transport Association
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(A.T.A.) during blockades of April 1979. It now, however, regards the
P.T.D.A. as the "logical choice to represent L.D.0.D.'s in 'all the
southern states."u8 The A.T.A., although originally centred in N.S.W.,
has now only a branch operating in Viectoria, and that has only 80

49 The last organization referred to in the Hay Report was the

members.
Independent Truckers Association (I.T.A.). It was formed in August 1979
with the financial help of its 'parent' body the American I.T.A. It now

has 208 financial members, of which 128 are owner drivers.so

Organizations attempting to represent owner-drivers, particularly
long distance owner drivers, face a difficult task. Membership of the
organizations discussed is fluid, and if the A.R.T.F. estimate of 60,000

51 is correct, then their combined membership represents

owner drivers
only one third of the '‘market'. If one excludes the 18,100 members of

the T.W.U., less than 4 percent are members.

An important reason for this is probably the nature of owner
drivers and their work. It is commonly held that they are very
independently minded and the wariness which they have treated the
T.w.U.52 indicates their dislike of any form of compulsory membership.
For long distance drivers, the problem is compounded by the fact that
they spend many hours on the road and operate hundreds of kilometres from
their base which is commonly a country town. Consequently there are
great difficulties in organizing a structure which members feel they can
participate in. The tendency has been to stress regionalization so that
no member needs to travel far to attend meetings. Another factor which
may be important currently is the financial difficulties in which owner
drivers have found themselves. For example, the I.T.A. claims a total

membership of 430, even though only 208 are "f‘inancial".53
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The other result of the independence of owner drivers is that what
representation there 1is 1is fragmented. Even if one excludes the
L.D.R.T.A., there are at 1least five organizations with practically the
same ends, fighting amongst each other for members. Furthermore,

Truckin' Life contains stories of splits within these organizations.su

Perhaps the most spectacular example of the problems of organization
would be the Australian Transport Association. It was formed on
Razorback Mountain by the 1leaders of the blockades. The 4000 truck
owner-drivers involved in the blockades pledged membership, yet in

January 1980 it had only 80 members.

To the extent that organizational strength determines an interest
group's influence on government policy, the position of owner drivers
must be weak. The infighting and jealousy between groups was
pérticularly apparent at the time of the truck blockades, when the
A.R.T.F. the L.D.R.T.A. and the T.W.U. all refused to condone the
action. However, the blockades succeeded in ridding the owner-drivers of
road maintenance contributions, increased weight road limits, and

dramatically brought to the public's attention other grievances.55

The blockade of roads by truck owner-drivers in April 1979 was a
spectacular example of the way a charge could be rescinded through the
use of force. Admittedly, the abolition of Road Maintenance
Contributions (R.M.C.s.) was only one of the demands of those blocking
the roads, but the way in which the States quickly capitulated on this
matter is an example of the way it is claimed the federal system can be
used by interest groups to place pressure on governments. It is

worthwhile to illustrate this point by examining the event in some detail.
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Although all mainland states imposed R.M.C.'s up until the
blockades, from the start most pressure was applied on the N.S.W.
government. The first blockade was set up on the Hume Highway late on
Monday, 2 April. Blockades in the other States did not appear until late
Tuesday or Wednesday. On the Wednesday, the Queensland premier announced
the State's 1lifting of R.M.C.'s. This was despite the fact that the
newly organized blockades in that State were at that time having little
or no effect on traffic movement. In a move clearly designed to
embarrass the Labor government in N.S.W, Mr. Petersen said:

"I don't agree with the vicious taxes and fines the New South
Wales government has imposed on truck operators."56

(It is interesting to speculate why the Premier felt he could
forego the $5 million that R.M.C.s raised. In defending his action in
parliament, Mr. Petersen claimed the shortfall would be recovered by the

57

natural growth in taxes. Perhaps he also had in mind the replacement
of the R.M.C.s with a fuel tax. The Minister who would normally have
announced the decision was ;out of town' at the time, and it 1is 1likely
that he was not consulted o» the move which, because R.M.C.s were

earmarked to be spent on road maintenance, would have cut the funds

available for roads.)

In his efforts to embarrass the N.S.W. government, the Queensland
Premier was supported by the Liberal/Country Party Federal Government.
On Thursday ﬁhe fifth, the Minister for Transport told parliament that he

)
nad urged all State. governments to drop the tax, praised the 'statesman',
Mr. Petersen for his action, and referred to Premiers who refused to do
the same as '"completely lousy and miserable". His statement was
particularly aimed at N.S.W.:
"The sooner New South Wales faces up to its proper

responsibilities and abolishés the tax, the better it will be for
everyone concerned."58
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The Victorian Premier, Mr. Hamer also ‘(perhaps inadvertantly) put
pressure on the N.S.W. government by claiming his government had always

wanted to abolish R.M.C.s and that the Victorian blockades were designed

59 For this Victoria

to put further pressure on the N.S.W. government.
and Queensland were accused of ‘'surrender' by the Sydney Morning
Her'ald.60 N.S.W. was subported in its stance by the Western Australian
government, which was also reluctant to fbrego R.M.C.s. The Premier, Mr.
Court, claimed that Queensland, being favourably treated by the

Commonwealth, could afford to forego the contributions. Western

Australia could not. The West Australian also claimed that Mr. Nixon's

statement in parliament had 'angered' the W.A. government and quoted Mr.
Court, as saying:

"Irresponsible statements from Mr. Nixon help nobody. It is not a

substitute for action he should be taking as Minister for

Transport."6l
The Federal government's stance at this time was that the matter was
completely the responsibility of the States. Mr. Nixon felt free to
offer advice to the N.S.W. government, however, while at. the same time
refusing to consider the imposition of a federal fuel tax to replace the
R.M.C.s. (The States were reluctant to impose their own fuel tax because
of doubts about constitutional validity.) Nevertheless, he did agree to
attend a Special Meeting of A.T.A.b. convened on the Saturday to help
resolve the crisis. At that meeting it was agreed that R.M.C.s
throughout the country would be abolished.

Both N.S.W. and W.A. claimed afterwards that they were pressured
into dropping the tax by the actions of the other States. The N.S.W.

Premier, Mr. Wran, commented:

"It seems to me that the truck drivers, inspired by some
statements from some leading political figures seem to think they
can get anything they ask for....N.S.W., the capitulation having
been made by the other States, certainly will fall into line."62
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The Western Australian Minister for Transport, Mr. Rushton, later
explained his government's position:
"The road maintenance contribution has been a legitimate charge on
heavy trucks because of the greater wear and tear they caused to
the road system. Western Australia had not had any where near the
same degree of evasion of the road maintenance contributions as
the other States, and had not intended to abolish the scheme at
this stage. However, the decision of the other States to abolish
it left Western Australia with no alternative but to follow suit
if it was not to penalize its own transport industry in relation
to industry through the rest of Australia."63
The foregoing account has highlighted the way in which the federal
system appears to have advantaged interest groups. By putting pressure
first on the most vulnerable government (or those which are best placed
to accede to demands), extra leverage is created to use against these

governments holding out.6u This also would apply, of course, to those

governments which are most sympathetic to the interest groups concerned.

However, further consideration must leave doubts as to how real
were the weaknesses of ‘the federal system in handling the road
blockades. Certainly the tactic used - ringing the capital cities to
prevent freight movement in or out - was a weapon that would have put a
great deal of pressure on a unitary system also. For the federél system
to provide the weaknesses perceived, the interest groups concerned must
be able to substitute activity in one State for activity in another. If
they are unhappy with the conditions pertaining in one State, they must
be able to shift operations to another. Owner-drivers cannot do this.
Each State' needs a transport industry, and to the extent that road
transport is viable, road transport will serve that need. An
owner-driver cannot bring goods to and from Adelaide without using South

Australian roads.
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The quoted comments of the politicians, complaining of the action
taken by Queensland, are then little more than excuses given to Jjustify
their giving in to the force of the owner-drivers. It is notable, for
example, that despite the W.A. Minister for Transport's defence of
R.M.C.s, his State was the first to introduce a replacement form of
revenue raising. The reason for this was that Western Australia was, at
the time of the blockades, already well progressed in plans to replace
R.M.C.s.

5

Transport Industries Advisory Council (T.I.A.C.)

Before concluding the discussion of special interest groups,
mention should be made of the Transport Industries Advisory Council
(T.I.A.C.). This body has members drawn from various sectors of the
transportation industry, and was specifically created to advise the
Commonwealth Minister for Transport. It could justifiably be thought
then that here is an excellent opportunity for interest groups to gain

access to and influence over the government process.

In fact the secretariat's description of T.I.A.C. would appear to
highlight this role:

"T,I.A.C. provides a medium for direct access Dbetween the
transport industry and the Commonwealth Minister for Transport.
Its functions are to provide advice and comment to the Minister on
policy issues affecting the transport industry as well as
recommendations on how to improve Australia's transport
system."65

This access is enhanced by its being directly involved in high level
pre-budget deliberations. However, a number of factors inhibit T.I.A.C.
from carrying out this role. In October 1979, the Council had 39 members

selected on the basis of their expertise and their willingness to use

that expertise to improve the industry. Members are also chosen with a
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view to provide as wide as possible representation of interests involved.

Members form a diverse group. Most companies that one would
expect to be represented are in fact included: for example, Brambles,
Ansett Transport Industries, East West Airlines, and Mayne Nickless have
members of their management on the council. Public authorities which
deliver transportation services, such as Westrail and Qantas are also
included. As well as these, however, there are a number (at least ten)
members who are public servants, as well as four senior trade union
officials, representatives from professional associations and a number

who serve in a purely private capacity.

What makes this diversity of interest so crucial is that decisions
are made, reports adopted, etec., only on a consensus basis. The
consensus of the council as a whole must be achieved before advice can be
gifen to the Minister or to Cabinet. This does not mean that reports
will be shelved because of the reservations of one member. If a small
minority does not agree with the rest of the Council, its views will be
noted and put forward along with the report as a whole. However, the
consensus approach means that contentious points will need to be argued
out during deliberations and the report modified to accommodate

conflicting points of view.

To spme extent the consensual approach may be circumvented by the
existence of an Executive Committee of eight members, which deals most
with the Minister. This is particularly so, given that the Executive
does not reflect the diversity of the Council as a whole. Five of its
members, including the chairman and deputy chairman, are from the private

sector, one is retired, and two are public servants.
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However, the independence of the Executive Committee from the
Council as a whole is 1limited. Most of the activity of T.I.A.C.
(including its executive committee) is involved with the production of
advisory reports that require the approval of the council as a whole.
Personal communications between the Chairman, Deputy Chairman and the
Minister are reported fully to the council. The opinions expressed by
the Executive Committee in the pre-budget discussions are adopted on the
basis of the findings of a questionnaire sent to all members

bef‘or-ehand.66

The areas studied tend to be of a broad national concern. For
example, some of the current topics under consideration are: a National
Transport Strategy, the Identification of Real Transport Costs, and the

67 Of course, even with topics as

Strategic Implications of Transport.
broadly based as these, there is room for sectional interests to intrude
and it is the role of the Chairman to guard against this, both when

introducing new members to the Council and in debate.

It is difficult to say to what extent the pushing of sectional
interests within the transport industry does intrude into the activities
of T.I.A.C. The foregoing has indicated that this is certainly not the
intention of the council. However it is inevitable that members will be
expected to push certain interests, at least by the organizations to
which they belong. An example of this was the expectation of members of
the road transport industry that the appointment of the president of the
L.D.R.T.A. to T.I.A.C. would result in the interests of road transport
getting a better hearing. The Executive Director of the L.D.R.T.A., in

announcing the appointment said that
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", ..Mr. Campbell's appointment meant that for the first time the
interests of the pure road transport industry would be represented

on this important body."

To this Truckin' Life added the editorial comment that it had the

"confident hope that Mr. Campbell will use this new position to urge the

just claims of owner operators."69

It 1is probable that the above comments reflect an incorrect
assessment of the role of T.I.A.C. T.I.A.C. should not be regarded as a
lobby group in the same sense as, say, the Australian Council of
Manufacturers. T.I.A.C. is a government-created body set up as advisory
only. The majority of its members are from private industry, but the
consensual approach adopted by the body means that the minority of union
officials and 'private' members need to be accomodated in any

recommendations put forward.

Conclusion

It is now possible to categorize each of the interest groups in
terms of the typology discussed at the beginning of this chapter. It was
explained earlier that the very use of the term interest group
presupposes that their activities are in defence of their sectional
interests and are not designed to change community or government-~held
attitudes on moral grounds. The membership of the groups concerned is
convincing evidence of this. Apart from the occasional private
individual, Fhe organizations that compose the A.R.F. all stand to gain
from increased road expenditure, particularly as many are government
contractors. Local government has a two fold interest: first, greater
expenditure on roads by the other 1levels of government eases its own
financial burden; second, local government authorities themselves often

act as contractors and so money passed down for work on arterial roads
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will ensure that their road plant and workforce will be effectively
utilized. The Automobile organizations represent the private motorist
who will benefit. from better roads. The A.R.T.F. is composed of
transportation companies that use roads and so who also have an economic
interest in their- quality. The 'same applies- to ~the owner-driver
organizations, except that members are usually individuals rather than

companies.

The interest groups are more heterogeneous when we look at whether
they are exclu31vely or only partially concerned with lobbying. The
'A.R.F.f is de31gned solei& as‘ a lobby group, or as- the A.R.F. would
describe it, to bring about a greater awareness of the importance of
»roads as a national asset. The other groups are only partially concerned
twith lobbying. The‘ State local government associations are primarily
forums for the discussion and the coordination of ways to improve the
quality and standing of 1ocal government. The A.C.L.G.A. was originally

""" ﬁet up ‘as™ machinery for'lobbyiné sthie’ Federal government though it also
provides opportunities for the State associations to discuss matters of
JOint concern and formulate policy on them. The motOrist organizations

« ),\‘,‘

offer a large variety of eerv1ces‘to their motorist menbers, the most
important being emergency help when members' cars have broken down. The
‘State organizations devote few of their resources to lobbying, though
this role is:farwmore ihportant to tne A.AJA.‘ The widé‘variety of A.A.A.
concerns praotically all rely on government action, and other activities
(such as the issuing of international drivers permits) are sidelines
designed to provide revenue. The A.R.T.F. and S.A.R.T.A. have only
recently taken to lobbying government and see their main role as

t
representing employer interests in industrial matters. The owner driver

groups vary but none can be described as exclusively 1lobby groups.
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Beside representing the owner driver in industrial matters they provide
social activities for members. Their publications (where they exist),
are designed to be read by members and not government decision-makers.
Consequently, tips on saving fuel, discussion of new vehicles, etc. take

their place beside news of lobbying campaigns.

All of the interest groups have a perennial concern in their
dealings with governments. Road funding is a permanent issue. Once
again though, the A.R.F. is alone in being a single issue group. All of
the others tackle State or Federal governments on any issue where they

feel their members' interests are concerned.

As one would expect from interest, (as opposed to attitude)
groups, membership is wusually small. The exceptions here are the
motorist organizations. However it was pointed out that the bulk of the
members of the motorist organizations do so for the services offered and
not out of a concern that the interests of the private motorist be
represented in government policy discussion. The A.R.F., the A.R.T.F.
and the A.G.L.G.A., along with their regional bodies, are all
‘organizations of organizations' and so have few members. The
owner-drivers have a larger pool of potential members, but even the
largest has only about 2,000 members and so could not be described as a
'mass' organization.

Of course membership numbers alone can be misleading as an
indicator of whether a group relies on mass interest or not. If paid up
members were a guide, there would be very few mass pressure groups in
Australia and none exclusively concerned with government policy. What is

important in determining tactics is the number of active sympathisers a
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group can rely on. Even here though, most of the interest groups find
they need to appeal directly to the government and not through the
populace. The favoured methods are delegations, 1limited circulation
newsletter, and the holding of seminars designed to highlight the
interests of members. Local government has used the large numbers of
local authorities to organize petitions. The motorist organizations have
also urged the public through newspaper advertisements to protest to
their member of parliament and to the government as a whole about the
poor state of roads. Generally, however, these more expensive tactics
are eschewed in favour of a concentration of individuals regarded as
influential. This also applies to the owner-drivers, though in the road
blockades they found a very effective means of presenting their problems

to the population as a whole.

The declining proportion of total Federal government expenditure
that is spent on roads suggests that the success of special interest
groups has not been spectacular. The ritual delegations to the Federal
minister Sefore the budget, (whether or not the triennial legislation is
due for renewal), suggests the futility of the lobbying process on the
Federal government. The tying of State funding to road taxes has meant
that if the interest groups want the étates to spend more on roads, it is

. the members of the interest groups who will have to pay for it.

This chapter has highlighted the indirect problems imposed upon
interest groups because of the federal nature of Australia's system of
government. Apart from the more casually organized owner-driver
organizations, all of the interest groups have accomodated to the federal
system by adopting a federal structure for themselves. Unlike the

governments they lobby, however;, they must organize conceérted campaigns



- 139.
using this federal structure. The weaker the central body is, the
greater these problems are. The Australian Council of Local Government
Associations and the Australian Road Transport Association have in the
past needed to be very careful to avoid the withdrawal of a state member
from the federation. While not faced with- the problem to the same
extent, the subordinate position of the Australian Automobile
Associations relative to its State members has posed difficulties in the
coordination of campaigns. Generally speaking campaigns and resolutions
require the cooperation of all or nearly all of the State members. Also,
because the target for road funding campaigns has come to be exclusively
the Federal government the logical focus of the attack has been thrown
onto the A.A.A. As a mere secretariat, with limited resources, the

A.A.A. is not well-equipped to carry out this role.

The fact that most of the lobby groups are federations is also
inhibiting in that a'federaﬁion is necessarily democratic, at least in so
far as taking the interests of its members into account is concerned.
Even when (as in the case of the A.A.A.), the members are relatively
homogeneous and are defined on territorial grounds only, differences in
opinion and interest will occur. An example within the context of the
A.C.L.G.A. was given; the A.A.A. also finds that differences between
members can frustrate efforts to present a strong campaign on behalf of

motorists.

In his study of Gough Whitlam in polities, Craham Freudenberg made
an important comment which is equally applicable to the interest groups

concerned with road funding. He wrote:
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"It is always attractive for a political leader to dream of
creating a lasting 'consensus' within the party or nation. It is
an impossible dream, because it denies the inevitability of
conflict of interests and indeas. For a Labor leader it is doubly
impossible, because a consensus, something on which 1t may be
supposed seventy per cent are agreed, must. be essentially
conservative."70
This comment could be widened to the extent that the consensus approach
will tend to inhibit any positive action that is at all specific in its
programme. The interests of the owner-drivers are narrow enough to avoid
this to some extent, though even here differences in regional interests

are one cause of the fragmentation of interest group representation that

we have witnessed.

For most of the interest groups, however the need to overcome
differences of, interest between members has been the major stumbling
block. These differences frequently have a regional basis. It may be
that these groups would be no more successful in their lobbying efforts
if they existed in a unitary system. Nevertheless, this brief study has
demonstrated that the burdens the Federal system of government imposes on

the interest groups exceed the benefits.
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CHAPTER FIVE

COMMONWEALTH ROAD FUNDING

Having discussed the parties in the intergovernmental process, it
now remains to examine the grants themselves to see what considerations

determine their allocation.

The examination of Commonwealth grants will cover two periods.
During the first, (from 1922 to 1969), the distribution of grants was
determined by formula. This period will be covered fairly briefly. From
1969 to the present date, the distribution of grants between the States
has been handled on a needs basis. Since 1969 the Federal government has
also taken a more active role in determining how road funding is spent by
creating several categories which must be adhered to by the States. In
both these matters the Government has‘been advised by research bureauX;
the Commonwealth Bureau of ‘Roads advised on the 1969, 1974 and 1977
legislation and the Bureau of Transport Economics advised on the 1980
legislation. The legislation in each of these years will be compared
with recommendations offered to determine if they can be regarded as

based on non-partisan criteria.

Road Funding from 1922-1969

Funds -earmarked for roads were among the first special-purpose
grants given' to the States by the Commonwealth. Apart from a grant
through the Repatriation Department to employ ex-servicemen on roads, the
first road grant was in 1922, when $500,000 was contained within the Loan
Act (no. 7T), specifically earmarked for roadworks. The money was

designed to alleviate the unemployment pr-oblem.2
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In the following year special legislation was enacted to deal with
road funding. The Main Roads Development Act authorized a grant of $1
million to be spent in country areas. The grant had the condition of
being matchéd dollar for dollar by the S-tates.3 In the following U6
years roads were funded under ten principal acts, ranging in duration

from two years to ten.u

All of these Acts used a formula to divide the grant between the
States. It was argued in the introductory chapter that while the formula
method could be seen as a means of providing a rough Jjustice in

allocation, it was also open to distortion for political ends.

The first grant was made on a simple per capita basis. This
probably reflects the fact that road funding was not seen as a major area

of concern for the Commonwealth and that the grant was principally
designed for the relief of unemployment, rather than the development of

roads. It took no note of the extra burden that roads imposed on States

with a large geographical areas in comparison with their population.

An attempt to rectify the situation was made in the special
legislation enacted in the following year. 5% of the grant was earmarked
for Tasmania, which at the time contained 1% of the States' area and 4%
of their population. The other 95% was divided among the mainland States
on the basis that two fiths should be allocated according to area and
three fifths according to population. This formula remained in force
until 1959.5 An effect of the formula was to give Western Australia
19.2% of the grant under the 1923 legislation, whereas under the per
capita formula it received 6.1%. N.S.W. on the other hand, was

considerably worse off; its share dropping from 38.6% to 27.6%.
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The formula survived seven changes of Federal government and
numerous changes on State level during the period of its existence. The
fact that it did not change to reflect altered political alliances
between the Federal government and the various States does much to
confirm that it was not used to give States which were political allies

advantage over the others.

Tasmania's 5% was much more than it would have been entitled to if
its grant had been based on the population/area basis.6 Mr. Bruce,
when introducing the 1923 legislation to Parliament, claimed that the
special consideration given to Tasmania was due to the fact that
Tasmania's weather necessitated metalled roads. to a greater extent than

in the mainland States.7

However, it could be argued that its special
position was alsc due to the enhanced political strength it had in the
Commonwealth because of its constitutionally enshrined

over-representation in the House of Representatives and its relatively

strong position in the Senate.

In 1959 the formula was changed in favour of the more populous
States. The three:two ratio was changed to one third according to area,
one third population and one third according to the number of vehicles
registered. The second reading speech explained that this was due to the
heavy concentration of industry and consequent growth in commercial and
industrial %ransport in the populous States.8 It certainly could not
be claimed that it was instituted because it favoured States with the
same party as that of the government in Canberra. Of the favoured
States, New South Wales and Victoria, the former had a Labor government,
while Victoria's government was Liberal. The Federal government at the

)

time was a Liberal/Country Party coalition. Both the disfavoured States
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(Western Australia and Queensland) had Liberal and Liberal/Country Party

governments.

Given the reluctance to pass additional legislation amending or
supplementing the principal legislation,9 it is not surpriéing that the
formula should not be used to discriminate between State governments on
political grounds. The effect of a formula designed to help ones friends
may be completely reversed within a year or two, due to changes of

government in the States.

