REID ORATION

"ACCOUNTABILITY: WHO CARES?"



DR MARTYN FORREST

VICE-CHANCELLOR

JAMES COOK UNIVERSITY OF NORTH QUEENSLAND





I would like to thank the Royal Australian Institute of Public Administration and its State President, Dr Chris Whitaker, for inviting me to give this Oration which, as I'm sure you are well aware, is given in honour of Gordon Reid: sometime Governor of this State, sometime Professor of Politics at the University of Western Australia and long-time supporter and advocate of this Institute.



I must say that I am very pleased to see Mrs Ruth Reid in the audience.



As some of you will know, I knew Gordon Reid quite well.  He returned to the University of Western Australia from ANU, as Professor of Politics, when I was a second year undergraduate in 1974 and I took his class in public administration.  Later, in my honours year, he supervised my thesis - which the Department subsequently published - and led the seminar series on Australian politics which was the core unit of the year.



Almost a decade later - during which time I had rejected his advice to go to his beloved LSE - the London School of Economics and Political Science, of which he was an Honorary Fellow - and had chosen to go to Oxford instead - he invited me to collaborate with him in the writing of what subsequently became Australia's Commonwealth Parliament 1901-1988, an analytical study of that body, sponsored by the Parliament and published by Melbourne University Press in 1989.



It is simply a tragedy that within six months of the launch of that book by the Governor-General, Gordon died with so much that he still wanted to write and say, especially in view of his five years' experience as Governor of the  State.



Not of course that I am suggesting that Gordon would have been indiscrete. Nevertheless, five years of dealing and meeting with ministers, parliamentarians, business and community leaders and public servants during what turned out to be one of the more controversial periods in this State's political history could hardly have failed to provide some serious food for thought, analysis and comment.



Quite a lot has been written from time to time - some of it quite maliciously - about the influence and activities of people who studied in the Politics Department at the University of Western Australia in the 1970s and particularly those who studied under Gordon.  The fact is Gordon was an inspiring teacher: and inspiring teachers not only inspire but attract good students.  But more than that. Gordon was joined in the Department by a number of other teachers of the first rank of which, to me, Bob Hetherington, James Cotton and Ian Clark were outstanding.



It is therefore hardly surprising to my mind, given the quality of the teaching - and the real life political dramas that were happening at the same time - that the Department should have notable alumni.  I had always supposed that that was one of the reasons for the existence of universities and for attracting the best minds to them.



Gordon's work in the last years of his life was dominated by consideration of the Commonwealth Parliament and the preparation of the book to which I have already referred.  There is little doubt that he would not have wanted it otherwise.  



However, immediately before this, during his tenure as Professor, he had been writing on broader themes of which the prize-winning essay "The Changing Political Framework" is perhaps the best example.  There is no doubt to my mind that he would have returned to these issues had he lived longer, that he would have been even more discouraged by contemporary developments than he had been by those in the late 'seventies and that he would have left no-one in ignorance of the folly that was being perpetrated in the names of modernity or progress.



In this Oration I would like to develop this theme, particularly in respect of the issue of accountability which I believe was central to Gordon's thinking and concerns.



Gordon Stanley Reid was, above all else, a political scientist.  He may have been at various times a Governor, or a member of the Administrative Review Council, or a Deputy Vice-Chancellor; but to all of these activities he brought the perspectives of a political scientist to whom the primacy of politics and the political process - as opposed to law or economics or some other mere diversion - was quite beyond challenge.



The perspectives of a political scientist, or at least as Gordon saw them, are a theme that I will return to.  I have to declare an interest here:  I call myself a political scientist - not the least because of the satisfyingly odd looks you get when you say this in answer to the inevitable question of "what do you do"?  In fact, I once attempted to persuade the Australian Electoral Commission (itself then headed by a notable political scientist, Professor Colin Hughes) that I should be described on the electoral roll as a "political scientist".  I was singularly unsuccessful.  Either the clerk or the computer (or both) regarded this attempt as some kind of juvenile prank and peremptorily (and without consultation as we would now complain) deleted the first word.  So scientist - and presumably "respectable"- I became.  Just desserts for the miserable failure of my discipline to resolve a rather basic conundrum.  Physics is studied by physicists; chemistry by chemists and so on.  But politics?  The answer, overwhelmingly, in these days of North American intellectual imperialism is by "political scientists", thereby admitting a major distinction between the activity (politics) and its study (science??).  The dichotomy is carried over into the workforce.  People are employed as physicists, economists, chemists - even, God forbid, sociologists: but are there people employed other than in educational institutions as political scientists?