It could be argued however that the formula, especially in later
years, was biased too much in favour of the 1less populous States.
Speaking in Parliament in 1979, Labor's spokesman on Transport, Mr.
Jones, claimed that the Labor Party had "always" regarded the formula

10 Certainly the

used from 1959 to 1969 as "unfair ahd inequitable".
less populous States would have received a far smaller proportion of road
grants in the C.B.R.'s 1969 recommendations than they did under the 1964
C.B.R. Act. The C.B.R. recommended that the share of Western Australia,
Tasmania and South Australia be cut from the 3U4.4% they received under
the formula to 20.3%. The Bureau felt that the 18.3% that Queensland
received under the formula was Jjustified given the weather and soil

conditions of that State.1l

A discussion of why the less populous States received such a
disproportionate amount of road funds given their needs threatens to open
a Pandora's box. B.E. Austen has produced a monograph comparing the
voting pattern of the States in national elections since the war which
may provide some clues.12 However, apart from the non-conformity of

Western Australian in voting patternsl3 there is little to suggest why
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the smaller States should be better treated. Possible reasons may be the
increased relative power these States have in the Senate and the practice
of their State governments to make political capital out of an

anti-Canberra stance.

Another constant feature of Commonwealth,roads legislation before
1969 was its insistence that a proportion of the money go to rural
roads. The first time that money was to be earmarked for local rural
roads was in the 1947 legislation, which was formulated by the Chifley
Labor government. The Commonwealth Aid Road and Works Act, 1947,
provided that one sixth of the $24,000,000 granted should be spent on the
construction of secondary roads in rural areas. The measure was
supported by the Opposition.lu When the Liberal/Country Party
government was required to replace the expired 1947 1legislation it
increased the amount allocated to rural areas to 35% of the total

5

grant.l The percentage was increased yet again to 40% in the 1954

legislation, and remained at that level until 1969.

Although the amount earmarked for rural roads was first introduced
by the Labor government, (which was then less city-based than it is now),
it could be claimed that the increased amounts provided for under the
Liberal/Country coalition reflected that government's interest base. 1t
is significant that although the formula was changed in 1959 because of
extra road dse caused by industrialization in the more populous States,
the proportion going to rural roads underwent no similar change. The
Federal government came under increasing ceriticism for its insistence on
40% of its funds being spent on rural local roads. For example, in an
article entitled "The Astonishing Logic of the Commonwealth's

City-Country Roads Stance", the Australian Financial Review castigated
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the Country Party minister, Mr. Sinclair, for ignoring arguments for

devoting a greater proportion of road funds to city r'oads.16

Mention could also be made of a further direction of Commonwealth
money to rural roéds in the form of the beef road legislation. Money
designated for roads to help the cattle industry was first granted by the
Chifley Labor government in 1949, under the States Grants (Encouragement
of Meat Production) Act, 1949-54, This granted $4.2 million. The only
States to receive grants under the legislation were Western Australié
(under a Liberal and Country Party coalition) and Queensland, (which was

ruled by a Labor Government) .

The Menzies government did not renew beef roads legislation until
1961, when it granted $10 million over the following five years to
Queensland under the Queensland Grant (Beef Cattle Roads) Act 1961.
Requests by Queensland for extra funds to seal the roads in question
(instead of upgrading them as had previously been requested)17 resulted
in the Queensland Beef Cattle Roads Agreement Act, 1962. This retained
the original $10 million grant and added a further $6.6 million as a loan

repayable from 1967. ,

Western Australia also received money for beef roads at this
time. Under the Western Australia Grant (Beef Cattle Roads) Act 1961, $1
million was éranted for the year 1961-62. The Western Australia (Beef
Cattle Roads) Act 1962 granted a total of $5.8 million for the following

four years.

Both Queensland and Western Australia received further grants (the

former $4.5 million and the latter $1.5) under 1966 interim legislation
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designed to provide a continuity of funding until the States' Grants

18  This later legislation

(Beef Cattle Roads) Act 1968 was passed.
funded beef roads in Queensland, South Australia and Western Australia
until 1974. Queensland took the 1lion's share of the grant; $39.5

million. Western Australia received $9.5 million and South Australia $1

million.

The reason claimed by both the Chifley and Menzies governments for
the special funding of beef cattle roads was to encourage the beef export

19 In this, obvious sectional interests were served (that 1is,

industry.
those involved in beef production and selling). It is noteworthy,
however that the first legislation specifically for beef roads was passed
by a Labor government, which would not be expected to have the interests
of cattle producers close to their hearts, and that the Labor opposition

in the 1960's supported the beef roads legislation.20

From this account of Commonwealth road funding from 1923 to 1969,
one can conclude that the Commonwealth policy was influenced by political
considerations, but not specifically party interests. The formula's bias
toward the less populous States was determined by political factors,
though once again it should be noted that which party was in power in
these States was irrelevant. ' The enthusiasm with which the
Liberal/Country coalition embraced Labor's earmarking of funds for
non—arterial‘rural roads arouses suspicion, especially as the proportion
of the total grant was 2.4 times that provided by Labor, right up to

1969, when the case for rural as against city development would have been

much weaker than in the post-war years.
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Road Funding, 1969 to the Present

From 1969 onwards Commonwealth governments have had the benefit of
being advised by a professional research body in the distribution of road
funds. With the qualifications made in chapter 3, this chapter will
assume that the advice given has embodied the non-political
considerations for which the bureaux were set up. Therefore any
deviations of the legislation from the recommendations made by the
bureaux should be looked at carefully to see whether they have been
determined by political factors. The rest of this chapter will compare
the recommendations made by the Bureaux in their 1969, 1973, 1975 and
1979 reports with the respective legislation passed in 1969, 1974, 1977

and 1980.

Several factors in particular will be looked at: the division of
the total grant between categories, the division between the States and
the quotas required. To some extent it can be expected that the division
between the States will be dependent on the division between categories.
For example if it were decided that a large proportion should go to rural
roads, States which have a high proportion of rural roads can be expected
to benefit. For two reasons, however, the "State" and "category"
dimensions have more independence from each other than may be expected.
First, grants have been recommended by the bureaux on the basis of road
need as determined by deficiencies highlighted by the Australian Road
Survey. A State may have a high proportion of rural roads but not
receive a high grant for those roads because they are in good condition.
Secondly, the political decision-makers have the ability to determine
what each State will get for each category. They may decide for example
that although they are to give a high proportion of the grant to rural

roads, a particular State with a high proportion of rural roads will not
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benefit as much as one with a low proportion. For these reasons, the
category split-up and the State split-up need to be examined as two

independent dimensions.

Commonwealth Aid Roads Act, 1969

The first legislation upon which the C.B.R. could advise was the
Commonwealth Aid Roads Act of 1969. This advice was contained in the

C.B.R.'s Report on Commonwealth Financial Assistance to the States for

Roads, 1969. After an examination of Australia's road needs the C.B.R.
recommended a hefty 70.1% increase in the total amount funded over the
previous quinquennium. The legislation responded with a sizeable 67%
increase. Obviously the magnitude of the task as seen by the C.B.R. was

accepted by the government.

The report recommended grants of $1280 m. for the following
quinquennium. The legislatién fell short of this by almost $28 m. The
principle legislation provided for $1200 to be distributed amongst the
States. A further $52 m. was provided in supplementary grants to soften
the change for those States that did relatively well out of the old
formula - Western Australia, South Australia, and Tasmania. The amount
provided was 67% more than that provided in the previous quinquennium.
The Opposition pointed out, however, that with a projected rate of
increased fuel revenue to the Commonwealth at the same rate as had
occurred fromll959/60 to 1968/69, the Commonwealth would still have $314

m. after road funding for the quinquennium was deducted.21

The fact that the shortfall of $28 m. was due to perceived
short-term budgetary constraints is demonstrated by a comparison of the

Bureau's recommendations wth the legislated amounts in each year of the

following quinquennium (see table 5.1).
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TABLE 5.1

ROAD GRANTS 1969/70 TO 1973/74

$ m.

(a) (b) (a) as a %

C.A.R. Act C.B.R. recommendation of (b)
1969/70 . 180 196 91.8
1970/71 205 226 90.6
1971/72 235 256 91.7
1972/73 270 286 94. 4
1973/74 310 316 98.1
Total 1200 1280 93.75

Source: derived from Commonwealth Aid Roads Act, 1969, schedules and

C.B.R. 1969 Report, Recommendation 1l(e).

It can be seen that it was intended that the shortfall would be narrowed
later in the quinquennium when it was hoped budgetary constraints would

not be so strong.

Given that governments rarely spend as much money as they are
recommended to by specialist advisory bodies, the faet that the
legislation provided almost 94% of the amount recommended is unusual for
being so high; The specialist body is not well placed to assess what
proportion of community resources should be devoted to the subject of its
concern as ppposed to the competing needs of other sectors. This needs
an overall view that is perhaps best left to the politician. However, it

_should bé on its home ground when recommending how the amount allocated

should be spent.
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The C.B.R. departed from previous legislative practice by
recommending that the grant be divided into several categories. These
were: Principal Rural roads, Other Rural roads, Urban Roads, Planning and
Research, and a fifth category, "Expenditure of new construction,
reconstruction, maintenance, administration and works and services

related to roads", which was in effect non-categorized.

The 1969 Act did not give the States the flexibility that the
uncategorized grant was designed to introduce (see table 2). Given that
no uncategorized amount was provided, it nay be expected that the
existing categories would share the extra 18.8% in accordance with the
proportions advised by the Bureau. However the government chose not to
do this, and distributed the excess amongst Urban Arterial and
non-principal rural roads only. The extra proportion (22%) was greater
than the Bureau advised should be uncategorized. Consequently the

Principal Rural roads category was cut from 20% to 15.6%.

TABLE 5.2

DIVISION OF GRANT BETWEEN CATEGORY;

1969 C.B.R. REPORT AND C.A.R. ACT, 1969

%
1969 Report C.A.R. Act
Principal Rural 20 15.6
Urban Arterial 4o 50.1
Other Rural 20 32.9
Planning and Research 1.2 1.5
Uncategorized 18.8 0
100.0 100.1

Sources: 1969 Report, S.4.25

C.A.R. Act 1969, first schedule
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Minor rural roads received more than was recommended, due to the
coalition government's continued commitment to local authorities in rural
areas. The extra funding for urban arterial roads had the support of
both of the major parties. The money here was designed to help the
construction of urban freeways. Freeways at that time had wide popular
support and freeway programs were endorsed by both the Labor and Liberal
parties. Two examples from speeches in the second reading of the C.A.R.
bill will demonstrate this. The first quotes Mr. Lee, a Liberal M.H.R.:

"We must build freeways. We must also build dual highway

systems. We cannot fiddle with the job any longer.....We can no

longer afford to have traffic jammed at intersections. We cannot
afford to have roads which are narrow and contribute to accident
rates."22

The second quotes a Labor M.H.R., Mr. Duthie:

"We are not going to decry the urban classification. I think it

is an excellent idea....We should get some excellent freeways from

this scheme and probably many accident spots will be wiped out as
money is spent around our cities making roads better for motorists
and the cities easier of access and easier to get out of."23

The Opposition spokesman on  transport was one of several other Labor

figures to support freeways.zu

Generally, changes from the amounts in each category recommended by
the C.B.R. were supported by both sides of the House in debates, and so
could not be called party political. Spokesmen for both the Labor and
coalition parties felt that the C.B.R. had been too harsh on the rural
councils. If. the State road authorities were going to suffer in the
amounts lost %o them for principal rural roads, at least they yould be

recompensed by the increased Urban Arterial grant.

The other major area where the legislation diverted from the

Bureau's recommendations concerned the division of the total grant

between the States. When introducing the Bill, the Treasurer (Mr.
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McMahon), claimed that if the Bureau's recommendations had been adopted,
it
"would have meant too radical a change in distribution. In
particular, the effect on the existing road construction

programmes of the outlying States would have been too abrupt and
too drastic."25

In fact, (as Mr. McMahon pointed out)26, Western Australia would
have received nearly 20% more than it did in the previous funding pefiod
and South Australia about 40% more. Given the low level of inflation at
the time (about 2 - 21/2%) ,itv could reasonably be presumed that
increasing these States' amount by more than the C.B.R. recommended would
have an even more "abrupt" and "drastic" effect, and that if continuity
was required the government should give less to these States than was

recommended.

No member of parliament challenged the Treasurer's reasoning, nor
the supplementary grants to Western Australia, South Australia and
Tasmania that were then announced. The only references to the split up
betﬁeen the States occurred when representatives from the peripheral
States complained of their treatment by the C.B.R.* (It is curious, but
consistent with the traditional pattern, that no representative from
Victoria or New South Wales complained of their treatment, let alone

criticized the government's generosity to the less populous States.)

¥ One Western Australian M.H.R. used figures that could only be
described as imaginary to describe how the C.B.R. wanted the grant
split up and then went on to criticize the bureau's methods of
analysis, by claiming that as well as considering the number of
vehicles and miles being travelled in the States, it also should
have considered the amount of freight carried by the vehicles.
(Australian Parliamentary Debates, (House of Representatives) vol.
62, p. 162, 20 May 1969) The speaker appeared to have reason to
believe that Western Australian vehicles weighed more than those of
the eastern States.
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To remedy the perceived difficulties regarding the less populous
States, the C.A.R. Act provided for the total amount granted to be
divided into principal grants of $1200 m. and supplementary grants, given
to Western Australia, South Australia and Tasmania, of $52.05 m. (Western
Australia received the bulk of the supplementary grants; $40.8 m.). It
would be reasonable to assume that the division between the States of the
principal grants would follow the proportions specified in the C.B.R.'s

report and this is more or less the case.

TABLE 5.3

DIVISION OF GRANT BETWEEN STATES;

C.B.R. 1969 REPORT AND C.A.R. 1969 ACT

%

C.B.R. Principal Principal Grant

Repért Grant . + supplemeqtary
grant‘
New South Wales 31.7 31.7 30.4
Victoria 21.4 21.2 20.3
Queensland 18.3 19.3 18.5
South Australia 10.7 10.0 10.3
Western Australia 13.7 13.3 16.0
Tasmania ’ 4,3 4.5 4.5
Total ' 100.1 100.0 100.0

Sources: C.A.R. Act, Schedules 1 and 6. C.B.R. Report S.u4.h44,

It can be seen that without the supplementary grants, both South
Australia and Western Australia would have received a lower proportion of

i
the total grant than the C.B.R. recommended. Even with the supplementary
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grant, only Western Australia did substantially better from the C.A.R.

Act.

The division between the 'principal' grants and the 'supplementary'
grants was probably designed to give the impression that while the
government accepted the basis of the C.B.R.'s division, it felt the need
for a transitional period to wean the less populous States away from the
formula system. As it turned out, only Western Australia seemed to come
out particularly well as a result of government tinkering. South
Australia, a State the Treasurer claimed was to benefit from the change,

was marginally worse off.

Differences between the Bureau's report and the legislation also
appeared on the question of quotas to be paid by the States. The Federal
government required a higher matching figure than the Bureau felt
necessary. Under the scheme recommended by the C.B.R., the quota would
be determined by multiplying the number of vehicles registered each year
in the State by a base amount. This amount would be set at $36 in the
first year of the quinquennium and would rise by $1 each year so that the
quota in the final year would be 40 times the number of vehicles

7 (The dollar a year increase was

registered on the 31 December 1972.2
based on an assumed 21/2% per annum rise in road construction and
maintenance costs.) According to C.B.R. estimates of future numbers of
registered véhicles, this would mean that the States would have to find
$73.60 for every $100 they received from the Commonwealth. (See Table
5.4) The Bureau felt that each State should be treated differently in

the amount it had to pay to receive the grant.
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TABLE 5.4

RECOMMENDED QUOTAS, C.B.R., 1969

Commonwealth Required Quota as
Grant $m Quota 3m percentage

of grant

New South Wales 401.8 337 83.8
Victoria 272.3 259 95.1
Queensland 233.3 134 57.4
South Australia 136.8 95 69.4
Western Australia 179.1 86 48.0
Tasmania 56.9 31 54.5
TOTAL 1,280 _on2 __73.6

Source: 1969 Report, S. 5.19

The Federal government disregarded the recommended scheme and

produced another which resulted in the requirement that the States pay

$83.61 for every $100 they received. This scheme was "explained" in S.

8(1) of the C.A.R. Act:

In this section, "the quota", in relation to a State in respect of
a year, means an amount that bears to the base amount applicable to.
the State in accordance with the Seventh Schedule the same
proportion as the number of motor vehicles that were on register in
the State on the thirty-first day of December in the year
immediately preceding that year beats to the number of motor
vehicles that were on register in the State on the thirty first day
of December, one thousand nine hundred and sixty six.

That is, the quota, for each year would be determined Dby

multiplying the base amount specified for the State by the percentage of

vehicles registered compared with the number registered at the end of

1966.

the amount specified in schedule 7 x

For example, the quota for 1970/71 would be:

vehicles registered, 31/12/69

vehicles registered, 31/12/66
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The quota that each State had to pay varied much more widely than
the amounts recommended by the bureau, as table 5.5 demonstrates:
TABLE 5.5

STATE 'QUOTA UNDER C.A.R. ACT 1969

State Commonwealth Required Quota as
Grant $m Quota $m percentage
of grant
New South Wales 380.4 398.6 104.8
Victoria : 254.4 294.1 115.6
Queensland 231.6 164.6 71.1
South Australia 129.0 77.3 59.9
Western Australia 200.4 75.6 37.7
Tasmania 56.25 36.6 65.1
TOTAL 1,252.05 1,046.8 83.6

Sources: C.A.R. Act, schedules 1, 6 and 7

Commonwealth Year Books

Both South Australia and Western Australia paid less than the
C.B.R. recommended. All the others paid more, with New South Wales and
Victoria having to find more from their own sources than the Commonwealth

was willing to give.

On more minor matters, the legislation generally followed the
Bureau's advice. For example, the Report suggested that money for
planning andiresearch should go iny to approved projects and that these
be matched by the States on a dollar for dollar basis.28 Both these
recommendations found favour with the centralizing mood of the Federal
government at the time. In sum though, the government treated the

Bureau's advice in a remarkably cavalier fashion, particularly when one

considers that it was the first opportunity for the government to benefit
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from the advice of a professional body specifically set up for the task.

The 1974 Legislation

The series of Acts passed in 1974 to cover road funding for the
next three years was probably the most innovative legislation covering
Commonwealth road grants since legislation for such grants was first
introduced. Yet despite the radical nature of the legislation it can be
seen that it was merely following the C.B.R.'s advice contained in Report

on Roads in Australia - 1973.

A few of the variations between the report and the legislation are
obvious. For example the C.B.R. recommended that all grants be embodied
in a single act, to be entitled the Australian Road Grants Act,29
whereas the Labor government granted road funds under three acts; the
National Roads Act, the States Grants (Roads) Act and the Transport
(Planning and Research) Act. Despite the C.B.R.'s recommendation that

30

the funding period remain at five years, the 1974 legislation

provided for the following three years only.

The Labor government did at 1least pay 1ip service to the
recommendation that grants be made in a single act. Beef roads, which
had previously been funded under separate legislation, were now served by
the State Grants (Roads) Act. The C.B.R. envisaged that funds for
planning and résearch for roads would be distinguished from planning and
research for transport as a whole. However, the Labor government's
policy at the time stressed the eventual integration of the
administration of the various transport modes, and it was toward this
goal that the combining of all planning and research grants for transport

was aimed. This put planning and research grants in a special position,
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because unlike the rest of the road grants, they had to be shared by the
State road authorities with State government departments concerned with
public transport. This was why planning and research funds were provided
under separate legislation. It could be argued that the complexity of
the provisions for the newly-created category of National Roads required
that funds directed to these roads needed separate legislation. However,
as the government felt it was convenient for National Roads Bill to be
debated in parliament at the same time as the other\two bills, such an

argument is not strong.

In explaining the shift to a triennial funding period, the Minis?er
for Transport (Mr. Jones), indicated that such a move would be
temporary. He told parliament that a shorter period was necessary
because the government hoped to integrate transport funding between the
modes and that 1legislation to that end would be introduced within
eighteen months.3l (The demise of the Labor government meant that such

legislation never eventuated.)

QOverall amounts granted were considerably less than had been
recommended by the Bureau. It was recommended that $2607m. should be
spent over five years; $1345m. of this being spent in the first three.
The government responded with a grant of only $1,126m. over three years.
The eﬁplanation of the shortfall bointed to the importance of other
priorities, particularly health, welfare and education, as well as the
amounts being spent by the government on public transport and the

32

purchase of South Australia's country railways. Comparisons made in

the second reading speech, however, made it clear that the Bureau's

33

recommended amount was used as a yard stick.
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The most interesting differences between the 1973 report and the
1974 legislation emerge when one looks at the amounts allotted to each of

the many categories brovided for under both. (See table 5.6)

TABLE 5.6

DIVISION OF GRANT BETWEEN CATEGORY;

C.B.R. 1973 REPORT, & 1974 ROADS LEGISLATION

Category 1973 Report 1974 legislation
% %
National Roads+ 19.7 35.5
Urban Arterial 35.0 31.5
Rural Arterial, Developmental++ 18.4 11.5
Urban Local 1.4 2.7
Rural Local ‘ 14.8 13.9
MITERS#* 2.8 2.7
Road Maintenance ' 5.6 -
Planning and Research 1.5 2.3
Supplementary .8 -
Equalization .2 -
100.2 100.1

Sources: Report on Roads in Australia, 1973, table 15.14
Road Grants Act 1974, Schedules 2 to 7
National Roads Act 1974, Schedules 1, 2 and 3

+ includes Export Roads and Major Commercial Roads
++ includes the legislation's separate allocation to beef roads
* Minor improvement traffic engineering and road safety

The most important variation concerns National Roads. Despite the
Bureau's recommendation that they be only 80% Federally-funded, the Labor

government's enthusiasm for the concept of national roads being the
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responsibility of the national government 1led it to take full
responsibility. This was one reason why 35.8% of the grant went to
National Roads, 15.8% above the proportion recommended by the C.B.R. 1In
cash terms, the Bureau felt that $205.6 million should be spent on

34

National Roads in the following three years; the government responded

with $321.9 million.

It is interesting to see how the other categories were adjusted to
make room for the increased chunk taken by National Roads. The rural
sector suffered the most; its Rural Arterial and Developmental roads
category was cut from 18.4% to 11.5% ($237.1 million3° to $105
million), while the amount going to Rural Local roads was cut from 14.8%
to 13.9% ($199.7 million36 to $156 million). Urban roads were not so
badly affected; Urban Arterials dropped from 35% to 31.5% (3460.7
million3' to $355 million) while the proportion going to Urban Local

8

roads was almost doubled’ from 1.4% to 2.7% ($19 million3 to $30

million).

With the exception of Planning and Research, the minor categories
suffered during government consideration of the Bureau's
recommendations. The Bureau felt that as decisions on maintenance on all
but National Roads could only realistically be decided at the State or
local level, $72.81 million should have been provided to the States for-
any maintendnce projects they saw fit, with an extra $8.09 million going

39

toward the maintenance of National Roads. The Labor government was
not willing to give such flexibility to the States, and excluded such a
category. The government also did not see that a supplementary grant of

$15 million was necessary for Western Australia, nor a $3 million

equalization grant for Tasmania.u0
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Despite not receiving special grants, Western Australia and
Tasmania still did better from the government than the Bureau
recommended. So also did South Australia. The favouring of the smaller
states transcends party lines, as a comparison of tables 5.3 and 5.7

demonstrates.

TABLE 5.7

DIVISION OF GRANT BETWEEN STATES;

C.B.R. 1973 REPORT, AND 1974 ROADS LEGISLATION

1973 Report 1974 Legislation

% %

N.S.W. 32.2 31.5
Victoria 21.8 20.7
Queensland 21.0 20.5
South Australia 8.6 8.9
Western Australia | 11.6 13.6
Tasmania 4.8 4.9
100.0 100.0

Sources: derived from 1973 Regort,’Table 15.3, Transport (Planning and
Research) Act 1974, Schedule 1, National Roads Act (1974), Schedule 1,
and Road Grants Act (1974), Schedule 1.