The point you may say is unimportant: what's in a name?  Maybe "politicists" was an unworthy neologism, too difficult to run off the tongue.  But may be the language tells us more than we may care to admit.  In relation to physics, economics, chemistry and many more subjects the same term describes those who theorise and those who practice.  In respect of politics, theory and practice are separated by very much more than just a name.  There is a gaping void.



So what you say?  An interesting little exposition.  But what has it got to do either with accountability or with Gordon Reid?



In my view, it has a great deal to do with both.



For Gordon, politics was, in the words of Aristotle, the "master-science": not in the sense that it includes or explains all other sciences but that it brings some priority, some order to the rival claims on the always scarce resources 

of any given community.  "Politics are, as it were, the market place and the price mechanism of all social demands - though there is no guarantee that a just price will be struck." 



Like Bernard Crick, whose seminal  little volume In Defence of Politics, I have just quoted from,  Gordon had little truck or patience with those people who - for whatever reason - sought to reduce the scope for, or the significance of, politics in our society.   And he certainly made his feelings clear.



It did not matter whether it was the future Prime Minister, Bob Hawke (in his Boyer Lectures) extolling the virtues of government by the great and the good; whether it was Donald Horne wanting "to discard the Leftovers of Empire" and start discussing "what constitutional reforms of republicanism we should adopt";  whether it was the likes of Colin Howard claiming that if the Australian federation is to survive we must necessarily adopt the American system of complete separation of government in the executive sense from the legislature; or whether it was the likes of Richard Rose and the many other writers in the late '70s pronouncing upon the arrival of "ungovernability" or the imminent crisis in the state or whatever.



All of these writers (and more) felt the force of Gordon's tongue and pen.



He noted the easy propensity that they all exploited to use the imprecision of the particular proposals they were making and condemned the fact that almost always they were "noticeably shy in telling us how ... their scheme would enhance popular control over the course of government".



With these schemes Gordon took issue in two principal ways. First, with the impatience or indeed the intolerance shown with politics, the political 

process and particularly the extant Australian Constitution.  Rationalists in all their guises: technological, legal, economic or whatever were not to be trusted.



Secondly, to use a phrase of Andrew Dunsire's that has long appealed to me, in whoring after these false Gods (as Gordon saw all the proffered panaceas) he took very strong exception to the temptation or tendency to be forgetful about the central precept of political life which was for him that there should be popular control over those who, for the time being, are charged with governance in our society.  Let me briefly explore the two themes.



INTOLERANCE OF POLITICS

Politics and the political process can be frustrating, confusing and difficult to understand.  They don't necessarily run to predictable timetables or produce rational outcomes.  They involve, as James Walter, reflecting the earlier work of Crick, has recently described it:



	"negotiation, conciliation and compromise between different interests, and even different truths, as a means of reaching a workable solution to the problem of common rule ... politics, in accepting the simultaneous existence of different groups, recognises that no finality is implied in any act of conciliation or compromise: the door is always open ... a healthy polis depends upon continuing political activity." 



As we head towards "cyberspace", with the human knowledge base appearing to double almost overnight and as computers do things in microseconds that previously took hours, days or months, arrangements - political arrangements - which require human beings to resolve issues by negotiation or compromise or whatever, stand in stark contrast to much of the rest of the experience of our contemporary lives.



For Gordon, the most telling example of this was the events of 11 November 1975:



	"Rather than allow the political conflict to take a course that the Constitution permitted ... we saw a manifestation of an intolerance of politics and of politicians in the orders of the Chief Executive.  This entailed the dismissal of the Prime Minister and then the dismissal of all the elected politicians ... at a stage when the struggle between the political leaders had up to 20 days to run.  It seems that considerations of Christmas took priority over allowing the parliamentary political conflict between our elected personnel to run its course."