However the éomparison with Table 5.3 does show that the 1974 legislation
favoured the more populous States slightly more than that of 1969.
Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland received 69.2% of the 1969 grant

and 72.5% in 1974.

Despite the C.B.R.'s bglief that the States should have contributed

20% of the cost of National Roads, its recommendation for matching quotas
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were still less than the Labor government was willing to allow. The

C.B.R. felt that the States should be required to find from their own

sources 81% of the amount paid by the Federal gover'nment:;u1 the
legislation required 88.8%
TABLE 5.8
QUOTAS PROVIDED FOR IN
C.B.R. 1973 REPORT AND 1974 LEGISLATION
1973 Report 1974 Legislation
% %

New South Wales 95.7 107.6
Victoria 106.6 122.1
Queensland 50.4 56.1
South Australia 81.6 85.75
Western Australia 61.1 57.7
Tasmania ' 48.5 54.0
TOTAL 81.0 88.8

Sources: derived from C.B.R. 1973 Report, tables 15.3 and 15.15, Road
Grants Act 1974, Schedule 8, Transport (Planning and Research) Act 1974,
Schedule 1 (s.7 of the Transport (Planning and Research) Act provided
that the States pay for one third of approved projects) and National
Roads Act 1974, Schedules 1, 2 and 3.

A comparison of the quotas required here provides similarities with
a comparison of the quotas required in the 1969 report and the
corresponding legislation. On both occasions the government required
higher quotas from New South Wales, Victoria, QueénSland and Tasmania
than the Bureau was prepared to recommend. Once again the government
specified a lower quota for ‘the Western Australian government. Only

South Australia was treated differehtly. 1In 1969 the government was more
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lenient with the State than the Bureau. In 1974 it was more strict. (On
both occasions, the same party was in power both in Canberra and South
Australia.) The higher quotas provided for by both Bureau and government
in 1974 reflect in part the changing fiscal balance between the
Commonwealth and the States that occurred in the period from Gorton to

Whitlam.

Under the 1974 legislation, National, Rural Arterial and Urban
Arterial roads projects required Commonwealth approval and explicit
guidelines were laid down for the expenditure of MITERS money. In the
case of Urban Local and Rural Local Roads, State governments were given a
choice of submitting either a program of projects for approval, or simply
a 1list of allocations made to each 1local authority. Planning and

research projects required approval.

The government also differ from the Bureau was in its decision as
to who would examine the projects for approval. The Bureau generally
felt that it should do the Jjob, The government, however, set up a
separate division in the then Department of Transport (the Roads

Division), to handle the approval process.

Another contentious provision of the Roads Grants Act was that the

Commonwealth Minister <could nominate any Rural Arterial roads as
'Developmental' roads and specify that up to 6% of the Rural Arterial

allocation be spent on these roads. This was in accordance with the

5

Bureau's Repor't.u (In fact no developmental roads were declared.)

The roads declared as National Roads under the National Roads Act,

b

were exactly those specified by ‘the Bureau. However, the Bureau was
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slightly more cautious in suggesting that a number of sections of these
roads should be subject to further investigation before a designation was

made.u6

The 1977 Legislation

The comparison between the advice contained in the 1975 Report and
the 1977 Legislation is of special interest. This is because although it
was a Labor government for whom the advice was tendered, it was a
Liberal/Country Party government which was to frame the consequent
legislation. (In order to comply with the Labor government's desire to
bring down early legislation integrating funding for the various modes,
the C.B.R. hurried its research and presented its report in December
1975. Labor lost office in November 1975.) By the time the 1977
legislation was enacted, the Commonwealth Bureau of Roads had already
been absorbed by the Bureau of Transport Economics. It was perhaps not
surprising, then, that its 1975 Report was largely ignored in the

formulation of that legislation.

The coalition government combined funding for National Roads with
funding for other roads under a single piece of legislation, the States
Grants (Roads) Act 1977. Although the Bureau did not specify how many
acts should cover road funding in 1975,"7 one would assume from the
1973 Report that this change met its approval. Planning and research
funding was ¢ontinued under separate legislation. The Bureau recommended
a triennial legislative period, from 1977/78 to 1979/80 (para. 13.37) and
the government obliged. The Bureau however felt that the legislation
should have been introduced in early 1976; the government was either

unwilling or unable to do so until the second half of 1977. Also, the

government did not follow the Bureéu's belief that the States should be
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advised of the likely grant in 1980/81.

The coalition government obviously considered the magnitude of the
recommended grants far too high, even though they themselves were only
75% of the '"warranted and feasible" amount. The C.B.R. thought that
total grants (including planning and research) for the triennium should
be:

1977/78 $590.8 million

1978/79 3664 million

1979/80 $737.3 million
Furthermore, these amounts were expressed as constant prices, which the
Bureau expected to be indexed.u8 The government responded with only
$475 million per annum (indexed), plus $47.5 million over the three years
for planning and research. It should be noted, however that the
magnitude of the grants may have been lower than otherwise because of the
Federal government's "new federalism" policy, which shifted the emphasis
away from specific purpose grants to general purpose grants in the form
of income tax sharing. In reality the State road authorities would
receive no benefit from the increase general purpose grants, as they do
not receive money from the States' consolidated revenue. The effect on
local government, which received 1.52 percent of personal income tax
under the new arrangement, could have been substantial, though it is
obvious that income tax sharing did not make up for the fall in specific

purpose grants. In 1976-77, for example, total Australian grants to

local government dropped by 29% over the previous year‘.ll

As noted, the Bureau felt that provision ought to be made to ensure

50

that the real level of funding be maintained and estimated future

»
funding levels using a road price index it had constructed. However,
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when the government decided to index later grants, it chose to ignore
the Bureau's road index in favour of the implicit price deflator for
private investment in (other) buildings and construction. This index

appears in the Australian Bureau of Statistics National Accounts.

Of course the choice of index to be used will significantly affect
total funding in a period of high inflation, and the Opposition spokesman
on transport (Mr. Morris), made much of the government's rejection of the
road price index. He claimed that because of the importance of 1labour
and bituminous products in road building, the road price index had risen
at "a much faster rate" than the implicit price deflator from 1973 to
1976. In fact, this was not the case. From June 1973 to June 1976, the

%.51 Because the

road price index rose by an annual average of 15.5
Bureau of Statistics annual index is an average of the index in the four
quarters of the financial years, figures are not directly comparable.
However, from 1972-73 to 1975-76, the implicit price deflator rose by an
average of 19%-52 From the beginning of the decade until June, 1976,
the road construction price index rose by an average of 10.5%, the
implicit price deflator rose by an average 14.3%.53 Clearly, the road

price index was not rejected because historical trends indicated it was

rising too quickly.

Once again the distribution of the grant between categories
provided illuminating differences between the legislation and the

Bureau's recommendations.
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TABLE 5.9

DIVISION OF GRANT BETWEEN CATEGORY, C.B.R. 1975

REPORT AND 1977 ROADS LEGISLATION

1975 Report 1977 Legislation

% %
National Roads and Nationai

Commerce Roads 38.1 40.3
Rural Arterial 10.2 14.8
Rural Local 17.1 18.6
Urban Arterial 26.8 16.6
Urban Local 2.4 5.3
MITERS 3.7 2.8
Planning and Research - 1.8 :l 1.7
100.0- 100.1

Sources: Derived from 1975 Report, tables 13.24, 13.21, 13.22, 13.23,
13.16, 13.17, 13.18, 13.19, 13.20, plus schedules from Transport Planning
and Research (Financial Assistance) Act 1977 and State Grants (Roads) Act
1977.

The major loser in the translation from recommendation to
legislation was the Urban Arterial category, the proportion for which was
cut by over one third. The Rural Arterial roads picked up almost half of
this, but National Roads, National Commerce roads, Rural Local roads and
ﬁrban Local roads also gained. In fact the government decided to double
the proportion going to Urban Local roads. The minor categories, MITERS
and Planning and Research, were pinched slightly to provide proportional

increases for the other categories.

The split between the States followed the previous pattern, with a

further interesting difference between the populous states.

]
A
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TABLE 5.10

DIVISION OF GRANT BETWEEN STATES,

C.B.R. 1975 REPORT, 1977 LEGISLATION

1975 Report 1977 Legislation

% %

New South Wdles 35.0 32.5
Victoria 19.8 20.9
Queensland 21.4 21.0
South Australia 8.0 . 8.5
Western Australia 11.6 12.6
Tasmania _ k.2 _ 4.5
100.0 100.0

Source: 1975 Report, table 13.12. Derived from Schedules of Transport
Planning and Research (Financial Assistance) Act 1977 and State Grants
(Roads) Act 1977.

In 1977 it was New South Wales and to a much lesser extent, Queensland
which had to suffer for the less populous States. Victoria's grant was
actually increased 1.1% - more even than Western Australia. A closer

look at Victoria's share of each category reveals interesting results.
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TABLE 5.11

VICTORIA'S SHARE OF ROAD GRANT, BY CATEGORY,

C.B.R. 1975 REPORT AND 1977 LEGISLATION

1975 Report 1977 Legislation
% %
National Roads and National
Commerce Roads 17.9 17.6
Urban Arterial 30.5 27.6
Urban Local 31.9 34.7
Rural Arterial 7.4 15.5
Rural Local 10.9 21.2
MITERS 22.3 25.9
Planning and Research 24.2 26.7

Sources: see sources for table 5.9

It is obvious that Victoria's share of the total grant is not evenly
reflected in each of the categories. In two, National Roads and Urban
Arterial Roads, Victoria's share actually dropped in the translation into
legislation. The spectacular increases occur in the Rural Arterial and
Rural Local roads, which, when combined, more than doubled their share.
In his second reading speech the Minister of Transport, Mr. Nixon (a
Country Party member for Gippsland, Victoria) did not explain any
departures 'from the Bureau's recommendations. Neither did the Prime
Minister, Mr. Fraser (a Liberal member for the Victorian rural seat of
Wannon). In fact the Federal government received public criticism from
State leaders over the way funds were skewed. The N.S.W. Premier, Mr.

Wran, claimed that he was
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"at a loss to understand...why the bureau's recommendation have
been virtually ignored in relation to the allocation of funds
between rural and urban roads."54

In this Mr. Wran was supported by the Labor premier of South Australia

(Mr. Dunstan), and even the Liberal premier of Victoria (Mr. Hamer').55

Mention was made by an Opposition speaker, Mr. Jones, that in the MITERs
category, Victoria received more funds than the much larger (in terms of
population, road mileage and area), New South Wales. Explanations of

56 The Bureau recommended that the

57

political expediency were hinted at.
ratio for MITERs funds between New South Wales and Victoria be U:3.

The ratio in the legislation was 19:20.58

Table 5.12 shows that the Commonwealth government expected the

Victorian government to contribute substantially towards its road funding.

TABLE 5.12

STATE CONTRIBUTION AS A PERCENTAGE OF COMMONWEALTH GRANT

C.B.R. 1975 REPORT AND 1977 LEGISLATION

1975 Report 1977 Legislation
% %
New South Wales 87.0 95.1
Victoria 106.8 123.4
Queensland 51.0 58.1
South Australia 86.7 91.5
Western Australia 62.5 65.9
Tasmania 58.9 56.6
Total 79.1 87.5

Sources: Derived from 1975 Report, tables 13.19 and 13.26. Transport
Planning and Research (Financial: Assistance) Act 1977, Schedule 1.

States Grants (Roads) Act 1977, Schedules 1, 5, 11
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Once again the percentage of the Commonwealth grant which had to be
matched by the States was higher than the Bureau recommended (although
because of the low Commonwealth grant actual amounts were less than the
Bureau felt were proper.) Even Western Australia had to pay a higher
percentage than the Bureau felt‘ was necessary. Only the Tasmanian

government escaped with a lighter quota.

The clauses of the legislation designed to keep a check on the
States could generally claim the Bureau's endorsement. The Bureau
recommended that federal funds for all roads except Rural Local roads
should need Commonwealth approval. The legislation required Commonwealth
ministerial approval for all categories. Two innovations in this area
were also provided for under the legislation. One allowed for the
setting up of joint Federal-State bodies to carry out planning and advise
the State government on road matters. The second required the States to
provide information ¢to the Federal Minister concerning individual
projects that the Minister should request. Vague endorsement of these
can be seen in the Report paragraph 9.22, which mentioned the desired
implementation of "cooperative planning" and in paragraph 12.18 which
recommended that:

"Conditions are included in legislation to ensure the Australian

Government's policies are achieved, intentions are known and

responsibilities are fulfilled, and to ensure that the receiving

Government undertakes its task in an efficient and accountable

manner."

The 1980 Legislation

The terms of reference given to the B.T.E. when it was directed to
undertake the 1979 Assessment did not require that any recommendations be

made on Commonwealth funding. Instead it was to report on "the effects

2

of alternative levels of total future road funding from all

sources".58 Given the circumstanéés discussed in chapter three, this
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is not surprising.

The B.T.E. introduced its report by claiming its role as being
different from that of the C.B.R. and pointed to its lack of a statutory

29 Instead

basis when explaining its failure to make recommendations.
of making recommendations it produced a warranted program and discussed
the implications of funding to 100%, 95%, 90%, 85% and 80% of this
program. Furthermore, the B.T.E. did not attempt to apportion
responsibility for funding levels to any particular level of government.

The warranted program had the aggregated expenditure of all three levels

in mind.

All of this of course limits a comparison between the Bureau's
recommendations and actual provisions. Consequently the 1980 legislation

will not be dealt with as fully as has the previous legislation.

The amount claimed as warranted by~the B.T.E. was lower than one
would expect, given the history of C.B.R. calculations. The B.T.E.

explained this as due to variations in methodology and "data

60 In contrast with the C.B.R., whose warranted program

deficiencies™.
was so high that it felt obliged to recommend a "scaled down" figure, the
B.T.E.'s warranted amount involved an increase in real spending of 16.1%
per annum.6; It “then invited the decision-makers to opt for some
lesser percentage of this amount, down to 80 49, The government obliged
by opting for 80%. The increase over the previous year was 11.1%, which
maintained the government's commitment in real terms.62 In doing so,
the government could claim to have been acting within the guidelines

provided by the B.T.E. However, it can also be seen that the government

was merely continuing its previoué policy of maintaining the real level
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of grants, and all that had changed was the advice of the advisory
bureaux. In comparison with the C.B.R., the scale of the B.T.E.'s

"recommendations" were more in line with government policy.

The Bureau's assessment of road needs were projected to the
financial year 1982/83. It no doubt assumed at least a triennial funding
period, and certainly did not discuss the merits of a shortened funding
period. Nevertheless, the Road Grants Act 1980 covered 1980/81 only. 1In
pointing this out, the Minister told Parliament that the government did
not intend to deviate from the normal triennial pattern, that funding
levels for 1981/82 and 1982/83 would be decided upon at the June, 1980
Premier's Conference and that amending legislation to incorporate these
decisions would be passed on as soon as possible.63 The Minister (Mr.
Hunt), has given no explanation of why the Road Grants Act 1980 covered
one year only. The legislation was introduced only months after he was
transferred from the Health portfolio, and perhaps uncertainty was a
motivating factor. Also, there is evidence that the minister had been
fighting in cabinet for increased funds in real ter'ms6u and that by
delaying the timing of the announcement until a date closer to the

Federal election, (which was due to be held in late 1980), the chances of

the success would be increased.

Because the B.T.E. produced no warranted program for the Federal
government'alone,certain assumptions need to be made when comparing the
amounts recommended for each category and the amounts legislated. It is
assumed that the Federal government will provide the same proportion of
total funds to each category‘as it had in the recent past. One must then

apply these proportions to the warranted program produced by the B.T.E.

A comparison of the split up between this "discounted" program and the
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split up in the legislation can then be made.

TABLE 5.13

DIVISION OF GRANT BETWEEN CATEGORY: B.T.E. ASSESSMENT

AND ROAD GRANTS ACT 1980

Warranted Legislated
Division¥ Division
% %
National Roads 29.6 Ly,2
Rural Arterial 28.1 17.5
Urban Arterial 34.6 14.7
Local Roads+ 7.7 _23.6
100.0 100.0

* excludes maintenance
+ The B.T.E. continued the previous division of Rural Local and Urban

Local roads. The legislation aggregated these categories.

Sources: The proportion provided by the Commonwealth in each category
over the previous five years can be derived from table 10 of Annex 3,
B.T.E., Assessment, pp. 318-321. The warranted program appears as table
5.15 of the Assessment (p. 92). The legislated division is derived from
Schedules 1 to 4 of the Road Grants Act 1980.

Assuming the validity of the methodology used, it can be seen that
the legislated amounts devoted to each category bear little relation o
the warranted program. It can generally be sald that the government gave
priority to National Roads and Local Roads at the expense of the arterial
roads. In other words, the States were expected to bear a greater burden
of the cost of the roads which were their prime responsibility.
Furthermore, it is the Urban Arterial roads which suffered greatest from

the government's disregard of the Bureau's warranted progranm. Their
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allocation dropped 19.9 percentage points in the legislation; rural roads

dropped only 10.6 percentage points.

The B.T.E. commented that a relative reduction in Rural Local road
funding when compared with 'pecent funding patterns' would be
economically efficient. However it went on to recognize that such
considerations were not the sole inputs into government decision-making:

"It is, of course, unlikely that economic efficiency considerations

pbased largely on traffic flows are the major determinant of

decision leading to investment in local or access roads. Therefore
it may be considered that the economic analysis employed in this
study is an inappropriate or inadequate means of measuring the
merit of future local road expenditure levels."65
The government's trebling of the allocation to local roads, as well as
the comment contained in the second reading speech that it expected the
State Governments to maintain the 1977 legislation's ratio between rural

and urban local roads, would suggest that it agreed on this point.66

In keeping with its terms of reference, the B.T.E. made no
recommendations on the number 6f different categories into which the
grant should be split, and one can presume that in distinguishing Rural
and Urban Local roads it was merely conforming with past practice.
Therefore the fact that the Government chose to amalgamate these two

categories should not be seen as a rejection of the B.T.E.'s position.

The government's decision to split the grant up between the States
by simply maintaining the same proportions as in the 1977 legislation
strengthens the belief that it took 1little notice of the B.T.E.'s
determination of need. In fact, when introducing the 1980 bill into the
Senate, the government spokeswoman stated that the

", . .proposed allocation of funds among the road categories in each

State reflects the Commonwealth's priorities as well as road
needs.b7
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By hav1dé the éureau dev1ae a warranted prdéra; basedwdawthe efforts of
all 1levels of government, the government enabled itaelf to depart
significantly from the-‘driterion of neéd;‘withdut”hﬁating to face
embarrassing criticism based on a comparison of its legislation with
Bureau , advice. The foregoing has. demonstrated how difficult such a
comparlson is. However,

ol s R PR J - N ,w R SR
Fordedse 2

leglslatlon contlnued the government's policy of skew1ng fundlng toward

‘it can"be safely concluded that the 1980

e

yiet

national roads and local roads, and against urban roads, particularly

.

Urban Arterial roads. .

Summary: 1969 to 1980

The following graphs and table give an historial. comparison of road

grant legislation with bureau advice.

" FIGURE 5.14

ROAD GRANTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED:

1969-1980*
100 '
80 —
93.75
60 ¥ The 1980 figure is the
83.7 73.9 80.0 proportion of the amount
40
regarded as warranted
20 by the B.T.E. '
1969 1974 1977 1980

Unfortunately it has only been possible to conpare all'four periods in
the caae of dverrall adaunts granted. Here we find that grants as a
proportion of the amount recommendedlSlipped steadily during the C.B.R.'s
ekistence. The increase to 80%'id‘1§80 reflects a 1owering of the amount

warranted by the B.T.E. rather than an increased funding effort.
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FICURE oylo
GRANTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS BY CATEGORY: 1974-1980
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The comparison of the way in which grants have been divided between

oategorles is made dlfflcult because in no two grant periods were the

"Hme categorles used 2 Consequentry it "has' been necessary "to concentrate

on the four major categories only and to exclude the 1969 legislation and

report.

The only consistent pattern here 1is that the governments have
always favoured Natlonal Roads more than has the profe331ona1 advice.
The leeral/Country party government partlcularly in '1980, spent far
more on local roads than appears warranted. In all three cases (but not
in 1969), Urban Arterials received less than warranted. In ail three
years but 1977 Rural Arterials received a lesser proportion of the grant

than the Bureaux felt was justified.

Given the geographical cleavage of political support for the Labor

party on the one hand and the Liberal and Country parties on the other,
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it may be more instructive to give particular attention to the way in

which grants were divided between rural and urban areas.

In 1974 the Labor Minister for Transport, Mr. Jones, replied to
criticism that his legislation favoured urban roads at the expense of
rural roads by producing figures which claimed the 1974 legislation
favoured rural roads by a ratio of 61:39. The following table was

incorporated into Hansard:68,

1969 Act CBR 1973 Report 1974 Legislation
Rural 47% ‘ 59% 61%
Urban 53% 419 39%

One half of Mr. Jones' 'rural' allocation consisted of the entire amount
granted to National Roads. It is of course fatuous to claim that simply
because the roads were physically in rural areas that they benefitted
exclusively the rural sector. Just how one should apportion the benefits
of roads is often problematic. 1In this case the C.B.R. used a rough and
ready measure; 40 percent of the traffic using the proposed National
Roads was of an inter-city nature, therefore 40 percent of the benefits
accrued to the urban sector.69 Using this reasoning, the Labor
government's generosity to the rural sector pales somewhat. Instead of a
61:39 rural/urban split, the figures are 47.4:52.6.

Assuming 40 percent of the benefits of National Roads are allocated
to the urban sector, table 5.16 gives the rural urban split throughout

the period being studied.
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TABLE 5.16

RURAL/URBAN SPLIT, 1969 to 1980*

1969 1969, - 1973 . 197k 1975, 1977 1979 1980
Report Legis. Report Legis. Report Legis. Report¥ Legis.*
Rural 50 hg9,.2 50.2 n7.4 52.9 60.15 4u.8 54.3

Urban 50 50.8 49.8 52.6 47.1 39.85 55.1 45.7

* Arﬁerial only { |

LA excludes supplementary grants, equalization grants, uncategorized,
planning and research, MITERS, MITORS and road maintenace.

Sources: See sources for tables 5.2, 5.6, 5.9, 5.13.

One can see that from this table that only the 1969 coalition government
followed the respecfive recommendations. . It in fact allocated slightly
more to the urban sector than the C.B.R. recommended. Significant
factors here though are the strong criticisms of the Federal government's
previous bias toward the rural sector, and the enthusiasm for urban

fréeways, (the entire urban grant being earmarked for arterial roads).

" .One can see also -that the l977ﬁlegis1ation produced a massive shift
in funds away from the cities and into the countryside. The Country
Party mlnlster, Mr. Nixon, whilst not denying this, claimed that such a
pollcy was necessary to redress the imbalance cé&ééd ‘by the 1974

70

legislation. However, the imbalance in the 1974 legislation compared

with the 1973 Regor-t was certainly not as great as that of the 1977

leglslation compared w1th the 1975 Report. = It dld not justify such a

vigorous redressing of the balance.
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FIGURE 5.17

GRANTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS BY STATE: 1969-1977
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the Bureau, which Qas based on road needs, and it is difficult
that the decisions made by the governments reflected party

considerations. The pattern of favouring the smaller States

was followed by both the Labor and éoaiition governmehts.' But apart from

the case of Victoria in 1977, there have been no cases where there is a

strong suspicion of the Commonwealth government favouring a State

government

of the same political persuasion.
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FIGURE 5.18
100 QUOTAS: 1969-1977
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The two most consistent features of this study have been the

reluctance of the Federal government to spend as much as the Bureaux felt

L

warranted and the demand by the Federal government that the States spend

mOre than the C B. R. felU Justifrédw“”The cohservativeaway in which the

C.B.R. calculated State and 1local 1levels of expenditure has been

mentloned and perhaps the government demand for hlgher quotas is not

Syl

surprising. In spe01fy1ng quotas the Federal government has been most
harsh on the more populous States, On one occasion each, Tasmania and
South Australia recelved a lighter quota than the C.B.R. recommended.

Western Australla received a lighter quota on two of the three occasions.

Conclusion

"Despite claims by successive Commonwealth Governments as to the
development of a rational roads assistance program based on the
results of S.C.B.A. [social cost benefit analysis], the divergences
between the recommendations of the Commonwealth Bureau of Roads and
the provisions of the Legislation must cast strong doubts on the
economic and social merit of federal roads assistance, and possibly
the need for such extensive studies by the B.0.R."T1
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This was the verdict of two commentators after their study of
Commonwealth road funding as contained in the 1969 and 1974 legislation.
While their criticism of the 1974 legislation for its divergence from the
C.B.R.'s advice may be considered too harsh, this is probably because our
judgement has the benefit of hindsight. The divergences of 1974 can be

compared with those of 1977 and 1980.

What constitutes a 'significant' departure from professional advice
is to some extent a matter for subjective Jjudgement. A different
interpretation of the figures preSented may give the reader the
impression that the Bureaux' advice was generally followed by the
éovernment. Certainly in 1969 the government showed that it took the
C.B.R. seriously by accepting the conceptual basis of 1its advice.
However it could be argued that given the commitment of the government in
setting up and maintaining the Bureau, its credibility could tolerate
little else. It is clear’ that the government showed less heed in 1974
and even less in 1977, when the C.B.R. jtself was amalgamated wuth the
B.T.E. Because of the way they were presented, the B.T.E.'s findings in
1979 are very difficult to compare with the 1980 legislation. Perhaps it
was because of this difficulty that the government felt it was able to
show such scant regard for the advice offered. The split up of funds
between States and between categories in particular made little use of
the Bureau's advice.

It is clear that the Labor party pandered to its urban support by
skewing road funds to the cities. It is equally clear that the Country
Party ministers have skewed funds to favour their rural constituents.
The other noticeable patterﬁ is the concern of the coalition government

to see that local roads are wellilooked after. This needs to be seen in
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terms of its 'New Federalism' with its promise to support 1local

government.

The question of whether the long term nature of grants would tend
to disfavour political influences was discussed in the introduction. The
evidence from the period in which the formula was in use supports the
view that long term grants have this effect. Throughout its existence,
the formula was never amended by an incoming government to change the'
terms on which the grant was distributed. However the period of high
inflation in 1975 and 1976 provided the new coalition government with the
opportunity to change the terms of the 1974 legislation and this

opportunity was taken.

It was recognized on both sides of the House that amending
legislation to allow for inflation was necessary. In October 1975 the
Labor government introduced a bill to increase the grant by $6ﬁ million.
Due to the dissolution of parliament in the following month, the bill was
not passed. The additional amount was to be divided between the States
on the same basis as that provided by the 1974 legislation. The eventual
amendment act kept to this division, but, it differed on the division of

the grant between categories.

Perhaps it should not be expected that the division between
categories be the same as that of the 1974 legislation. When introducing
the 1975 amendment bill, the Labor Transport Minister mentioned that he
had intended to do this but discussions with State Ministers had caused
him to alter the division slightly. The reasons put forward included
delays in planning and constfuction of some project and the desire to

L]
generate as much employment as possible, which made some categories more
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attractive than others. As is demonstrated in table 5.15, however,

the proposed changes were minor when compared with those enacted in 1976.

TABLE 5.15

DIVISION OF GRANT BETWEEN CATEGORY; 1974 LEGISLATION,

1975 ROADS ACT AMENDMENT BILL AND 1976 ROADS ACTS AMENDMENT ACT

1974 leg. 1975 leg. 1976 leg.

% % %

National Roads+ 35.5 35.9 23.4
Rural Arterial, developmental++ 11.5 12.4 20.7
Rural Local 13.9 14.5 24.3
Urban Arterial . 31.5 29.9 29.0
Urban Local 2.7 6.25 2.0
MITERS 2.7 1.0 0.7
Planning & Research 2.3 ' - -

100.1 99.95 100.1

+ Includes Export Roads and Major Commercial Roads

++ Includes Beef Roads

Sources: table 5.6, schedules of Road Acts Amendment Bill, 1975 and

Roads Act Amendment Act, 1976

The obvious beneficiaries of the changes were rural roads. The
proportion of the grant allocated to rural roads almost doubled, from
25.4% to U5%. Such changes led to changes of pork barrelling from the

Opposition,73 against which the Government did not bother to defend

itself.

It can be seen then, that succeeding governments have favoured

their supporters when dividing }oad grants between categories. The
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recommendations of the professional bureaux have provided 1little
hindrance to this endeavour. In fact casual examination of the figures
given, particularly tables 5.6 and 5.9, would suggest that the C.B.R.
took its lead from the previous government response to earlier advice.
Most categories which were given less in the 1974 legislation than had
been recommended were also given less in the 1975 Report. However, to
sustain the claim that the C.B.R. followed the government rather than
vice versa, one would need to take into account several possibly
mitigating factors for example, differential traffic growths,
compensating spending by other levels, and for the 1975 Report there
would have been little time for Federal government grants to effect the

data base upon which needs were estimated.

There are three possible reasons for the greater respect with which
the bureaux' split up between the States were accorded. First, the long
term nature of the funding period means that the donor government can
never be sure what government it will be favouring. An intervening
election may result in the favouring of a government of an opposite
political persuasion. Second, to manipulate the grant between States
runs the risk of antagonizing the unfavoured States, which would have the
resources to publicize any misdirection. Third, the Federal government

may not be greatly troubled to help States governed by the same party.

A possibly more fertile approach may have been to look at the
position of major projects at the time of a change in government at
either the State or Federal level. Commonwealth road funding in South
Australia provides two recent examples; the extra funds granted to South
Australia in 1973 to seal the Eyré Highway and the present funding of the

1]
d

Stuart Highway.
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Both of these highways have been subject to a great deal of
controversy. It will be recalled that the South Australian government
was reluctant to seal a 300 kilometre section of the Eyre Highway to the
Western Australian border because it claimed it was not economically
justified for South Australia. A change in government in Canberra,
resulting in Labor governments at both the Federal and State governments,

soon saw the necessary grant being made.

Throughout the first nine months of 1979, the Federal Government's
position on the Stuart Highway was that it would provide the necessary

funds to complete its sealing within 10 years.7u

In September 1979 a
Liberal government was voted into office in South Australia, and shortly
afterward it was announced that the Stuart Highway would be sealed within

five year'_s.75

A member of a delegation of South Australia businessmen
which visited Canberra immediately after the election asked the Prime
Minister if South Australia could expect more favourable treatment now

that it had a Liberal government. The Prime Minister's answer was

IlYeéll .76

It has been shown, however, that while such promises may be kept in
the case of major projects in whiéh government initiatives will be most
noticed and appreciated, the record on road funding as a whole for recent
years would, K seem to indicate that the favouring of States for political
reasons is more apparent than real. It is in the area of road categories

that political influences become salient.
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CHAPTER SIX

ROAD GRANTS TO SOUTH AUSTRALIAN

LOCAL AUTHORITIES

m?b§+$t§§¢s occupy a piyotalépgﬁitioniin‘the;rggqigrants process.
As well as distributing Commonwealth grants to local authorities, the
States also provide grants from their own revenue. In recent years the
; hiéh levels of Federal fﬁndihg fof”iocai roads have caused the States to
lower the levels of grants from their own sources. Figure 6.1

demonstrates what has happened in the last five years.

FIGURE 6.1

ROAD GRANTS TO SOUTH AUSTRALIAN LOCAL AUTHORITIES

1974/75 TO 1978779
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Although the proportion is rising, these grants still form only a minor
part of the total works program. In the past five years over 90% of
projects funded from the combined revenue available to the Commissioner

have been carried out by the Highways Department or its contr'actor-s.l

The road grant process formally begins each February, when the
Highways Department invites 1local authorities to submit programs for
which grants are sought.2 The programs, which include details of the
work involved, the estimated cost of each project and the council's
ordering of priorities, are sent to the relevant Regional Engineer by
mid-March. They are then forwarded to the Department's head office with
the Regional Engineer's recommendations. A recommended program for the
State as a whole is then prepared and forwarded to the Minister for his
approval. Efforts are made to ensure that the process is completed in
time for the local authorities to be informed of any grant before the

financial year commences.

Generally the Regional Engineer accepts the ordering of priority
by councils and complaints by councils about the misdirection of funds
are not common. Occasionally the Department will insist that a project
high on the list receive lower priority, perhaps because it believes that
the council's ordering was determined by the political strength of a
particular eouncillor, and not economic need. Local government sources
will be more 1likely to put the reordering down to bureaucratic

ignor‘ance.3

However a far more common source of local government complaint is

the way in which the grants process makes little allowance for forward
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planﬁing. Grants are decided on a year by year basis and although the
Regional Engineer may give some indication of the likely level of future
grants, councils can never rely on these funds with certainty. Local
government officials claim that the Highways Department makes little
effort to provide for consistency in the grants it makes to individual
councils.u Consequently fluctuations are far more common than if grant
levels were determined by formula. Figure 6.2 demonstrates fluctuations,
apparent even when seventeen councils have been aggregated. For
individual councils, fluctuations are much greater, and appear to be a
legitimate cause of concern, particularly regarding staffing and
equipment problems. Figure 6.2 also lends credence to suspicion that the
Highways Department adjusts its grant according to amounts received by
councils Pfrom other grants. Although road grants fluctuate, the total

proportion of council revenue from grants is remarkably stable.

A further complaint ,involves the categorization of roads. The
Federal government's enthusiasm for local as against arterial roads has
caused a reluctance in the Highways Department to reclassify local roads

5 The Woodville council, which was cited as

which have become arterial.
one council facing high maintenance for 1local roads carrying through
traffic, has named East Avenue (Allenby Gardens), Valetta Road (Kidman
Park) and Hartley Road (Flinders Park), as examples.6 A senior
Highways Department official has defended the Department by claiming that
such roads have become arterial in nature precisely because they are

classified as Urban Local. The extra funding available to such roads

encourages road traffic away from the poorly-fundéd Urban Arterials.

The Highways Departmené has also been accused of not adequately

passing on Commonwealth grants for®local roads. The State government is
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responsible for many roads that are classified under the Commonwealth
legislation as 'Local', particularly in rural areas. Conversely local
government is commonly responsible for roads classified 'Arterial'. The
Highways Department passes on to local government only a fraction of the
Commonwealth grant for Rural Local roads, (in 1978/79, 49% and 1979/80,
36%).8 A similar situation in Viectoria 1led to éhe Commonwealth
Minister delaying payment to that State until he was satisfied that
councils were adequately catered fbr.g The shared nature of the
responsibility for Local roads creates confusion, but it can be expected
that local government will be unhappy if the increase in Commonwealth
funds for Local roads is not matched by a similar increase .in the amounts

passed on by the State government.

Projects for which funds are allocated to local councils involve
the more important roads in a local area which have not yet become the
responsibility of the Commissioner for Highways. All roads carry some
mixture ofllocal and arterial traffic; arterial traffic being defined as
traffic whose destination or origin is outside the 1local council area.
The Highways Department will tend to fund roads which carry predominantly
through traffic. Borderline cases are more likely to be funded partly by
the local authority and partly by grants. It is common for the Highways
Department to make successive grants to a council to enable it to upgrade
a road that is becoming arterial prior to it being taken over by the

Department. ;

The degree to which a road serves arterial traffic is not the only
criterion used to decide which roads will receive grant money. A project
may be funded from grants if the road is used by a school bus route, if

it is to serve a new or potential{industry'(perhaps in a bid to attract
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that industry) or if it can be demonstrated that the road serves a great
deal of tourist or weekend traffic. The Highways Department may also pay
to seal a road if maintenance costs of the unsealed road prove too
burdensome for a council. The degree to which State government vehicles
use the road may also be considered. For example local roads which serve
the bus routes of the State Transport Authority are commonly among the

lists of roads for which urban councils receive grants.

There are other forms of financial transfers between the Highways
Department and local authorities besides those principal grants already
described. However the others are far less importaﬁt. They include
'grants-in-aid' which although earmarked for roads, are not tied to any
specific project. With the recent reduction of road grants from State
revenue, 'grants-in-aid' have been discontinued, perhaps permanently.
Grants earmarked by the Federal Government for M.I.T.E.R.S. projects
(Minor Improvements in Traffic Engineering and Safety) have also been
distributed separately from the normal grants process. They have been
handled by the Road Traffic Board, the Chairman of which is usually the
Commissioner for Highways. These grants have also been discontinued.
The latest Federal road grants act does not have a specific category for
M.I.T.E.R.S. projects. Another grant paid to councils out of the
Highways Fund is for bicycle tracks. The Bicycle Track Committee which
administers these includes representatives from other State government

departments and from metropolitan councils.
]

Another important form of Highways Department funding is 'debit
order work'. These payments are not grants, but are in return for work
carried out by the local authority for the Highways Department. In

effect the council acts as a contractor. Although they are not grants,
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such payments can assist a council by providing for the effective use of
existing manpower and machinery. However, they can also cause problems.
Debit order work is even more spasmodic than ordinary grants. A council
may expand its manpower and machinery in order to cope with Highways
Department contracts arising from a major project in the area, only to

find this source of revenue disappear when the project is finished.

Although local authorities have diversified their activities in
recent years, road construction and maintenance is still usually the most
important activity, even in the metropolitan councils. 1In 1977/78 South
Australian councils as a whole spent nearly 30% of their revenue
expenditure on roads - over twice as much as for the next category.lo
The situation does vary of course. In 1977/78 the metropolitan cities
and corporations (excluding Adelaide City Council) spend an average of
26.8% of their revenue expenditure on the construction and maintenance of
roads. Although this figure is boosted by a number of fast growing
cities on the fringes of the metropolitan area, it is still low in
comparison with the proportion devoted to roads to small rural councils.
In 1977/78 the proportion of the seventeeﬁ councils whose revenue was

less than $200,000 averaged 46.1% of their expenditure on r'oads.11

The reliance of local authorities on road grants is even more
varied. Road, grants averaged only 2.2% of the revenue of the
metropolitan gouncils. Yet such grants are often vital to the small
rural councils; in 1977/78 they averaged 21% of total revenue. Almost
half of the Carrieton District Council's revenue (45.9%) was provided by
road grants. This figure rises to over 50% if one includes reimbursement

of Highways Department work.12
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FIGURE 6.2

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF REVENUE FROM GRANTS, SELECTED

RURAL COUNCILS*, 1970/71 TO 1977/78

Z??Zq
.i;jfa road grants other
¢ 50 S b 2 .
40

30

20

10

70/71 71/72  72/73 73/74 74/75 75/76 76/77  77/78

* the figﬁfeéiéfé'aﬁ éVéfégelaf the prbﬁértioné of 17 local authorities
whose revenue in 1977/78 was less than $200,000.

Source: Revised from Australian Bureau of Statistics, Australian
Muhicipal Information System, 1977-78 (Microfiche) A.B.S., Canberra.
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As marked as these variatiops appear, the differences between the
urban and rural councils are less than in the past. Before 1974 (when
the Federal Government first earmarked funds for local urban roads), the
metrbpolitan councils in general could not expect to receive any grant
for their roads. The Federal government has also eased somewhat the
reliance of rural councils on road grants. From 1973/74 to 1975/76 the
Labor government directed specific purpose grants to local government for
a whole range of activities, though urban and provincial cities were the
main beneficiaries of these. In 1975/76 for example the metropolitan
authorities received an average of 20.9% of their revenue from non-road
grants. For the small rural councils the figure .was 13.1%13 The
income—Shariné policy of the present Federal government, which provides
untied grants through the Federal and State Grants Commissions, has been
slightly more successful in reducing the reliance of the rural councils

on road grants, as figure 6.3 demonstrates.

It will be noted that the grants process requires ministerial
approval of programs. This has given rise to the proposition that
allocations are susceptible to political influence. Common allegations
are that; (1) ministers will give favourable treatment to marginal seats
in order to win or retain them for tge government, and (2) that ministers

will see that their own electorates a higher level of grants than would
be justified by need.

These propositions will be tested by looking at the proportion of
the total grant going to councils within a number of electorates over a

thirty year period to see if funding patterns appear that could be
eiplained by political factors. “The ministerial electorates are the

former Legislative Council electorates of Southern, Central no. 1 and
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Central no. 2, and the House of Assembly seat of Ascot Park. The
marginal electorates to be examined are the House of Assémbly seats of
-:M_i,:llij"oe‘nb" and Mount . Gambier. ' Both have been the subject of frequent
suggestions regarding political influence among lower administrative and

political informants.

Southern

' Southern cqvered the south east of South Australia. Until 1969
iﬁduihﬁ;Aﬁéggéiié,‘Wésfﬁﬁi&idéa:;inthifiyg‘ LégislativgJQquﬁ¢il electorates,
each with four members. As one of the three rural electorates, Southern
covered a large area. It stretchedc from St. Vinceqp's Gulf to the
Vidtofian border aﬁd”ffom:hbrtﬁ of‘tﬁe Mufrg§ Bridg%;Pinﬁéroo road to the
south east coast (see map p.206). From 1935 to 1955 its northern border

followed the River Murray, but as its ‘'critical' period began in 1954,

the contracted border only will be used.

Southern is of interest because it was the electorate of the first
Minister directly responsible for roads since the creation of the office
of Commissioner for Highways.* When the post of Minister of Roads was
created in early 1954 it was given to one of the members for Southern,
Mr.‘N;L. (later Sir. Norman) Jude. He retained the portfolio until the

defeat of the Playford government in 1965.

* The actual relationship between the Commissioner and the Executive
before 1954 is somewhat ambiguous and it could be claimed that in
fact the Commissioner was responsible to the Minister of Works.
During the period being studied this portfolio was held by Mr. M.
(later Sir Malcolm) McIntosh. However because a large proportion
of his electorate was at that time not incorporated under local
government,‘nd effort has been made .to assess -the proportion of
grants going to his electorate.



‘SOuthern, Millicent

and Mount Gambier

—

C — s S

Millicent, Z
4
- 1957-76 % :

7,

S o D st

Sovthatn ,
E—focthern

bordsr) (1955 -196

khgkuo ‘s Deparinay
Sookn - Easleria

Oy Ycek

(o e g bordar)

| __Mt. Gambier

11955-76




207.

Figure 6.4 is a graph showing the proportion of South Australian
local government road grants received by councils in Southern from
1949/50 to 1978/79. Not all councils have been included. Councils whose
borders extended into other Legislative Council electorates have been
excluded for fear of introducing extraneous political factors. So also
has the District Council Coonalpyn Downs, which was incorporated only in
1957. Prior to 1957/58, roads in the Coonalpyn Downs area were the

direct responsibility of the Commissioner for Highways.

Figures for Southern as a whole may be affected by the growth in
the timber industry and the marginality of the two House of Assembly
seats, Mt. Gambier and Millicent. ‘'These other factors are confined to an
area covered by the Highways Department's South Eastern district.
Therefore figures for South have been divided into two parts: the
South-Eastern district and the rest, which serves as a 'control'
area.lu The development of the northern part of the electorate has
generally matched the rest of the State, and all House of Assembly seats

within it have been safely Liberal throughout the period under study.

A look at the total proportion of grants going to councils in
Southern would support the proposition that Sir Norman Jude looked after
his electorate well. During the period that MeIntosh and Jude were
responsible for roads, the electorate received "an average of 26.6% of
council road,grants, compared with 23.8% for the rest of the period under
examination. However, the high level under Jude and McIntosh was the
result of grants to councils in the southern part of the electorate
only. Here there has been a remarkable consistency in the proportion
going to the northern, or 'cenéral! part of the electorate in the periods

before and after the fall of the:Playford government. 12.50% was the
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proportion received under McIntosh and Jude; 12.82% was received under

McIntosh, Bevan, Hill and Virgo.

The figures do not support the oft-made claim that Jude directed
an undue proportion of grants to his electorate in order to make his
position in parliament more secure. Indeed, he had little need so to act
for the results of elections for the seats were such a foregone
conclusion during that period that the electorate was usually
uncontested.lu The South-eastern district of the electorate did
receive a higher proportion of road grants under Jude than under the
other ministers (13.6% as against 11%). The reasons for this will be

discussed further when Millicent and Mount Gambier are examined.

Central No. 1

Central No. 1 was a Legislative Council seat which was held for a
time by Mr. S.C. Bevan, Minister of Roads and Local Government from 1965
to 1968. The seat could generally be described as comprising the
northwest half of the Adelaide metropolitan area. Moving from the coast
eastward, the southern boundary followed the Anzac Highway, the south and
east borders of the City of Adelaide, .and a line roughly following the

River Tor'rens.16

This location made Central No. 1 a safe Labor seat and in fact it
was the only one of the five Legislative Council seats that was regularly

held by Labor'.17

Apart from the period before the Commissioner lost  his
independence in 1953, the only: time in which councils in the electorate

have received a reasonably high proportion of the total grant has been in
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recent years. Figure 6.5 demonstrates that Bevan did not favour his own
electorate in the distribution of road grants. He continued the policy
of the former Liberal government toward Central no. 1. The electorate
received a slight increase in its share of road grants shortly after
Bevan became Minister, but this was more than wiped out in the following
two years. Once again, however, there was no need to favour the
Minister's electorate, as it was safely held by the government. The rise
in the share going to the councils within the former electorate rose
after 1971/72, and this could be interpreted as a Labor government
favouring its electoral support. However it will be seen that the rise
is even more dramatic for the conservative areas of Central no. 2. The
eritical factor in both cases is the introduction of Urban Local roads as
a separate category by the Federal government in 1974/75.

Central No. 218

Central No. 2 was the electorate of Murray Hill, Minister of Roads
and Transport from 1968 to 1970. This electorate comprised the south

eastern half of the metropolitan area, and was safely Liberal.

The grant pattern for Central No. 2 is similar to that of Central
No. 1 - despite their differing political complexions. Grants fluctuated
at a relatively low level throughout the sixties and early seventies

until the 1974 Commonwealth legislation brought about the huge increase

in 1975/76.i

Hill's period as the responsible Minister was too short for any

pattern to become apparent, but what figures there are lend no support to

elaims of political influen%e. The one year when road grants were

:
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entirely under the dispensation of the Liberals was 1969/70, when Central
No. 2 received one of the lowest proportions of road grants for the whole

thirty year period.

Ascot Park

Ascot Park was held by the Minister of Transport from 1970 to
1979. Created in the 1969 redistribution, it is bordered by the
Adelaide-Glenelg tramline, South Road, Daws Road, Marion Road and the
Sturt Creek. Throughout its existance it has been regarded as a fairly
safe Labor seat, the majority in the four elections from 1970 to 1977

averaging over eleven percent.

As Ascot Park forms only the small northern portion of the City of
Marion it would be misleading to regard Marion's share of State grants as
reflecting the pattern in Aséot Park. A more precise indication of the
allocation of grants is available from the Highways Department. These
figures detail amounts for individual roads and it is therefore possible
to see how much is spent on roads within the electorate. As has been
mentioned, until recently the State government often gave general
grants-in-aid for road purposes to Councils in addition to the amounts

going to individual projects. Unlike normal grants, grants-in-aid were
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FIGURE 6.6
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not tied to specific projects. The Minister could not determine which

part of the council's area (and therefore which electorate) would

benefit. For thi$ reason they have been disregarded.

The figures for the two metropolitan electbrates in the
Legislative Council have already shown that very little grant money was
directed to metropolitan authorities for roads until 1975/76. In fact,
in the 26 years from 1949/50 to 1975/76, Marion received grants for

specified projects on only ten occasions.19

For the first five years in which road grants needed Mr. Virgo's
approval, no money at all went to roads within his electorate, although
in 1974/75 Marion did received $25,000 for other roads. In 1975/76, when
the Federal government ensured that funds went to metropolitan councils,
the two projects for which the Marion Council received funding amounting
to $29,750 were both in Ascot Park. In 1976/77 Ascot Park received
nothing, although Marion as a whole was granted $56,170. Marion received
$145,000 in 1977/78; $141,500 of this was for a project within Ascot
Park. In 1978, of the $100,000 grant made to the City of Marion, Ascot

Park received $29,000.

Ascot Park received a much larger proportion of road grants under
Mr. Virgo than it did previously. From 1949/50 to 1969/70 it received an
average onlx 0.035% of the States' total grant. In the 1970's this rose
to 0.6%. However it also received no grant at all in the first four
years in which Mr. Virgo was Minister, and only rose substantially when
the Federal government specifically directed funds to Urban local roads.
Because of the distorting affect of Federal funds and because of the
minute proportion involved, it wguld perhaps be more enlightening to

compare Ascot Park's share of Marion's grant for the different periods.
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In the 21 years from 1949/50 to 1969/70, the City of Marion
recelved grants from the Highways Department on nine occasions. On six
of these the entire grant went to projecté in Ascot Park. On the other
three occasions, all of the grant went to projects outside Ascot Park.
Of the total of $36,456 received during the period, $27,656, or T75.9%
went to projects in the area that was to become Ascot Park. Details of
grants under Mr. Virgo have already been given. The City of Marion
received $356,200 from 1970/71 to 1978/79. $200,250, or 56.2% went to
Ascot Park. Ascot Park received a lesser proportion of Marion's grant

under Mr. Virgo than it did for the rest of the period.

From the figures given, it is clear that no obvious advantage in
road funding flows to the electorate of the minister who makes the
allocation. It remains to examine the two electorates whose marginality

has been said to occasion favourable treatment from the State government.

Millicent?"

Millicent was created as an electorate in the 1955 redistribution
of boundaries, being carved out of Victoria and Mount Gambier. It
disappeared into Mallee, Victoria and Mount Gambier in 1977. For all but
the last two years of its exiséence it was held for the A.L.P. by members
of the Corcoran family, first by Jim Corcorén and from 1962 to 1975 by

;
his son Des.21 Apart from the elections in 1965, 1973 and 1975, the

seat has always been closely contested, as the following table shows:
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PARTY VOTE, MILLICENT 1958-1977

1958 1959 1962 1965 March June 1970 1973 1975
1968 1968
L.C.L. 47.7 45.5 46.0 38.2 50.0 46.8 46.0 U43.5 59.9
A.L.P. 52.3 54.5 54.0 61.0 50.0 52.5 54.0 56.5 40.1
D.L.P. 07

Source: S.A. Electoral Office, Statistical Returns.

In 1975 Des Corcoran nominated for a safe metropolitan seat and Millicent

was won easily by the Liberals.

If the Minister did use r§ad grants to buy votes in Millicent it
might be expected that Millicent's proportion of the State's local
government road grants was highest in the years 1in which it was
marginal. It may also be expected that the proportion of grants will be

highest when an election is impending.

An examination of figure 6.7 shows that this pattern does not
occur. On some occasions grants to councils in the Millicent electorate
conform to political expediency, but on most they did not. Grants rose
before the 1956 election and fell immediately afterward. In 1959,
however, the grant rose before and after the election. The grants before
and after the 1962 and 1965 elections varied inversely with the electoral

timetable falling before and rising afterward.

Grants in the late sixties give apparent support to a political
explanation. Grants in 1966/67 and 1967/68 were at a relatively low
level, but this may be expected, given that the sitting member had a

majority of over 10%, and the grant rose slightly in the latter year,
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FIGURE 6.7
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which preceded an election. The March 1968 election resulted in a
Liberal government, which relied on the support of an Independent. In
Millicent Corcoran received only one more vote than the Liberal candidate
and a new election was held in June. In the intervening period road
grants were decided, and in fact Millicent's share rose in 1968/69.
However, the fact that the government did not take the frouble to
announce the new grant until after the election had taken place22

discounts the significance of this and is perhaps an indication that the

government did not intend to use road grants for political purposes.

The 1970 election is difficult to comment upon as the government
did not know that it would be forced to an early election when it
formulated the 1969/70 grants. However, the rise in grants immediately
after the election is contrary to the politically expedient pattern.
Grants before and after the 1975 election also failed.to conform; they
plunged immediately before, the election and rose after it. The same

occurred before and after the 1977 election.

A year by year analysis demonstrates that on most occasions the
pattern of road grants was the opposite of what might be expected.
However the trend is not clear enough to propose an alternative
explanation based on electoral factors. The fact that no clear pattern
emerges suggests that the levels of grants in Millicent have been decided

according to non-political criteria.

A more long-term look at road funding for Millicent over the last
thirty years gives 1little more support for claims of political
motivation. Certainly grants were at their consistently highest level in

the mid to late fifties, when the seat was marginal. They fell as the
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seat became safe Labor. However, grants did not rise again when the seat
became more marginal, and fell to their'lowest level when the seat was

absorbed by the marginal seat of Mount Gambier.

Mount Gambier

For most of the period under consideration the electorate of Mount
Gambier lay between Millicent and the Viectorian border. It was fairly
small in size, being dominated by the City of Mount Gambier. Even in the
enlarged electorate following the 1976 redistribution, 72% of the votes
cast in the 1977 election were cast in polling booths within the city,
(excluding absent votes and postal votes). For this reason road grants
to the Corporation of the City of Mount Gambier have been assumed a
sufficient indicator. Roads within the City of Mount Gambier have always
been regarded as 'rural' by, Commonwealth legislation, and so figures for
the urban centre will not be greatly affected by the introduction of

Urban Local grants in 1974.

Until 1958 Mount Gambier was held by an Independent, Mr. J.
Fletcher. Labor easily won the by-election that was held on his death
(see Figure 6.8). From a highpoint of 68.7% of the vote in 1962, Labor's
hold on the' seat gradually weakened, until it was captured by the
Liberals in 1975. It is now a reasonably safe Liberal seat, requiring a

five percent swing to dislodge the sitting member.

A cursory examination of figure 6.8 will shows that Mount Gambier
is similar to Millicent in that no clear pattern emerges in a year by

year analysis of grants. Both 'peaks' and 'troughs' tend to occur in the
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FIGURE 6.8

Mount Gambier
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year following an election. None of the elections in 1956, 1958, 1965,
1970, 1975 and 1977 fall within a pattern to be expected if the
Ministerdetermined grants according to political expediency. Only three

elections (1959, 1962 and 1968), conform to such a pattern.

If one looks at the long term pattern, it does appear that the
levels of grants were sensitive to the electoral situation. Grants were
high under the Independent (though this coincided with Mount Gambier's
growth as a regional centre).. They were high during the period of
transition in voting loyalty in the mid-seventies. They were lowest in

the sixties, when Mount Gambier was a safe Labor seat.

However, a closer examination indicates problems. Although Mount
Gambier received its high grants during the mid-seventies, when the seat
swung to the Liberals, the peak occurred just after an election in which
the A.L.P. vote temporarily rose, to 58.7% of the two party vote. The
A.L.P. government could not have expected the 10% swing which occurred in
the next election, and yet grants remained high in the following three
years (1974/75 to 1976/77) dropping just before the 1977 election. These
claiming political expediency would be hard pressed to explain the plunge
in grants that has occurred in the last few years of Labor rule,
particularly as Mount Gambier is a seat the Labor Party has high hopes of
regaining. It could be claimed that the low level of grants reflected
the fact that the seat was held by an Opposition member, althought the
1976/77 grant, decided at least six months after the election in which

the Liberal candidate was first returned, was higher than that for the

previous year.

Like Millicent, then, Mount Gambier offers no evidence that the
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road grants are determined or even affected by the state of the electoral
pendulum. High grant periods are generally matched by transitional
stages in the seat's history, but a closer examination suggests that such

grants are not determined by an awareness of the seat's marginality.

Conclusion

In order to test the common belief that road funding is used for
political purposes, the study has concentrated on areas most 1likely to
reveal such a pattern. The electorates of Southern, Millicent, Mount
Gambier and Ascot Park in particular have been mentioned as ones which

have received more than their fair share of road grants.

For these claims to be supported, marked patterns would have to
appear over the thirty year period. This has clearly not been the case.
Although the high levels of road funds for Southern in the fifties may be
attributable to Sir Norman favouring his electorate, there non-political
explanations which are satisfying. First, the nineteen fifties saw a
rapid expansion in the timber industry in the south east. Mount
Gambier's population rose from 6,777 in 1949 (1.05% of the State's
population), to 16,388 in 1961 (1.58%).23 Such development would
require a greater investment in infrastructure such as roads. It has
also been claimed that a determined effort was made to seal the roads in
the lower south east in the nineteen fifties because it was realized that
long term sgvings in maintenance could be made in such a high rainfall

area. These savings were thought to Jjustify the capital expenditure

involved and explain why so many roads in the area are 'black' compared

with other rural areas throughout the State.2u

The electorates of Bevan anq Hill received less rather than more



223.
funds duringmthe periode:in‘uhich”the}respeotive memhers were in office.
The case of Ascot Park is a little more complex, given that the
electorate is only a small part of the City of Marion. It has been shown
that Ascot Park received less of Marion's grant under Mr. Virgo than it
did before. Of course it should be pointed out that Ascot Park was fully
developed by 1970, ‘Whereas the southern part of Marion grew rapidly
during the seventies, and so should be expected to take a higher
proportion of the grant. However this factor does not assume the
importance it may otherwise héve ~had because ‘road grants to urban
councils have not been designed to relieve the councils of development

costs. The bulk of the road projects funded are along bus routes. Ascot

Park has received grants disportionate to its size throughout the thirty

2 “w

year period because it is the closest part of Marion to the centre of

Adelaide and so has a relatively high flow of bus traffic. .

The case regarding marginal seats is not so clear cut, though here
also a political explanation receives little support. ' While there are
adlffl¢uwtles 1n analy51ng road grants on a year to yean bas1s, a close

look at the level of grants for individual years throus doubt on the
uconclus1on that Mount .Gambier dld well because of its marglnallty. In
‘1the case of Milllcent no.clear pattern occurs in elther the short term or
long term analysis, and so once again the case for political interference
is unsupported. It may be thought that no pattern appears when the
fmarglnal seat 1s held by the Opp031tlon because of the d;lemma faced by
the government. There is a danger that voters will give the local member
the credlt for government beneflcence.l However, it hashheen claimed that
this will not deter gouernments. Insteﬁd;‘ effd%tem‘uiil be made‘ to

maximize credit for the government and minimize that to the local member

by means such as excluding the member (if possible), for opening



224,

ceremonies, publicizing the minister involved, etc.25

The obvious question remaining is why the analysis has not shown
evidence of political interference. One important but neglected answer
is that the Minister has a political interest in being, (and being seen
to be), a good administrator. A good way to avoid allegations of placing
sectional interests above those of the community is not to pander to
sectional interests. The Highways Department itself is very conscious of
the need to avoid belng seen to neglect some areas. A senior Highways
.ﬁepartment official noted that a criterion of overriding importance
observed when drawing up the annual road program is to see that each of
the Department's regions is treated "fairly". Presumably this means that
they receive more or less the same as they usually do. Of course this
criterion itself may conflict with the principles of need and economic

rationality and fairness.

There are times when the minister's image as a good, reasonable
administrator is served by  overruling departmental decisions.
Occasionally the department is seen as arrogant or insensitive to
community feeling and timely intervention by the minister is seen as
beneficial. It has been known for the Highways Minister to thwart
Departmental plans even on the day of construction if sufficient
community concern has been apparent. Environmental matters in particular

create such conditions.

Generally, however, the Minister is reluctant to overrule Highways
Department's advice. In the second reading speech supporting the 1953

bill curbing the Commissioner's powers, the Premier, Mr. Playford, said:

[}
"
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" ..the power in question will continue to be exercised by the
Commissioner of Highways but the approval of the Minister will be
required to exercise that power."26

Decisions on priorities were to be made by the Commissioner. It appears

that this situation did exist and still does exist.

This independence is buttressed by the collective expertise of the
Highways Department and the momentum created by the planning process. A
great deal of work is put into assessing the worth of projects put
forward by councils both at the regional level and at head office. It
would need a determined Minister to overcome the strong case put forward
by the Department, particularly at the approval stage. In fact local
government sources, when speaking off the record, have criticized Mr.
Virgo (who was by no means regarded as a weak politician in other
quarters), for too easily abdicating decision-making in favour of the

Commissioner.

There are other possible reasons why road grants to the councils
have been apparently free from political influence. State Road grants
for any one year consist of hundreds of separate items for individual
projects. Any effective interference must necessarily be piecemeal and
difficult when compared with the opportunities open to the Federal
Minister. Related to this is the small-scale nature of the pro jects
funded. Few are important enough to attract the attention of enough
voters to make ministerial interference worthwhile though the Minister
may provide guidelines which favour certain 'categories' of roads.
(neglect of metropolitan councils by both parties being an example). The
Minister may prefer to concentrate any specific intervention on the
larger projects which are %enerally carried out by the Highways

Department. There is a further reason why the Minister may interfere in
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projects undertaken by the Department. This is that the voters'
appreciation of the State government's role in funding local government
projects will be low. Voters will naturally assume that if a project is
being undertaken by plant bearing the name of the local council, that
council should take the credit. State government beneficence will go
unrecognized. It must be admitted, however, that the same problem faces
a Federal government minister, and this has not deterred him. Rather,
the Federal government has taken special efforts to see that its funding
role is recognized. Signs at the side of National Roads bearing maps of

the national highways system are a part of this effort.

The idea that the Minister will be more 1likely to overrule
departmental advice when dealing with State government projects than with
grants is supported by the claim that the Commissioner will tend to use
his power selectively.27 His prime 1interest, (apart from the
professional concern of building and maintaining an efficient road
network), will be to utilizé fully his plant and manpower and perhaps
enlarge the activities of the authority. Consequently he may be more
receptive to ministerial pressure regarding a project which would be
undertaken by the Department than he would be 1f the expenditure was for
activity undertaken by the local government authority. The Commissioner
could afford to be more insistent that council projects that received

funding be decided on the basis of need and efficiency.

The weékness of this argument is that because funds going to the
road authority are either pledged from road user taxes or from grants
determined by the Federal Minister, the State Minister's freedom to
restrict funds to the road authority is very limited. Nevertheless, he

can determine the amount going to local government in the form of grants

»
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and 'debit order work' and if his plans for expenditure on a pet project
are thwarted in favour of a less favoured (but economically warranted),
project, he may feel inclined to turn over a greater proportion of the
road authority's funds to local government. It can be seen, then, that
there at least exlists a motivation for the Commissioner to be more pliant
in his dealings with the Minister when dealing with Departmental ﬁrojects

than with grants to councils.

It can be seen then that although the most obvious reason for the
lack of political interference in State road grants is the relative
expertise and independence of the Highways Department, the
intergovernmental context may well play a part. The other possible
explanations put forward all centre in some way or other on the fact that

the funding is in the form of grants to other governments.
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Hetherington and Reid c¢laim its boundary was drawn so as to
concentrate Labor voting support in only one electorate. op.cit.,
p. 31.

Local authorities wholly within this electorate and therefore
included were the Corporations of Brighton, Burnside, Cambelltown,
Kensington and Norwood, Marion, Mitcham, Payneham, St. Peters and
Unley.

This and the following information is from figures supplied by the
Highways Department and from Annual Reports.

Those examined are the District Councils of Beachport, Millicent,
Port McDonnell, Robe and Tantanoola. Tantanoola was included
despite extending slightly into Mount Gambier because in 1975 it
amalgamated with Millicent.

The vote for the Corcorans appears very much personally based. A
senior member of the S.A. A.L.P., Geoff Virgo, told the National
Times, "Millicent never really was a Labor seat; but Corcoran was
a household name as far as the area was concerned." (Week ending
14 April, 1979, p. 22). See also Hetherington and Reid, op.cit.,
p. 27 and p. 147 and for comparisons with federal voting, Neal
Blewett and Dean Jaensch, Playford to Dunstan (Cheshire,
Melbourne, 1971), pp. 27-28.

The notice appeared in the local paper (the South East Leader) 18
July 1968.

Derived from figures contained in A.B.S. Year Books.

Mr. A.K. Johinke, personal communication, 16 January, 1979. (Mr.
Johinke was the District Engineer for the area at that time.)

Personal communication, Mr. Stan Evans, M.H.A., 2 July 1980.
S.A.P.D., 1953, vol. 2, p. 1687 26 November, 1953.

Mr. Stan Evans (cited).
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

,”;p is E°t‘éugpfiﬁénsAtﬁatﬁﬁqe,ﬁasglﬁtﬁgy hgsﬂﬁgégwpnable to given an
unequivocal answer to the question of whether the intergovernmental context
encourages .or :discourages‘ politiqal“influence. The introductory chapter
aéhohsfﬁééed that the qué3£idh'has;h;ﬁy'facété; The cése study has, however,
been able to throw some light on each of these. 1In concluding the study, the
findings as they relate to these facets will be summarized. A general
) digcusg?pn QF the relativg inf%ueﬁoé_gf pqrticipanpslwi}l.be followed by an
outline of the other major areas of intergovernmental funding in order to
determine the general applicability of the roads case stqu.
o

First, it has been shown that intergovernmental relations take on
many forms. One of these forms results from the need to overcome problems
that each ‘gqvernmenﬁ“ has /in common with 'the others. With companies
legislation, for example, the actions of one government will significantly
affect the legislative environment in the other States. A joint approach,
sometimes involving uniform legislation, may be necessary. Vertical fiscal

imbalance is a problem faced by all levels of government, 2and

intergovernmental grants have been used as a means of overcoming this.
However, it does not fOl;ow that because‘all'gpvernments face the problem, all
governments will have equal control over the solution. 1In the case of fiscal
imbalance, the financial power of the donor is ﬁore likely to encourage the
coercive mode of federalism, iﬂ which the donor ‘government imposes its
priorities on the recipient governments. Here decisions are unilateral rather
than multi-lateral. We have seen that the power relationships in the road
funding example are in  fact not as .one sided as this, and this will be

discussed further. Nevertheless, the multi-lateral model clearly has no
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relevance in the case of intergovernmental grants. It cannot be used to argue
that political influence will be minimized because of the need for a joint

approach which will satisfy every government involved.

It was noted in the introductory chapter that the grant situation
enables eaﬁh level of government L0 veto expenditure it sees as unfit.
Projects are generally nominated by the recipient government and these need
the approval of the donor. It was posited that this process will screen out
projects fqnded because of political expediency. This study has not attempted
a systematic study of individual projects because disputes between governments
over projects are usually kebt private. "Going public" is usually used only
as a weapon of last resort. Therefore it is difficult for a researcher to
gain the necessary information. Also there is such a vast number of projects
involved that any systematic analysis would be impossible. It has been
pointed out that the very number of projects involved inhibits the power of
the veto. At the Federal level, there has simply not been the manpower to
examing the projects in a manner which would effectively screen out those

politically motivated.

As was also noted in the introduction, the double veto will only
apply where the governments are of different political parties. In the roads
study we have seen that this has occured more often than perhaps would be
expected because of the recent hold that the Country Party has the Federal
transport.éortfolio. The highly urbanized nature of Australia has meant that
both the Labor and Liberal parties have been heavily reliant on the urban vote
to win government, although the country vote is relatively more important in
the electoral systems of Queensland and Western Australia. Consequently we

have had the spectacle of both Labor and Liberal premiers criticizing the
. :



232.

rural bias of Federal funding.

The introduction to the study also discussed whether public servants
have an enhanced role in an intergovernmental context, whether this role would
serve to increase intergovernmental cooperation, and whether it could be
described as non-political. The relative power of the public service will be
discussed later. The features said to enhance cooperative relations -
homogeneity of educational and career backgrounds, and a professional approach

- have received equivocal support.

The survey that was undertaken of senior State road authority
officials found them to be homogeneous in terms of educational background,
professional interests and career patterns. As is to be expected from road
construction authorities, the senior personnel of both the South Australian
Highways Department and the Victorian Country Roads Board were predominantly
engineers with a pattern of long service with their respective organizations.
Furthermore, the National Association of Australian State Road Authorities
provides an umbrella for many opportunities for contact with counterparts in
the other States. These meetings, however, are dominated by technical
concerns and without the representation of Transport Australia officials, do

not provide an opportunity for inter-level discussions of road funding.

The .essential difference of Transport Australia is that it is not a
road construction authority. As such its officials concerned with road
funding do not display the characteristics of the State officials. They
are younger, less tied to their department in terms of their career and
more varied in their educational background and professional interests.

They do have contact with the States, in particular with the Australian

L]
Transport Advisory Committee sub-committees as venues. However even
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these méetings do'not proviﬁe forums for the discussion of road funding,

As to the question of whether the public service can be regarded
as politically neutral, the evidence of the road study is that
ideological factors are not important. The departments involved are both
spending departments, and are generally enthusiastic about maximizing
budget eibeg&itﬁre on roads. Perhaps the main reason for this is that
administrators dealing with only a small sector of the goods and services
provided by the government will,tendtto.identify with = that sector and
stress its importance. Also, of course, the 'empire-building' syndrome
will encourage expenditure.

Witgiﬁ those divisioge of TraﬁspertlAuetraiia thetIAeel with State
grants the notlon of emp1re-bu1ld1ng is not so relevant because no more
‘staff are necessary to. advlse on and admlnlster grants of'$700 million
than for grants of $500 million. Large staffs will be necessary if
conditions attached to the grant are strict and detailed, and it is here

‘that the, Federal department ‘has., a mobiye for encouraging the imposition
etmgaeﬁleonéltlons;.:ghewétgte“}eaawgﬁtgerlt;egmarelee;;t;ht sources of
pressure for greater road expendlture - particularly of Federal money.
Membenship“of the Australlan Road .. Federation by .. ‘ﬁ :number of them

(including the Highways Department) and the submissions made to the
C.B.R. and the B.T.E. make this obvious.

No evidehce of eebiic service bias between cetegeries of road
expenditure has been found at either Federal or State level. One
suspects a preference for large projécts within the Highways Department,
and given the dominance of the engineering profession, perhaps this 1is

not unexpected. However, there is little evidence that this preference
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has affected Judgement on road expenditure. Remembering that‘one of the

principal reasons given for the curbing of the Commissioner's autonomy in

1953 was his alleged penchant for large projects, this is not surprising.

~The study of the two professional research bureaux which have
advised the Federal government on noad grants concluded thet they had
strong c;aime to be free from séetiona}.intenests or ideo}ogy. However
it was shown that the position of the C.B.R. would naturally give it a
bias towards roads as opposed to. ' other public services. It was
consequently regarded as the friend ofhroad 1nterests, includlng the road

authorities and local government. Also the dilemma faced by the C.B.R.

when preparing its 1975 Report highlights pressures felt by an

orgahization - concerned

11, even ' with, statutory
independence. These pressures must be greater on departmental bureaux,
which has not had the protectlon of a statute.; So far the;B.T.E. has not
faced ‘these pressures and in fact 1t was strengthened‘by the demise of
the C.B.R. However, its existence could be ended more easily than was

that of the C.B.R., and as a departmental bureau, it is more open to

pressure than is,a‘sﬁatuﬁory body .

Arguments regarding the effect of holding ministerial meetings in
private are difficult to resolve simply because they are held in private
and transcripts are not made available to the public. However, it is
rare that full ministerial meetings are really priuate. The presence of
a large,number of public servants, the fact that a.verbapim transcript of
the proceedings is taken and later circulated, and the ever present
danger of a ‘'leak' all serve to inhibit ministeps from speaking as

frankly as they might.
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From the evidence available, it appears that the conversation does
avoid political rhetoric and the ministers avoid ‘'"playing to the
grandstand". However, while the stances adopted in public are not varied
in private, the means used to achieve the stated goals may reéult in the
doing of deals over the telephone or over lunch, when conversation really
is private. A.T.A.C. provides an example of cooperative federalism
working successfully due to a mixture of reasonable, objective approach
to joint problems and a bargaining approach in which political trade offs

may be employed.

Once again though, although the Federal minister plays an
important role in A.T.A.C., the forum is not particularly relevant to the
process by which decisions on road funding are made. Its achievements
are in the area where responsibility for matters lies with each State
government and a Jjoint approach has been necessary for efficient

government.

Until recently the meeting of A.T.A.C. ministers has included
discussions of road funding. In fact the reason that the subject was
transferred to the Premiers' Conference for discussion was the feeling
that an inordinate amount of time was beng spent on a subject for which
the A.T.A.C. meeting was not designed. Formally at least, the terms and
amounts of grants are not something that is subject to negotiation.
While the States may be consulted on Federal road grants, it is the
Commonwealth which ultimately has sole authority. The C.B.R. discussed
the question of funding by agreements ratified by legislation, as has
been the practice in the case of rail standardization projects. It
concluded that funding of roads by agreement would not be appropriate

because of the very large number%of projects invélved. This view has
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not prevented State ministers using the opportunity provided by A.T.A.C.

 heetingqﬁ§wapres§ ﬁhéiﬁfﬁiéWSiéﬁ‘rpg&ffundihg matte557& H§w successful
they have been in this is difficult to assess, although it can be
'presumed ‘that the reduction  in the number of categories in the 1980

legislatidn was largely as a result of pressure provided through A.T.A.C.

It has been shown that parllament' watchdog role has been weak.
vthe Federal level,ﬂ‘road grants ~are not "subjecti-tei. .scrutiny by
parliamentary sub—committees. .While the grants are contained in

leglslatlon whlch needs the approval of parliament as, a whole, such a

TN Ch

forum does not prov1de an effectlve filter to screen oet de01sions of a
party political nature. In only one case (1974) was the legislation
slightly amended because of parliamentary pressure. In the others, when
£he govefnment hadfeentfol of both houses, the“passage df the legislation
was unhindered. One can speculate on the degree to which Ministers may
have been inhibited by the publicity that parliamentary debate can give
to the alleged partisan nature of the legislation, but given the paucity

of media coverage of past debates, the inhibition is probably not great.

"The South Australian parliament possesses no machinery to
scrutinize grants going to local authorities. The grants are not
contained 'in any legislation, and to date, no parliamentary
sub-committees have seen it as their role to examinel them. Thus the
watch-dog function of parliament is restricted to.occasions such as the

grievance debates.

We have seen that at both Federal and State levels,
parliamentarians seem far more concerned to push the interests of their

constituents than to assess the merit of grants in terms of their benefit
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to the community as a whole. In pariiament,‘both grievance‘debates and
debate on bills both provide the opportunities for members to present the
case of their constituents for more road funds. It is also apparent that
such campaigns are vigorously pursued in private with the Minister.
While the Minister may be receptive to such pleas, the ultimate success
of the parliamentarian will depend on the relationship between the
ministenﬁ:and 'his publid service. At the Federal“lenel, even a
sympathetic minister is not enough. The Federal minister may be
convinced of the value of the M P.!s cause, and may also secure the
support of his department. However he then has to confront the State

Minister, who, even 1if sympathetic, may be opposed by the road

'wauthority, As we have seen, the strength of the road authorlty in its

R
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l deaiinésw with Ntheb State 'mlnlster “&ﬁ” South Australia ‘at least is
considerable. All of this makes the role ‘of the parliamentarian in

pushing his sectional interéets considerably more difficult;'

Given the lack of success encountered by parliamentarians in their

role of representlng ;nterests,'lt 1s perhaps not unexpected that special

" " \ - N
i ¥y oy . e

'1nterest 'éroupsu have had a 31m11ar ’laek of sUccess 1nf thelr efforts.
Roads have been alloted a dlmlnlshlng proportion of public expenditure
and the.Federai government ;' (the target of most campalgns) has lowered
its funding in real terms. The most recently announced figures for
Federal road funding indicate that roads are to assume even less of a
priority in the future, with growth from 1980/81 to 1983/84 averaging
less than 8% in money terms. The ‘target of $900 lﬁiliion in one year

which the A.A.A. was calling for in 1980/81 will not be reached in the

next five year's.2
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The problem has not been that interest groups have been denied
access to the decision-making process because of the intergovernmental
context. As far as overall levels of funding are concerned decisions are
made unilaterally. That is, they are not the product of negotiations
between levels. Therefore there is no question of interest groups being

'shut out' of the process.

However, the intergovernmental context has not served to advantage
where

interest groups. There are not multiple points)~interest groups can
gainfully put pressure. Despite the confusion expressed by the
Australian Road Transport Federation regarding government responsibility
for roads and the road transport industr'y,3 it is apparent that as
regards the total level of road funding at least, the interest groups
have a clear idea that there is only one level of government at which
their campaigns should be aimed. With all major roads being paid for by
either the State or Federal government, and with States funds being
largely drawn from vehicle usage taxes so that increases will come out of
the road user's pockets, the Federal government has come to be the focus
of lobby activity. While the separation of powers that Totten Anderson
spoke of does encourage lobbyists to approach a number of points within a
sphere of government, it is apparent that the States and local government
are only approached in an effort to enlist their support in the
Federally-orientated campaign.

Most of the interest groups surveyed have a general interest in
roads as a whole. Though there may be a differing emphasis on local as
against arterial, or urban as against inter-city roads, generally the aim

is a single-minded one of simply more money for roads. Because of this,

the study has been unable to highlight the advantages that the
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intergovernmental context presents to those groups (such as urban freight
carriers), whose interests are confined to certain types of roads. The
exception has been local government. It has been shown here that its
efforts to ensure more money for local roads involves approaches to both
the State and the Federal governments. A group such as the Farmers and
Stockowners Association also has the opportunity to press its case for

rural as against urban roads at both the Federal and State level.

In a sense though, this advantage is 1illusory. Having two levels
of government making decisions regarding the proportions of total funds
available to certain types of roads may simply double the Jlobbying
efforts necessary to see that one's case is heard. One may convince the
Federal government that a high proprtion of its funds should go to a
certain category, but then there is a need to do the same thing at the
State level to ensure that the State government does not skew its funding
to compensate for the change in Federal policy. Even if the State
government does not skew its funding, it also has to be approached if the
interest group is to ensure that satisfactory proportion of all fuﬁds is
allocated to the desired category. If the Federal and State governments

contribute equally to roads, convincing one level is only half the job.

Interest groups also face the problem of 'buck passing'. Shared
responsibility means that one government can claim that its efforts are
hampéred by ,restricted funding from above, while the other level can
claim that the blame for the apportionment of funding lies with the
priorities of the lower level government. The politician will use the
confusion to avoid blame. Diligent research may enable the interest
group to disentangle the sitdation, though it is common even for the

Federal government to be confused.* This need not stop the politician
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from exploiting any doubt to publicly distance himself from criticism.

Th maJor dlfflculty hlghllghted by the study was the‘way in which

the federal system obllged the 1nterest groups to adopt a multi- t1ered
: structure for thelr own: organlzatlon. For most of the interest groups
diééuSsed,v<the »capablllty of the federal body has. notu matched 1its

responsibilities.

A i Qoth the Australian Counc1l Of Local Government -Associations and

the Australian Automobile Association are federated bodies in the sense
that their membershlp consists exclusively of the various regional
bodies. ‘ Unllke the ‘Australlan Road federatlon and zthe ’Australlan Road
Transport Federation there is no 'grass roots' membership and so no power
base independent of the regional organizations. They are mere
secretariats and 1nadequately-staffed secretarlats .at that. Despite
this, they have the burden of undertaking the bulk of the lobbying for
road funding because the Federal government has become practically the

sole target of interest group campaigns.

While the A.C.L.G.A. and the A.A.A. have handled the problem of
inadequate resources to some extent by utilizing the manpower and

facilities of their constituent bodies, a more fundamental weakness

» This was apparent during a dispute between the Federal and
Victorian Minister for Transport in 1978 over funding for local
roads. Acting on advice from his department, the Federal minister
accused his State counterpart of denying earmarked funds from the
Federal government to local government and delayed payments of
grants to the State. (See Commonwealth Record, 31 July to 6

. August 1978, p..992). Payments, were resumed when it was realized
that the department's advice was incorrect. -
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has not been avoided. Both organizations are hampered by being very much
under the control of the several regional interests, and so decisions
need the concurrence of each of the regional bodies. If unanimity or
near unanimity is not reached, decisions are simply not made. Many of

the decisions that are made reflect the need for compromise.

The structure of the Australian Road Federation and the Australian
Road Transport Federation does allow for national as well as regional
'grass roots' membership, and as a consequence the central bodies are not
dominated by their regional constituents. However, while they are not so
concerned with differences of interests based on territorial factors,
they face problems at least as large because of their attempt to
represent such a broad range of interests that any policies adopted run
the real risk of offending members. However these problems have not been
caused by the need to match the Federal structure of governmerit. The
A.R.T.F., which has seen the most serious conflicts of interest, is after
all a national body. The conflicts have been largely between national
members. While the membership of the State constituent bodies does give
them a different interest base from that of the national body, (if the
latter can be said to have a coherent interest base), any resultant
divisions between the national body and the regions are overshadowed by

diSpUtes between the nationally-based members.

Alsoﬂ the experience of the owner-drivers suggests that a federal
structure may be necessary even where there 1is no federal system of
government. Because they are scattered throughout Australia's cities and
country towns, at least one major owner-driver organization has
structured itself on the baéfé of regions that are significantly smaller

in area than the States. Obwiously some devolution of power to
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subnational ‘units of government would Be necessary whatever Australia's

governmental system.

The study has shown that both the arguments for and against the
intrusion of political influence 1lack validity as regards the

. polltlcally-neutrallzlng effect of long-term grants.v Road.grants to the

' States are generally made on a threelyear ba31s.& In the paet, five years
was the practice. " When changes of government have occurred during a
grant period, amending legiSlation_to‘change the spir;tuef:the original
enabling legislation has not been passed. Incoming governments have been
content to wait until the grant period has lapsed before changing the

L

conditions;n

The study of Federal grants has supported the point noted in the
introduction that while prudence may affect the tota%ﬂamoﬁﬁt committed in
grants for a future period, it need have no effeot on the actual
composition of that grant. The three year grant period has been seen by
the Federal government as not so long that there is a danger of the
over- subscription of any particular category of road The backlog of
warranted projects in all categories pointed to by the advisory bureaux
has given governments any justification they may  have needed to
generously endow certain types of roads. When given their chance to

‘ at the end of a grant period,
alter the conditions A incoming governments have had no compunction in

making wholesale changes, and on occasion have Jjustified themselves

by claiming to redress an imbalance caused by the previous government.

- When presenting the argument in favour of the neutralizing effect
of long-term grants, the vagaries of political ideology and interests

were referred to. These have not been apparent in the roads study.
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While demands for expenditure on particular roads or roads in a
relatively small geographical area may subside once they have been
satisfied, broad categories such as urban roads, rural roads, arterial
roads and local roads retain a persistence that lasts well beyond the
period covered by the legislation. One change was noted, and this was
the case of .urban arterial roads, including freeways. It is apparent
that during this period the enthusiasm for such roads waned considerably
amongst politicians during the funding period of the 1969 legislation.
The new cautiousness was reflected in the 1974 legislation. However,
because the funding period was too short, (and because the change in
attitude has remained), this does not provide a case in which the length
of the funding period has provided a consistency in policy that has

over-ridden short-term changes in community attitude.

Finally, it should be noted that the question of the effect of
long-term funding has no relevence in the case of State government grants
to local authorities. These are for one year only and very often
constraints imposed by time are caused by the length of time to complete
a project. That is, it is common for a single project needing funding

over several years to be completed.

One subject which received attention in the introduction, but
which has not been dealt with specifically in the following chapters was
that of cros§—cutting lines of conflict. It was suggested that conflict

between the Federal government and the States blurs conflict on

party-political lines.

Conflict between the ‘Statés and Federal government has been

observed in the study of road funding. Furthermore, this conflict has
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cut across party lines. ' State ministers in particulaf see their role of
representing the State as being more important than their position as
partisan colleagues of the Federal minister. An entertaining example of
this is, the, reported telegponelexchaqge‘phat took place bePween the South
Australian Minister for Transport, (Mr. Virgo, Labor) and his Federal
counterpart, (Mr. Jones, Labor) after the proposed 1974 legislation
became known:

"If you think that we are going to let you tell us how much money

we have to raise and how we are going to spend it even down to the

local government level, you had better have another [expletive

deleted] thlnk about 1t.\ I tell you stralght Charlle this is not
.on’ " v '. B % b L ' ,' : ! . AT N

L .‘.‘.\.; PR 4h‘,}_‘

It will be remembered that the Liberal premier of Victoria was among
~ those.criticising the coalltlon government's 1977 leglslatlon for the way
it'lgnored C.B.R. adv1ce.‘ Also, the'A T.A. C meetlng held in Darwin in
July, 1978 broke up over a dispute between the States and the
Commonwealth over alternative sources of road revenue, when all the
‘ “v ‘A

T£States walke‘fOut 1rrespective of part

et Hedos

y

In the above incident which crossed party lines Mr. Virgo's stance
against“Mr. Jones flew in the face ‘of Labor's policy of' strengthening
central control over grants to the States. It could be argued that the
Victorian Premier's criticisms of the proportion of Federal money going
to rural areas also confounded expecpations_ besed on h%s‘ government's
reliance on rural support. The difficulty of getting politicians to
accept their party's policy when it is to their ewn disadvantage is well
known; the most notorious example being the New South Wales Labor
government's inability to persuade its party members in the upper house
to vote for a bill abolishing that house in 1959. It appears that when
intergovernmental relations involve a threat to the power and

o )
independence of one level’ government that level will place more
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importance on its existence than on political ideology.

Intergovernmental relations may override ideology, but they do not

pose the same threat to partisan interests. The Victorian example was

‘mentioned, but it should be boinﬁed out that even here, the State

government was far more metropolitan based than its Federal counterpart.

No cases have been found of a State Labor government ériticizing a

" Fedéral  Labor ‘government's urbah bias, and the Victorian example is the

TR

only case of a Liberal or coalition State government criticizing a

Federal coalltlon government's rural bias. "The effect of:pross cutting

b
by

llnes of confllct on politlcal 1nterests (aé'distinct'f%&ﬁ'ideology) is

not apparent. Although each State may have a similar bundle of rural and

urban, ‘manufacturlng, mining and agricultural interests, bosses and

'
ek

oX

" difference in balance between these interests will result in governments

that are far more heterogenéous than the States they govern.

Coad

The study of the payments granted for roads produced different
pictures at the Federal and at the State level. Both the Liberal/Country
Party and the Laboﬁ Federal‘gqyernmgptglwere unrestraiped:py the advisory
bureaux in their pursuit of political expediency. The categorization of
grants between types of roads was particularly skewed Dby governments for
political ends. The division of the grant between the States followed
the professional advice much more closely, althouéh both parties favoured
Western Australia slightly. The bipartisan favouring of that State
indicates that political,expediency is not always party pplitical. The
history of Urban Arterial (freeway) grants also demonstrates the way that
governments of either political persuasion will bog to perceived popular

opinion by departing from professional advice.



Political exbediency was not evident in the study of grants by the

| South 'Aqstrélian government to local authorities. No =~ evidence was
produced to suggest that the Minister uses road grants either to bolster
his own‘seat or to influence the voting pattern in marginal seats. Once

againr HowéVer, ‘the gr nts ma

{
R A T JM‘

ﬁbe subgect to influences whlch although

sy ke e ' /J.

non- partlsan, may be descrlbed'as polltlcal. The very de31re to be seen

to treat every region of the State fairly, for example, may induce a
division of grants not on the basis of need,;gconomig“effigiency or even
fairness. Rather, steps will be taken to ensure that no region "misses

out"; that all receive about the same as usual.

. The general picture which emerges in the study of road grants is
of a process in which there are multiple sources of influence. No one
participant holds a dominant position. Such a finding may suggest a
pluralist model of de0151on-mak1ng. However it would be wrong to assume
ffoﬁ sﬁcﬁ.ua ymodel that the vaflou; part101pan£s‘ ha?e equality of
infliuence. While some participants are intimately involved in the

determination of grants, others have a role more akin: to that of an

onlooker.
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Neither should it be assumed that influence on one aspect of the
process will extend to all aspects. For example, the Federal government
reserves to itself the right to determine the overall amouﬁts that will
be available for road grants. Yet despite the 'power of the purse' and
its constitutional authority, it has compromised both on projects
nominated and on conditions imposed. The 1980 roads legislation reduced
the number of categories to three, and so the Federal government has
reduced its ability to direct funds to specific purposes, e.g. rural
rather than urban local roads. This is a real concession for which the

States have been pushing for several years.

The Federal Minister has been able to impose categories on the
States, but they have not been troubled unduly because they have their
own resources with which to redress any perceived imbalances. We have
noted, hoﬁever, that conflict may arise over the funding of local roads
in the future because the States cannot lower much further the already
nominal amounts they provide in local road grants from their own
sources. Opposition from the States also arises over National Road
projects as the States are reluctant to commit their own funds to a
category that is supposed to be the full responsibility of the Federal
government. In the conflict that has arisen over whether priority should
be given to the Stuart or Dukes Highways, we have seen that the Highways

Department has had its own way.

Press releases by the Federal minister have on a number of
occasions given the impression that the States have the final say on
which projects are to be funded. While this is part of an effort to
avoid responsibility fof i unpohular decisions over priorities,

conversations with Transport Aubtralia officials indicate that the
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Federal G0vernment cannot'automatieally expeet to be abie to fund these
projects ‘it wishes to. Federai officiels haue been keen to point to
flaws in the enabling legislation to explain why the government is

handicapped 1n 1ts efforts to control the direction of grants. While the

i e

Minister has the pOWer to nominate which proaects are to“be funded, he

cannot say how much is to be spent on them. The States can fulfill their

: obligation by spending Jals nominal amount on} research.ff'What is not

explained is why subsequent legislation has been framed in this way.

The pattern of the uonor having to compromise with the recipient
' doés notapply with résbedtbto*Stétélﬁrants to local'government. Here
the donor exercises much greater freedom to direct grants as it sees
fit. The South Australian Igovernment is generally con51stent in the
division of grants between its regions, but unfortunately for the
councils grants to individual authorities fluctuate at the discretion of
the Highways Department. Within the constraints imposed by Federal

1egislation, the State government is able to direct funds to different

councils in any proportions it sees fit.

The State government has considerable authority even within
individual council areas. Although generally following the preferences
expressed by the local council, there have been many occasions on which
it has reordered priorities or substituted its own projects in place of

those nominated.

The States do not seem concerned by the matching amounts the
Federal government imposes on them. The quotas are used as convenient
excuses to raise the level of taxationon vehicle ownership and usage.

The States have been pressured by the Federal government to pass on a
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substantial part of the Federal grant for local roads to councils, but as
this amount has traditionally been supplemented by funds from their own
resources, the States have the discretionary ability to determine what

level of grants will be made to local government.

The most important pressures on local authorities for road
expenditure are from constituency interests. Also there 1is the
understanding that levels of expenditure from it's own resources must be
reasonable before a council can expect a grant from the State
government. Although in the position of being able to exercise real
discretion in the degree to which it wuses general revenue for road
purposes, local government has not been the subject of campaigns by road
lobby groups. This is partly because of the belief that local government
is already well aware of the need for adequate road expenditure. Also
because it is composed of very many units of government, the local level

offers a target too scattered for concerted campaigns.

The relative influence of the minister and his department differs
between the Federal and State levels. The Federal minister exercises his
authority on matters of road grants, particularly in matters concerned
with the amounts going to categories. For reasons mentioned earlier in
this chapter, this study has avoided analysis of individual projects.
However Transport Australia officials have indicated that 1in such
conflicts, the lFeder-al Minister has been defending political interests
and has not been acting on the advice of his department. The
administrative role has been largely confined to advising what form the

legislation shall take. and ensuring that government policy and the

provisions of the legislation are 'adhered to.
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The situation is quite different at the State level. In South
Austfalia the Highways Department is very actively involved in determing
how grants should be distriguted, particulary regarding individual
projects. The department, however, is subject to broad guidelines from
the Minster. The low level of grants to urban councils until the early
seventies is an example of this. The Minister may also exercise his
authority over major projects. Popular concern and pressure from the
Federal and Western Australian governments caused the Minister to divert
resources to seal the Eyre Highway before the Highways Department thought
it was warranted. However, 1in a current similar case the Minister has
adhered to departmental advice by pressing on with upgrading the Dukes

Highway before sealing the Stuart Highway.

The situation at the local 1level is too diverse for general
comments to be made. Very often it can depend on the personalities and
relative experience of the Clerk, the Engineer and the members of the
Council. Having said this, tge possibility that the Highways Department
will reject priorities it perceives as resulting from political pressure

must strengthen the hand of the administrators.

We have seen then, that the relative influence of the three tiers
does not follow the pattern of constitutional authority. Nor is the
pattern consistent. In the case of Federal-State grants, the donor needs
to compromise. ’In the case of State local grants this is much less the
case. A simil;r lack of consistency applies with regard to relative
influence within tiers. At one level the Minister dominates. At the

other he does not. To explain all of this, it is necessary to go beyond

the generalized discussion of the ‘introductory chapter.
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Aldrich has identified four types of resources available to

or'ganizations.5 These are funds, personnel, information, and products

I .
! AP

and . services. Inxﬁoﬁf=i@ohhéxt;”%bﬁoductég and -services" has Dbeen
interpreted to mean the actual ability to carry out the services and/or

produce the products for which the funds are designed.

If the possession of these resources is seen as determining the

nature of, relations between ‘Qrganizations, the pattern of relative

e Xy

: iﬁfluenéé$wéﬁﬁéVé 663£¥§3&@$55£plid56iéJ‘ Tﬂe Féderangdméfhment does not
hold sway in i;s relationships with the States because it possesses only
one resource: money. . Thrqgéh;the;r road authdrities,pheﬁStates are much
betﬁérveﬁdowed in ﬁefés of éxﬁertisé, basigJAAta gg6ﬁt‘;bad conditions
and the actual ability to ecarry out road programs. They also have an

independent source of funds.

The existence of these resources also underlays the relationship
between the States and local government. In South Australia at least,
the State government has its position of influence because it has all
four of the resources identified by Aldrich. Through the Regional
Engineer and his staff, the State road authority has the local knowledge,
the expertise and the plant and mahpowér to match the councils. Add to
this its position as the funding level of government and it is not
difficult to see why the State government can disregard council

preferences if it wishes to do so.

The possession of the non-monetary resources can also help to
explain the relative influence of 'the' Minister and his-department. The
existence df a Highways fund, consisting of earmarked taxes and Federal

] the ‘
grants reduces/ Transport Minister's ability to control the level of
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funding.on roads. The Minister is heavily reliant on the road authority
for technical information and advice. Being the construdtion authority
for 90% of the funds the Minister has available, the road authority is
also vital in the implementation of programs. While this does not apply
with respect to grants to councils, the climate is created in which the

Minister finds it very difficult to override Departmental advice.

"Ine situation is different in the Federal sphere. The level of
grants is completely subject to the discretion of the Minister of
Transport and the Cabinet. Not being a construction authority, Transport
Australia lacks the resources to be much more than a compliant agent of

ministerial desires.

:“6hviously the relationahip hetneen the ;iniatenmandihis department
is not only dependent on ministerial competence. Over twenty five years
the relationship between the .Highways Department and its: mlnlster appears
to have been unchanged despite the incumbency of a number of ministers of
variedlahility. Here, resources available are more likely to determine
the assoeiation «between' m1n1ster~ and department.“ What gives the

S I B R Y \) gt

non—monetary resources the 1mpact they have is the fact that the roads

portfolio tends to be prOJect orientated rather than policy orientated.
Road. fundlng 1nvolves hundreds of pPOJects, .each 1nvolving evaluation and
planning. Their execution may also impose logistical constraints on
decision-making. A1l of this enhances the ‘influence of the road
authority over the minister. A minister is more likely to control a
policy oriented portfelio when the decisions that:need to be made are
fewer and less reliant on masses of information and technical expertise.

Of course policy is not absent from the roads portfolio; the Minister can

and does impose guidelines. The non-funding of urban councils in the



253.
fifties and sixties 1is an example. Nevertheless the climate created by

the project orientation increases the autonomy of the Department and is

likely to discourage the imposition of such guildelines.

Such considerations also have an effect on intergovernmental
relations. The Federal minister is likely to face the opposition of both
the State miniéter and the State road authority. Even if the Federal
minister has the agreement of his State counterpart, he also has to
overcome the objections of the road authority when pushing favoured

projects.

We have observed that, while the road grants process can been seen
in terms of a pluralist model, there are marked inequalities in the
sharing of influence. The degree of influence can be explained in terms
of the resources possessed. The lack of impact on the part of the

legislation and interest groups can also be explained by the lack of

these resources.

The legislature's peripheral position in the road grants stems
from the paucity of almost all the resources that have been discussed.
Theoretically it does control the funds; it has the ability to reject
road grant prograhs at will. However, as long as the final vote remains
under the control of the executive, this ability remains only
theoretical. We have noted only one occasionywhen the Senate used its
numbers to amehd a road grants bill. Thisuwas in 1974. Even here,
convention prevented it altering the schedules, despite its being the
target of a great deal of criticism. Neither the Federal nor State
parliaments have the resources in terms of research staff to perform a

role as watchdog over expenditure. No parliamentary subcommittees
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scrutinize the grants. Parliament's main role appears to be as a vehicle
for publicizing grievances or alleged wrong-doings. Because of the
selective nature of its' audience, it is probably more effective with
grievances. Partisan or constituency interests may take note to ensure
that their particular cause is pushed, either in the House or in dealings
between members and mihisters, but because the communify as a whole takes
little notice, parliament has little power to ensure that grants are made
in the interests of the community as a whole. Charges of pork-barrelling
made ih'the Ibﬁse @an be met with a cOntembtuous smile:by the minister

concerned.

Private interest groups lack all of the resourcés identified by
Aldrich. They have no control of the funds required for roads. None

have the research staff necessary to enable their oplnlons to carry

“hiy L

twelghtv péftlcularly on the grounds of economic rationality and technical
expertise. They are dependent on government sources for the bulk of
their: information. Apart from Sbme members of the *AUStralian Road
Féderatlon, they play no .phy31cal part in ‘the actual‘ constructlon of

roads and so their cooperation is not a necessary part of the road

fundlng process. Even for A R F. members thls resources provides little

......

1everage.” Aldrlch has pdlnted ouﬁ %hat atf 1mportant determlnant of the

7

effectiveness .of resources is whether they are unique or not. The

contractors who are A.R.F, members, however, have. competitors in the

b

market who are all too willing to take their place.
15
Although the application of Aldrich's analysis, illuminating, it
cannot édequétély explain a number 'of the features which have been
observed. Also the explanations it offers may serve to conceal other

factors of equal or greater relevance.
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Perhaps the most obvious weakness is the non;explanation of the
minister's influence. Of course this influence stems from the authority
of office. It may be argued that such authority is inherent in the
resources Aldrich discusses. Benson has argued that Aldrich's four
resources can be distilled to the two most fundamental: money and the
1egitimacy to  conduct a_ctivities.8 The authority of office possessed
by the‘Minister is hia legitimacy to directvgrants in whatever manner he
sees fit. This legitimacy exists as long as it has public approval. The
experience of the Victorian railways demonstrates‘ that 4if public
disapproval of ministerial action is strong enough, the authority of
office may be removed, i.e. the administration and policy making may be

placed in the hands of an independent authority.

The study of Commonwealth road grants demonstrateq the way in
which the C.B.R. steadily lost .influence over- the government. This was
despite its expertise and growing store of knowledge. The basis of the
C.B.R.'s early influence was the simple fact that its creation was an

expenslve bu31ness, and that the government whlch was respon31ble for its

6 s e i \

ex1stence could not be seen to 1gnore 1t. The government had an interest

in malntalnlng 1ts authorlty and prestige. The incoming Labor government

ilargely followed bureau adv1ce because it was publlcly commltted to the

view that independent professional bodies were a valuable source of

advice,, and because the C.B.R.'s recommendations largely coincided with

Labor's lntcntlons anyway . By .the time the 1977 leglslat;on was brought

obr? A RAAL Gl

down, the C.B.R. had ceased to ex1st. It had no status to be upheld by

the government and so was ignored with impunity.
In order to monitor the conditions it imposed on grants, the

Federal Labor government in 1974 created the Roads Division within the
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(then) Department of Transport. The establishment of this division
presumably would provide the Federal governnment with growing resources
in terms of expertise and information. Why then have the States been
able to reverse the trend of the early seventies by reducing the

conditions imposed on them in the 1980 legislation?

The growing independence of the States from Commonwealth control
is typical of changes in the pattern of federal relationships generally
that have occurred in the latter half of the nineteen seventies. In many
areas, but most notably in the cases of coastal waters legislation,
mineral export controls and aboriginals, the States have asserted their
independence from Canberra. Why they have been able to dg:jjs a topic
worthy of a major study in itself, but the major resource exploited by
the States has been the anti-centralist feelings of the voters. Premiers
in the peripheral States have been able to act aggressively toward the
Federal government because it is politically popular for them to do so.
Conversely, the Federal government has been unwilling to assert its

powers, even when it has the undoubted legal authority to do so.9

Like the other private interest groups, the truck owner-drivers
are poor in terms of the resources we have discussed. And yet they were
dramatically successful in imposing their demands at the time of the
April 1979 road blockages. They employed another resource that has not
yet been discqésed - the ability to use force. It is significant that
this use met with considerable popular approval: A survey carried out by
Australian Public Opinion Polls in the following July found that 52% of
respondants expressed sympathy with the owner-drivers - a figure far
higher than for any other industrial action of that per*iod.lO It is

plausible to suggest that the owneq—drivers would have been less
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" 1fkely*t6 adhteve sut sa8 drithout thig
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JWhilg the lagkxof §ﬁ;geé§ on fhé papguof ip?ﬁng#ﬁfgroups has been
explained in terms of the resources ideﬁtified, \£his explanation 1is
unsatisfactory to some extent. Aldrich did not devise his typology with
interest groups 1in Imind and so ‘neglects other factors of greater
importance. Many sucéeséfui”lobbyihé campéighs are undertaken despite
the interest groups lacking all of the recognized resources. The
relative success of local government in its campaigns to secure a greater
proportion of Federal grants is not due to its use of local knowledge and

expertise, or role in the carrying out of road projects.

Resources which determine the stﬁength of special interest groups
include numbers, wealth, access to key positions, social contacts,
consonancé with prevailing norms and the internal characteristics of the
organization.ll The Australian Council of Local Government
Associations has been able to exploit the large number of local
authorities to place pressure on the government. However, in the best
known use of this, (fhé campaign to prevent the abolitioh of the C.B.R.),
it failed, and the more likely factor in its successful efforts to gain a
larger share of road‘grants‘is‘theﬂféct.thatlits arguments were consonent
with the prevailing norms. The Liberal/Country party government which

attéined office in 1975 recognized that Federal funding of 1local

governmen was_politiqally pogplaf.__For this reéson ipsGYNew Federalism'

i
i)
|

pdiic§”'p1édgédythét: thé:midééi3 cauﬁgfi wdﬁidylbe "66 ‘l&nger the poor
relation of government". It promised to continue many of the previous
ggverhméﬁtYs funding initiatives.l2 The skewing Qflfbad'funds to 1local

roads is part of this policy.
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These examples demonstrate that Aldrich's resources are not the
only ones which determine relative influence in the public policy

)
.

Process

Qb?iﬁuéifﬁithfmaﬁi&ﬁ:ap&wﬁgperti§e@pecaﬁag .ﬁﬁpimportant the
closer the process approximates an idealized situation in which decisions
are - made on the basis of rationality, efficiency, Mfaifness and need.
Australian politics and édministratioﬁ appré#imates thié £o a degree. To
the extent that they do not, other factors become important. In each of
thg "érrgpt" cases diséusseq: the authority of the minister, the

i dec li ningw,lnfluencexof bhe\ “C L) B,R . y’u} »

the i changing patbern, of Federal-State
relations, the road blockades and the ability of local government to
attract funds,there has‘bégh a key factor. . This has been the existence
of ﬁoﬁﬁlék approvai,ﬁbk aﬁyleést'é”laék of%;opulagjdisabproval. In the

Australian public policy process this is the ultimate resource.

The applicability of. the case study to <intergovernmental funding in

general

"Individual case studies tend to be isolated and unique, each look
at different issues, using different methods, and asking different
questions. This makes comparison extremely difficult... Case
studies have a tendency not to focus on the 'normal' but on the
unique, exotic or important, so 1insights gained ‘from them may

actually be misleading."l3

These problems have been raised by Richard Simeon. Obviously the

researcher using the case study method must establish how applicable his

findings are to the field as a whole, and point out which features of the

study "are“sui generis.
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Federal grants

Even 1f the survey were restricted to the Federal level there is

still enormous variety in the arrangements under which payments to the

States and local government are made. Perhaps the only feature they have

in commonﬁls that they all have their basis in legislation passed by the

Federal parliament.

The budget paper, Payments to or for the States, the Northern

Territory and Local Government Authorities details amounts the Federal

government dlstrlbutes to the States. Some of this is passed on to local

\II

:government In 1979/80‘ the' Federal government made *oayments to the
States for forty seven separate programs for recurrent purposes and for
forty six for'captta; purposes. tﬁxolddingqamountshtoibe passed on to
local government as part of the tax sharing polioy, these amounted to
nearly four and a half billion dollars.lu Roads, at $546 million, or
12% of the total, is easily the mostvimportant item of capital expenditure
but is well’ behind education ($1757.4 million) and health ($1193.1
million), when recurrent items are included. These are by far the most
important areas of specific purpose payments, accounting for over three
quarters of the total. The next most important are housing items ($260
million) and welfare, ($78.4 million). The rest are miscellaneous
programs, only three of which exceed $20 million. Most of them represent
specific short term projects being AR EsicEn by the Federal government.
"Water Hyacinth Control", "Bundaberg Irrigationl Works" and "assistance
for Chrysotile Corporation" are examples. In this sense they can be
compared with road projects, which are also highly specific and short
term.

'_s

Specific purpose grants to the States are themselvés only a small
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proportion of total Federal grants., When funds earmarked for general

purposes by local government are’ excluded from the 1lst of specific

purpose grants, this 1list comprises only 419 of grants to the

15

States. Most grants are not earmarked and are distributed through

0
q
W

theLAustwflian and‘Qariousgﬁﬁaﬁ@ﬁGraﬁts“Commissipn.<EASQtH§se commissions

are independent bodies and because of their extensive use of formulae in

; determlnlng grants, we do not have the situatlon in whiéh there are

‘llkely to be dlsputes between governments over 1nd1v1dual prOJects.

ThelFederal government's relative lack of expertise that we have

IR P

‘witnéssed;;sméfIairlfﬁoommonﬂfeatﬁneﬂb? the sintergovernmental process.

Though the roads example is the most extreme, in most areas subject to
specific purpose fundlng the Federal government is rellant on the States
for informatlon upon wnich to base declsions. “?hé State education
authorities are actively involved both formally and informally in the
preparation of Schools Commission recommendations regarding programmes
into which edncation fnnds should bepehannelled} Apart from the case of
non-government schools, the State education authorities are left to
decide how the money should be spent within these programmes.16

General purpose recurrent grants for institutions for technical and
further education are determined by means of a formula, and the
disbursement of the funds is left to the discretion of the States.
Althougn projects receiving capital grants are determined by the T.E.C.,
the desired priorites of the States are taken into account. Also,
recommendations by the Tertiary Eoucation Commission regarding Colleges
of Advanced Education are only made after consultation with the State

authorities.l7

Funds to universities alone appear to have no State
involvement. The bulk of Federal health grants are directed to the

running of the public hospitals. These are ‘maintained on a fifty/fifty



261.
basis. Given this poliecy framework, the need for technical expertise or
specialized knowledge to determine grants is not relevant. The other
important subject of health grants is the community health program. The
cost of this is shared equally between the Federal and State governments
and it is left to the States to decide how the money should be spent.
The roed énants procese nan also be‘seen ae representatlve of the more

minor specific purpose payments, which are generally for projects

nominated by the States.

Among specific purpose payments road grants are unusual because of

the. important role of local government. The invqlvemenp‘of all three

g

RN [P e

tlers'wef governnent “1ntroduces a trlanguiar ,eifnatien in which
ﬂal}iances"‘ may be encouraged. H'Although making roed ~grants less
:benreeenﬁetiﬁe‘ef{sﬁéﬁifieﬁnurposeiéfents inngenenal;wthié was regarded
as a desirable feature when the choice of subject matter was made, as it

provides a new dimension to the study without disguising the essentially

dyadlc relationshlps to -be found ;w

s A L P

tne case .of most gpecific purpose

\lls

grants.

iTﬁe features wnich“néve nade,tnefFedenal govennmengxneliant on the
States are 1likely also to increase departmental influence over the
minister. However, it has been noted that in the case of road funding
this 1nfluence does not extend to determlning how large the cake should
be; only to how it should be cut up. This applles to the field of
education as well. Both the Tertiary Education Commission and the
Schools Commission have to work within funding guidelines imposed by the
Federal government, and both of the commissions have had the C.B.R.'s

experience of having recommendations on the level of funding rejected.

: as
The ultimate decisionsﬁto how much of the budget should be directed to
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roads or ‘education (or whatever), is'firmly in political hands.

The existence of a professional bureau to advise on road grants is

ndt:laqﬁﬁvfépmhoéi feé£q5¢f;fo;ﬁéder9$1¢$pant§§\ e have noted that the
Tertiary Education Commission and the Schools Commission are themselves
. only . gdy;aqry- bodies. Hgalth and Awelfape provisioqs; while not
‘Béﬁéfi£fgﬁg  ff&% the advice éf a ﬁrofessional orgéﬁizééiSn, are often
subject to ad hoc inquiries. The other major areas of specific purpose

grants ‘may_ also benefit from the advice of professional bureaux. In

¥

.1979/80., these. were . transport - other. than reads /($55.1.million) and

agricultural programs ($75.9 million).18 The B.T.E. could be called
upon to advise on the former; the Bureau of Agﬁicultural,EConomics on the

latter. ' b B S,

Roads have been subject to less parliamentary scrutiny than the
other major- areas of ., Federal ghgbts, Education, welfare and health
matters have all received the specific attention of - special Senate
committees. However, the financial decisions contained in the
legislation have been left untouched by parliament. This is due to the
convention that financial measures may be criticized or even delayed but
not be refused unless reprehensible circumstance occur. This convention

applies'at both State and Federal levels.

Generally the enabling ;egislation covéps long-term periods.
Education, particularly recurrent grants, is generally‘funded on a three
year rolling program, although the government has intervened to alter the
terms in the course of a program. Health measures are in a state of flux
and changes in policy ‘have been frequent. However, moét éhanges in the

health field have concerned health insurance and have been outside the
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intergovernmental 00n§ext. Social 'security grants are usually subsidies
provided for under open ended legislation. For example, Senior Citizens
centres, home care, paramedical services and deserted wives are all

funded under legislation passed in the late nineteen sixties.19

Another common feature which road grants share with other areas is
that ppgwxe¢ipients:ayq“commonlyIpub;ic bo@ies aqugoﬁseguently public
bodies are active as special interest groups. Education in particular
exhibits this pattern, with groups such as the Australian Teachers
Féderatioh and the Australian Caﬁncii of State School Organizations
actively compaigning for more funds. However, because such a large part
of the grants for education, heal;h and welfare is for recurrent purposes
and 13 not project-oriented, it is unlikely that magor- geographically

defined divisions will occur within these groups.

'“TQO““dthérl”imbdrﬁént ‘features of road infereSf*ﬁgroups - their
adoption of a federal structure and their concentration on the Federal

governMent - are common to other groups. In fact, Roger Scott notes:

E‘;j;h;"On any 1ssue invoywlng the expendlture of 1arge 'sums of money -
and this means most 1ssues - the attitude “of the federal
government can be a crucial constraint on the freedom of
policy-matters. Because of this,  the major ~pressure groups
concerned with economic activlty...have developed a federal

_structure and have ‘been forced, to‘;concentrate ‘many of their
" pesources on Canberra rather than at state level. n2

Scott also discusses the incorporation of interest groups into the

administrative structure - a feature we have observed when discussing the

Transpbrt Industries Adv1$6ry Counqilﬂ One‘feature yefetred to by Scott

but which was not apparent in the case study was the concentration by

interest groups on the administrative element. He quotes a well-known

professional lobbyist, Peter Cullen:
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"In general, the target of the lobbyist is the vast network of
bureaucrats, Parliamentary officers and aides in ministerial
offices who serve the making of decisions. There is no term which
adequately covers this sprawling conglomerate of
decision-makers."21
The special interests observed in the roads study have preferred to
concentrate on the political level, with both members of parliament and
Ministers being the focus of campaigns. Given the ultimate importance of

the politician in deciding how much 1s to be spent on roads, this is

perhaps not surprising.

State grants

In 1978/79 almost half of the South Australian government's
payments to its local authorities consisted of untied grants passed on
from the Commonwealth through the Federal and State grants commissions.
Roads are the most important form of specific purpose payments. The $6.6
million granted in 1978/79 was 38% of earmarked gfants. The largest of
the rest were; unemployment. relief ($3.6 million), urban stormwater
drainage ($1.7 million), library grants ($1.25‘ million), sporting and
recreation ($1 million), and urban effluent drainage ($0.9 million).

Together, these formed 86.5% of specific purpose grants.22

Perhaps the first point to be noted when discussing specific
purpose grants is that the Highways Department administers almost half of
them. As well as roads it is also responsible for urban stormwater

drainage and bicycle tracks ($2,000).

A comparison of road grants with the other major specific purpose
grants will also reveal a number of similarities. They are predominantly
project orientated. Funds éré geﬁérally for a multiplicity of small

projects. Rarely are the grants for recurrent pruposes. From this we
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can expect that a similar situation will prevail as in the ease of roads;
that is, bureaucratic advise will be heavily relied upon to determine

the merit of individual projects.. The State government policy is for a
dollar for dollar subsidy to help pay for the establishment of public
libraries. Presumably, Libraries Board consideration of the merits of
projectsjis not so releyant, though even Iibraryigrants are often for
nominated Projects.23 As well as enhancing the role of the public
servant the project orientation of grants will also encourage an active
rele fon the iocal euthonity. 'Uni;ke necurnent grante,%mnere the local
council is simply involved on a take it or leave it basis, grants for

projects involves the council in, the nomination, planning, as well as

execution of the purpose for unich,funds-arelearmarked. 2 b

“v; However, the degree of control over road grants exerc1sed by the

..\v—

'State authorlty is falrly typlcal of State grants generally. Projects

for urban stormwater grants are often initiated by the Highways

Department in an effort to overcome problems where drainage systems need

ot

ﬂi;fCQNQn two or . more lOCal area

LE In effect the.. department plays an
entrepreneurial role, employing the resources of the local authority to
construct and maintain‘.’largep drainage schemes.? Many more
applications for urban effluent drainage érants are received than are
actually funded and so the Urban Effluent Drainage Committee needs to
exercise a great deal of discretion when recommending projects to be
funded. Offieers'ef the - Health Commission assess projects on the basis
of criteria such as the possibility of pollution, financial need,
availability of supplementary sources of finance. The Health Commission
also carries out the relevant design work and has a supervisory role in

construction.25
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As with road grants, decisions on projects to be funded under the
State Unemployment Relief Scheme (since lapsed) were the subject of
negotiation between the relevant State government department and the
local . authority.  In: this. case the department, concerned was the
Department of Labour and Industry. Beside the potential of a project to
employ local labour, the department considered factors such as the level
of unempléymeﬁt in barticﬁlar afeééﬁ thé capacity of ﬁhé 1ocal council to
undertake the project, whether the project would generate continuing
employment, whether the _benefits of the proposed project would extend
beQan;£gé local area and ifﬁthe?éﬁWere;bther sbun6§$$¢f funds which
could be tapped by the council when undertaking the project.
Occasionally the canpile,prioritﬁgs‘were,pverruled“if‘the Department
é&hsidéﬁéd 'théy “éigsfgof qééaré¢ Qéii 55' these cf&%ébia.26 Local
influence over projects funded for sport and recreation pruposes is
qualifiedg‘by the ‘State government's need to reconcile the wishes of
] .é%a.t‘;e-;b‘ééeva“cviﬁ“ua‘féis‘bor‘.;ﬁi‘rigl;:’i-?.;‘.?.vlc;r-glgéﬁ'iza.tioh;..'I.---‘ Alsoj. of . coupsé, the State
government will take into account the proximity of similar facilities

when deciding upon major R al

The Libaries Board is very active in overseeing library grants.
Before approving grants for the establishment of libraries it must
satisfy itselfrthét fﬁeséize and‘fipe of thé librafy;fas well as its
staffing arrangements, are all adequate. It also advises on siting and
size of buildings and the type of collection éo be maintained. Books
are provided centrally, remain the property of the Libraries Board and
are liable to be recalled by the State Library. Local libraries may also
participate in a scheme whereby they accept a "package" of 600
paperbacks, for which they pay half the price: Once again; the books are

purchased centrally, but this time they became the property of the local
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library.

'flt]appears that the miﬁimal-involvement_of parliement in the road
grants process also reflects the general situation. 1In only one instance
is the grant subJect to spe01al leglslatlon” Grants to councils for
llbrarles are’ authorlzed under theuﬁibrarles (sub31dies) Act., This Act,
which sets the terms for library grants, does not need periodic renewal
and so dqes’ not provide an opportunity to question the terms of the
eﬁfdhgﬁﬁéﬁ£5Q ‘Alihbgéh;igééé%ﬁpunééléﬁe often involved, ‘they do not come
under the scrutiny of the parliamentary Public Works Committee because
the work is actually carrled out by the local authorlty Informants on
the subject of State grants have ell noted the relatlve lack of interest
taken by the local members of parliament, who usually becomes involved
only if pressured to do so by the local authority. This was reported to
be so‘even-in the cese of the State Unemployment Belief Scheme, which
stands in contrast to the earlier Federally-funded Regional Employment
Development Scheme;28 The earlier scheme inspired a great deal of
interest in the local member of parliament, particularly as Federal MPs

were routinely notified by the government of grants to councils in their

electorates.

Given the heterogeneity of intergovernmental grants, road funding
is as typical an example as one could obtain. Many of its features are
generalizable to other specific purpose grants. The only feature that

stands out as unusual in the roads example is the involvement of all

three levels of government in the process.

If anything, the Federal government seems to have less power over

the expenditure of funds in the other major areas of funding that it has
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in the case of roads. In all areas it is reliant on the expertise of the
States. The limit of Federal control its its ability to require that the
funding.be according to®'certain guidélines 'and within“bertain (usually
broad), categories, such as technical and further education, nursing
homes, ete. In fact, from a‘easua%nélance at the other areas of specific
purpose funding, it would appear that roads would involve the most
detailed specifications and those most open to political influence.

Generally

the Federal government has 11ttle control over projects and

[
i s

institutions Punde ey

ﬁhFhomfthis it can be presumed that the interest - of 'Federal members
of parliament in obtaining funds for their constituencies will be less
than has been seen in the roads field. On the other hand, the 'watchdog'

1nterest of parllament (as seen 1nhpar11amentary commlttee) appears to

| § | -t
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'be greater in other areas of fundlng than it does 1n roads, though it
never directly vetoes or alters amounts proposed to be granted.

While advisory bodies, specific or permanent, are a common feature
of Federal specific purpose grants, in all cases the executive maintains
and exercises 1ts discretion in acceptlng or reJectlng the advice it

receives. The polltlclans remaln flrmlylllcontrol of thelr policy.

In this process, political influence appears to be minimal. Even
in the case ,of unemployment relief grants, menbers of parliament have
little part to play. The executive is content to let the process be
contained at the administrative level. Decisions are made on a

technical, not political, basis.

Although further comparative research would be necessary before
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confidéhtwcbnclusiogs'Eéulé;Bé‘ﬁadgf it‘wodf&}éppéé? th;ﬁ in the grants
process in general, political influence 1is strong at the Federal level
and (in South Australia at least), weak at the State level. The
influence of parliament is weak at. both levels. To say this should not
imply that decisions made at State level are necessarily 'superior' to

those made in Canberra, or that the lack of parliamentary influence is to

be applauded.

The failure of parliament to scrutinize the way road grants are
distributed is an inadéquaoy that needs to be remedied. It could also be
argued the Westminister System relies on individual parliamentariarf being
able to present their constituenc;es' demands to the executive and having
these demands met with administrative action. Simply because

parliamentarians appear far keener to push their constituents' interests

than to assess the overall community's interests, it does not follow that

their 'influence is mischievous. This would be to:deépy the important

role of the parliamentarian in bringing to the government's attention the

concerns of those he represents. It is this role that is the traditional

mechénism of ensuring that the decisions made by the  government are

responsive to the needs and wishes of the people they serve. Similarly

the opinions expressed by politicians should not be dismissed simply

because ‘they may nob be ciothedﬂin.the'garb of value-free research:

"There is nothing odd or distressing in politicians basing their
decisions on a value judgement. One of .the reasons why it is
. better :to be governed by politicians, than by civil servants is
that civil servants are apt to disguige their value’ judgements as
judgements of fact. Politicians are slightly more honest about
bringing this out into the open."29

In any case a great deal of ministerial input into the

poligy-making . process ~is ' ‘not ong“behalfu of . constituency interests.
\ iedblel i Uiy 2 g o ) o g ; 'Ja“-\:f‘f)«'-ﬁ"-""w;"" et E e “1;;7;*"!’\;‘ 8

Interference may be in order to implement policy that had been promised
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at a recent election. The Liberal/Country party government§ policy of
favouring local roads is an example of this. If such a policy was not
justified on economic or equitous grounds it was up to the Opposition to
point this out, using the information provided by the C.B.R. If a
government is elected on the basis of proclaimed policies, it has a
responsibility to carry these out. To routinely fail to do’'so when it is

pointed out that such policies are not justified on objective grounds is

to hold the political process in contempt.

At other times the minister may interfere in response to
locally-expressed grievances. This commonly occurs to prevent the
bureauenacy from doing 'something against theﬂperceiYed.interests of those
affected. Sometimes such interference may be contrary to a greater
interest of the community as a whole. It is for the politician to judge

whether‘or not it is.

The ultimate discretion retained by the executive .over the overall
‘amountsispent is necessary if:the,p01iticalgprocess is _to be meaningful.
Public servants and other advisors may point out warranted expenditure
-_.levels for: various ‘areas, and may even advise on priebities between
arees.wwyﬁoweven a. beele tenet of ‘responsible government is that an
jdentifiable body, open to recall by the electors, must accept liability
for the way public money is spent.

Ultimately the issue boils down to rule by technocrats or rule by

polltlcians. The arguments presented above assume a properly functioning

3

plurallst medal of government where the people knew best where the shoe
rubs and their views are accurately reflected by their elected

representatives. To the extent that the political process falls short of
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this ideal, technocratic influence may be necessary. Nobody would argue
that even in the best working pluralist system, articulation and
satisfaction of communities demands ar??zuaphazard and that resultant
decisions are always fair. But on the other hand nobody would argue that

the paternalistic technocrat is always right, particularly when

deciding overall amounts to be spent.

Perhaps two features stand out in the brief look at the interest
groups. The first we have observed in the roads study: the adoption by
interest groups of a federal structure. From this we can propose that
all such groups will encounter the problems and handicaps that were
discussed. in chapter: .four. The . other .noticeable ..feature 1is the
prominence of government funded bodies as interest groups, particularly
in the education and welfare areas. This we have also noticed in the
foads study with the active stence taken by the Highwafs Department and
local government. The position of publically -funded bodies as lobbyists

an 1nterest11g and w1despread feature of public pOlle’ maklng, and yet

AN

iwhlch has recelved little attentlon in the llterature."

In South Australla road grants are the most 1mportant form of

spe01flc purpose payments and their leadlng p081t10n sets the pattern for
the other grants. The very size of the proportion administered by the

nghways Department - almost half - would automatlcally suggest that road

|‘ .,.,: Vi l’
o S RLTIR

fﬁnding is the most 11kely form of“graht from which generallzatlons could
be made.
. (o Cod

Once again the same features recur. Funding is project-oriented,
a factor that strengthens administrative influence. In all major fields

the active participants in the process are the State bureaucracy and the

is
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local authority. Generally the local authority nominates projects to be
funded, while the bureaucracy maintains a firm discretionary role in

agreeing to or amending proposed programs.

Obviously the pragmatic approach is to favour a mixture of
political and technocratic influence, with the balance between the two
e
‘being qpermined by the degree to which each lives up to its ideal.
However it has long been noted that competent and fair government is only
one of the standards by which a democracy should be measured.
"Democracy does not give the people the most skilful government
but it produces what the ablest of governments are frequently
unable to create: namely, an all-pervading and restless activity,
a super abundant force, and an energy which is inseparable from it
and which may, however unfavourable the circumstances may be,
produce wonders."30

Given this, perhaps we should be tolerant of the shortcomings of

political control.
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APPENDIX A

National Association of Australian State Road Authorities

SIXTY THIRD MEETING

OF THE

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF

AUSTRALIAN STATE ROAD AUTHORITIES

To be held in
'MELBOURNE

at the Offices at the

Country Roads Board, Victoria at
KEW

on 6th May, 1980

AGENBA
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2 2
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10 8.1
11 8.2
12 8.2
13 8.3
14 8.4
15 8.4

16 8.4

“Workshop' oni
'South~East Asia”

- E/Sec to Grants Commission
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of Australian S;ste Road Authorities

SCHEDULE OF APPENDICES

Title

Road Research “and nformation for

International Organisations and Conferences -

‘Informatlon concernlng the IRF IXth World Meeting

“{International Organisations’ and Conferences -

Information concerning PIARC, REAAA or other
organisations

Commonwealth Grants Commission - Letter from

e , "]‘.“.’-\"V.L'M“ W e ’ )‘"‘.H;"‘/v. e
tate Roads Legislation - Advice summarising
Legislative Changes

Report by . SAC . on Motor Vehicle Registration

..(Llcence) Fees and Third Party Insurance Costs

National Highways - Construction and Maintenance
Standards - Report by PTC

ACVP - Report on Activities - Report from the
NAASRA rep (Mr. A.M. Noble, CRB Vie)

ACVP - Report on Activities - Letter from
Chairman ACVP on Dynamic Criteria for Vehicle
Suspension Systems and E/Sec's reply
Implementation of ERVL Study Recommendations -
Further Report by the Convenor of the Task Group
(Mr. R.A. Pearson, CRB Vic)

Specialised Vehicles - Report from the Special
Task Group Regarding its recommendations

Specialised Vehicles - Report on the Movement of
Prefabricated (Transportable) Buildings

Operation of Large Combination Vehicles (Road
Trains)

Weighing of Vehicles - Report by DMR T

Weighing of Vehicles - Report by Mr. Pearson on
the Tasmanian problems

Weighing of Vehicles - Further report by Mr. R.A.

'Pearson on: problems  related  to Weighing of

Vehicles and calibration of Loadometers
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NAASRA Roads Study - Position Paper prepared by PC

NAASRA Roads Study - Report from PTC following
Special (April 1980) PC Meeting

SRA Price Indices - Further (annual) report from
APG on movements

Seminar on BTE Road Price Index - Final Report by
ARRB (Mr. T.R.L. Thoresen)

Functional Classification of Roads - Letter from
ASsistant Director Planning and Technology, BTE

MITERS Projects - Comments by Members provided
for Circulation

Traffic Signals - (Left-Turn-On-Red) - Progress
Report

Linemarking - Dividing Lines - Advice from ED ARRB

Linemarking - Dividing Lines - report by PTC on
Research by ARRB

Road Maintenace Study - Report from the Steering
Committee following its final meeting held in
Sydney on 13th and l4th March, 1980.

Progrém of Future Work - Framework for Ongoing
Work

Negotiations with Telecom - Further advice from
the Joint Sub-Committee (Convenor - Dr. K.G.

Moody, CRB Vic)
Analysis of Staff Employed -Sub-Committee's report

The Role of Roads in the Movement of People and
Goods - Summary of advice from December, 1979
meeting

The Role of Roads in the Movement of People and
Goods - Summary of advice and recommendations
from April 1980 meeting

The Role of Roads in the Movement of People and
Goods - Schedule of Brochures

Review of the NAASRA Publication System - Report
by E/Sec

NAASRA,Publiéity Film - Members Comments on the
ARTBA Film

.‘\
Enquiry into Technological Change - Submission by
DoT (1979)
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36

28.1

28.2
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NAASRA Secretariat and Administration - Report by
E/Sec on revised 1979/80 costs and estimated:
costs for 1980/81

Allowances for Secretariat Staff - Report by
E/Sec on suggested figures for reviewed
allowances for 1980/81
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National Association of Australian State Road Authorities

SIXTY-THIRD MEETING

MELBOURNE

on 6th May, 1980

REPRESENTATIVES OF MEMBER AUTHORITIES PRESENT

DEPARTMENT OF MAIN ROADS,

COUNTRY ROADS BOARD,
VICTORIA

MAINS ROADS DEPARTMENT
QUEENSLAND

HIGHWAYS DEPARTMENT,
SOUTH AUSTRALIA

MAIN ROADS DEPARTMENT,
WESTERN AUSTRALIA

DEPARTMENT OF MAIN ROADS
TASMANIA

NORTHERN TERRITORY,
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT
AND WORKS

.-

Mr. B.J. Sexton, B.E., F.I.E.
Aust., F.C.I.T.,
Commissioner for Main Roads.

Mr. T.H. Russell, B.C.E. (Hons.),
M.Eng. Sc., (Hons.), Dip CE,
C.E., F.I.E. Aust., F.C.I.T.,

Chairman.

Mr. W.S. Brake, B.C.E., C.E.,
M.I.E., Aust.,
Deputy Chairman.

Mr. N.L. Allanson, A.A.S.A.
(Senior),
Board Member.

Mr. W.J. Cock, Dip. C.E., M.I.E.
Aust., A.F.A.I.M.,
Commission of Main Roads.

Mr. A.K. Johinke, B.E., F.S.A.S.M.,
F.I.E. (Aust.), F.C.I.T.,
C.H.T. (Yale), M.ASCE., F.A.I.M.,
Commissioner of Highways.

Mr. D.H. Aitken, I.S.0., B.E.,
F.I.E. Aust., F.A.I.M., F.C.I.T.,
Commissioner of Main Roads.

Mr. G.E.C. McKercher, B.E., M.I.E.,
Aust.,
Director of Main Roads

Mr. D.F. Darben, Dip. C.E., M.I.E.
Aust.,
Secretary.
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COMMONWEALTH DEPARTMENT Mr. K.J. Rodda, OBE, E.D., B.C.E.
OF HOUSING & CONSTRUCTION A (Hons.), F.I.E. Aust.,
Acting Secretary & Director General
of Works.

The Meeting was attended by Dr. M.G. Lay, Executive Director, ARRB,
during discussion'of_ltems 1 to 20, by Mr. N.A. Waslin, First Assistant
Secretary (Roads), DoT during Items 1 to 4 and 6 to 18 and by Mr. G.K.R.
Reid, Deputy Director, BTE during Items 1 to 4 and 6 to 12.
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APPENDIX B

TRANSPORT INDUSTRIES ADVISORY COUNCIL

AS AT 1/10/79

CHATRMAN
1 Mr. S.M.F. Martin,
Executive Assistant to
The Chairman,
The Broken Hill Proprietary Co. Ltd.,
MELBOURNE. VIC. 3001

DEPUTY CHAIRMAN

2 Mr. L.E. Marks,

Executive Director (Transport),
Brambles Holdings Ltd.,

27th Floor,

B.H.P. House,

140 William Street,

MELBOURNE. Vic. 3001

MEMBERS
3 Dr. H.F. Bell, O.B.E.,

Economic Adviser,
A.M.P. Society,
G.P.0O. Box 4134,
SYDNEY. N.S.W. 2001

4 Mr. J.M. Bleasel,

Director,

National Materials Hnadling Bureau,
105 Delhi Road,

NORTH RYDE. N.S.W. 2113

5 Mr. M. Borzi, 0.B.E.,
Chairman,
Cairns Harbour Board,
36 Atherton Street,
MAREEBA. QLD. 4880

6 Mr. M.J. Campbell
Managing Director,
Hopewell's Transport kA

P.0O. Box 200,
PUNCHBOWL. N.S.W. 2196



10

11

13

14
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Mr. A. Carmichael, C.B.E.,

22 Milner Crescent,
WOLLSTONECRAFT. N.S.W. 2065

Mr. A.C. Clarson,

Chief Manager,
Shipping Group,

CSR Limited,

G.P.0O. Box 438, z
SYDNEY. N.S.W. 2001

Mr. D.J. Cowan,
General Manager,

Marine Board of Devonport,
P.0. Box 478,

‘DEVONPORT ' TAS. T7310-

Mr. D.F. Darben,

;Secretary,
Department -of Transport & Works,:

DARWIN. N.T. 5790
Mr. R.W. Davies,

First Assistant Secretary,:

; 7lTran$port and Storage, . ‘s
“..Department of Administrative. Services,

v 180 W1111am Streeb,
4 CMELEBOURNE S VIC, 3000

CAGA Centre,
Akuna Street,
CANBERRA CITY. A.C.T. 2601

Moo Wi Ao DEigk gt 2o *0 0

Chairman,

C.E. Heath Underwriting and Insurance
(Aust) Pty Ltd,

33rd Level, B.H.P. Bu11d1ng,

Mr. W.P. Egan,

Executive Director,
Mayne Nickless Ltd.,
G.P.0. Box 1671N,
MELBOURNE. VIC. 3001

Mr. A.W. Elliott,

Director, )

William Charllck Ltd.,
G.P.0. Box 1098,
ADELAIDE S.A. 5001
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15

16

17

18

19

20

21
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Mr. C.H. Fitzgibbon,

General Secretary,

Waterside Workers Federation
of Australla,

P.0. Box 344,

HAYMARKET N.S.W. 2000

Mr. W.F. Franklin,

Corporate Secretary and

Finance Manager,
Ansett Transport Industries Ltd.,
P.0. Box 362F,

MELBOURNE VIC. 3001

Mr. W.K. Hicks,

Managing Director,

W.G. Hicks Pty. Ltd.,

562 City Road,

SOUTH MELBOURNE. VIC. 3000

Mr. I. Hodgson,

Federal Secretary,
Transport Workers' Union
-of -Australia; . - .,
17/25 Lygon Street,
CARLTON. VIC. 3053

Mr. A.K. Johinke,

Commissibner,
Highways Dept. of South Australia,

- 33 Warwick Street,

WALKERVILLE S.A. 5081

Mr.HD M. Kendell

Managlng Dlrector,
Premiair Aviation Pty. Ltd.;
43 Tompson Street,

WAGGA WAGFR N.S.W. 2650

Professor H.M. Kolsen,
Faculty of Economics,

Unlver31ty of Queensland

‘(dlrect LiBE) s ' e ey N Qﬁt;
STELUCIA © QLD. ™ Bo67 e -
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25
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27
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29

30
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Mr. W.I. McCullough,
Commissioner,

Westrail,
P.0O. Box S1h22
PERTH. W.A. 6001.

Mr. A.S. Mayne,

Chairman,

Melbourne Harbour Trust Commissioners,
P.0. Box 22339T,

MELBOURNE VIC. 3001

Mr. P.I. Nolan,

Federal Secretary,

Australian Council of Trade Unions,
254 La Trobe Street,

MELBOURNE VIC. 3000

Mr. H.J. O'Regan,

Chief Executive Director,
A.C.T.A. Pty. Ltd.,
G.P.0. Box 4006,

SYDNEY N.S.W. 2001

Mr. A. Pedder,

Acting Transport Commissioner,
Transport Commission,

1 Collins Street,

HOBART. TAS. 7000

Mr. A.S. Reiher,
81 Stanhope Road,
KILLARA., N.S.W. 2071

Mr. J.G. Riley, O.B.E.,
Managing Director,

East West Airlines Ltd.,
19th Level, :
323-339 Castlereagh Street,
SYDNEY. N.S.W. 2000

Mr. K.M. Seeney,
Commissioner for Transport,
Department of Transport,
G.P.0. Box 817,

BRISBANE. QLD. L4001.

Mr. G.A. Shea,

Chairman, : .

Metropolitan Passenger Transport Trust,
10 Adelaide Terrace,

PERTH. W.A. 6000
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‘31 Mp. A.F.J. Smith, C.B.E.,
139 Seaforth Crescent,
SEAFORTH N.S.W. 2092

32 Mr. W.J. Solloway, ‘ ‘
j:uGeneral Manager; .. ... m
7 RAGHOTHWA - (Ine )y b . s

228 Adelaide Terrace,
PERTH. W.A. 6000

‘ 33ngr. R C. . Taylor," f“ l R
u”U#General ‘Secretary, L
Australian Railways Union,
337 Sussex Street,

SYDNEY. N.S.W. 2000

34 Mr. E.d. Williamson,
- Federal® Secretary, ol :
o pgSPEtaton ‘of - Australian Fllghﬁ“
Engineers,
Suite 2,
182 Anzac Parade,
KENSINGTON. N.S.W. 2033

35 Mr. J.F. Wilding,
General Manager,
Supply and Manufacturing,
Shell Australia Ltd.,
G.P.0. Box 872K,
MELBOURNE VIC.. 3001

36 Mr. H.S. Williams, O.B.E.,
Chairman and Managing Director,
Bush Pilots Airways Ltd.,

P.0. Box 1381,
CAIRNS. QLD. 4870

37 Mr. R. Yates,
Deputy General Manager,
QANTAS Airways Ltd.,
daNTAS House,
70 Hunter Street,
SYDNEY. N.S.W. 2000’

EXECUTIVE MEMBER

38 Mr. C.W. Freeland,
Deputy Secretary (Pollcy and Planning).
Department of Transport,
P.0. Box 367,
CANBERRA CITY. A.C.T. 2601
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DIRECTOR

39 Mr. G.F. James,
Director,
T.I.A.C.,
Department of Transport,
P.0. Box 367,
CANBERRA CITY. A.C.T. 2601

(062) 473333
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Transport Industries Advisory Council

Functions and Organisation

The Transport Industries Advisory Council (TIAC) was formed as a
result of a Ulanimous recommendation of the first Australian
Transportatin Conference held in March 1971. It began as a surface
transport group and became fully representative of all modes of transport
in November 1974 when representatives of the air transport industry

, joined the Council.

TIAC “provides a medium for direct access between the transport
industry.and the Commonwealth Minister :for Transport. - Its functions are
to provide advice and comment to the Minister on policy issues affecting
the transport industry as well as recommendations on how to improve
Australia's transport systems.

" Membershipof TIAC currently stands at 33.. Members are drawn from

' senior management in all modes of the transport industry, major transport

users, government and semi government bodies and unions. They are
appointed by the Minister on the basis of their individual expertise in
transport matters.

. New. members are. appolnted,annually and  serve on‘thé COuncil for an
extendabl&’term.of three years.: ' In this ‘way:'a roll-over: of membership is
achieved and continuity in expertise is maintained.

The full Council and Executive Committee generally meet four times a

year. . The Coun01l operates through three Working Committee which each
meet up to eight times’'a year. Spe01al or Ad''Hoc meetingsj which usually
cover specific topics, can be called throughout the year.

The current Executive Committee consists of eight members as follows:-

t

Chalrman ex offlclo, Mr. S M F. Martln B.H.P. Co. Ltd.
‘Debuty Chairman o e Mr 'L E Ma#ks A Brémbléstbldings Ltd.

Chairman,

Working Committee Mr. A.F.J. Smith, CBE Retired (formerly

No« 1 Australian Shippers'

' Council)

Chairman, !

Working Committee Mr. W.P. Egan Mayne Nickless Ltd.

No. 2

Chairman, . _

Working Committee Mr. G.A. Shea Metropolitan Passenger

No. 3 Transport Trust, W.A.

Air transport
Representative Mr. J.G. Riley East-West Airlines Ltd.

Economist Dr. H.F. Bell A.M.P. Society
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Executive Member Mr. C.W. Freeland Deputy Secretary
(Policy & Planning)
Department of Transport
Current topiecs under consideration include:

Container Handling
- study of movement of goods from the wharf face to ships.

Identification of Real Transport Costs
- breakdown of various costs to the transport industry

Airport Curfews
- effect of curfews at airports, especially Sydney airport, on air
transport.

Transportation of Dangerous Goods
- standardisation of vehicles involved in transportation of dangerous
goods by road and rail.

National Transport Strategy
- study of the needs of the transport and associated industries, as
possible input to an overall national transport policy.

International Air Freight
- a study of the problems confronting the freight forwarding industry
in the present structure of air freight.

Vehicle Utilisation

- further study of the loss occurring due to the less than optimum use
of transport equipment " for the movement of freight in the
metropolitan area.

New Topics

- Impact of Technological change in the transport industry

- Strategic Implications of Transport

- Research into the percentage of GNP attributable to the Transport
Industry

- the Social Services Component implicit in Public Transport.
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