For Gordon, as I will come to in a moment, questions about the powers of the Senate or of the reserve powers of the Crown, or the role of the Chief Justice or whatever were entirely secondary to the issue of the Governor-General's initiative as a manifestation of an intolerance of politics: a prima facie subversion of the political process.



The central questions were not matters of law; they were matters of politics.  The trouble was, as Gordon well knew, the lawyers offered "SOLUTIONS" whereas, to place the burden unnecessarily heavily on the political scientists, they offered none.



Further, the lawyers - and you will recall what an eminent parade there was - provided not only solutions but quasi-tangible justifications (in terms, mind you, mainly of opinions of their fellow lawyers given at some other time).  The defenders of politics could only say that the politicking (if I might use that term) should go on.



The latter position - saying let  the political process run its course, let the confusion, controversy and the public debate continue, notwithstanding the tensions involved - was overwhelmed by the arguments of those who held  that the "PROBLEM" must immediately be resolved.  Evidence was provided that there was uncertainty in the financial markets, that Australia's international reputation was at stake and, heaven forbid, that public servants might not get paid on time.  As an aside one might note that the sky did not fall in during a similar experience in the United States recently! 



Politics was thus sacrificed at the altar of economics; and the law was the willing handmaiden.



A political issue - conflict between two elected houses of Parliament - was reduced in practical terms simply to a number of  questions of law.  In this there was strong encouragement from the head legal honcho, Chief Justice Barwick, both in terms of his "advice" to the Governor-General and in his leading the High Court in the decision of Cormack v. Cooper which had determined the previous year that disputes between the houses (Sir Magnus Cormack was President of the Senate and Jim Cope was Speaker of the House of Representatives), previously taken to be a matter for "politics"  - a matter for resolution by the two houses of Parliament -  were now at least to some degree justiciable.



With this kind of encouragement, the lawyers and particularly the academic lawyers went to town.  No letters page of the more prominent papers was 

safe from some legal exegesis or other.



I vividly recall Gordon at this time fulminating against the ease with which the legal brotherhood (there were not too many senior sisters in 1975!) came to dominate the debate.



I remember also that he was extremely disappointed in the actions of the Prime Minister - himself, of course, a lawyer - who Gordon believed, quite rightly in my view, missed a number of significant parliamentary political opportunities to thwart the actions of the Governor General and re-assert the primacy of the democratic political process.



As an aside, I would note that Gordon's aggravation with the lawyers had a peculiar consequence for his students: Peter Johnston, UWA's constitutional law expert and a former advisor to Attorney-General, Lionel Murphy, was invited to an Australian politics honours seminar throughout 1976.



I never quite worked this out: whether Gordon was trying, by means of personal exposure, to himself comprehend the workings of the legal mind; or whether, with only a modicum of subtlety, he was trying to turn his students off the superficially attractive proposals of the "enemy".  I'll never be certain of the answer.  I can only record, ambiguously, that as far as I know he didn't repeat the practice in the following year: perhaps the law had been too seductive?



I have taken some time pursuing this question of the intolerance of politics because it was a major concern for Gordon and it is, in my view, a central theme in looking at contemporary issues in accountability.



POLITICAL VALUES



The second concern of Gordon's that I wish to explore is the temptation, in downgrading or trying to diminish the role of politics, to become careless about the values or principles which underpin our political life.



I well remember towards the end of my third undergraduate year being quite outraged when, having struggled purposefully through three terms of political philosophy and political sociology, Gordon - in his role as Professor and Head of Department - pronounced that a course in political theory would be mandatory in the fourth honours year.  Nobody, in his view, should be allowed to graduate without a full understanding of how we had arrived - intellectually and in practice - at the point we were then at.



Not only were we required to deal with the democratic tradition that underpinned our political arrangements but with all the alternatives - oligarchies, despots, dictators and so on - which had challenged the primacy of politics.  Woe betide the empiricist who couldn't explain the significance of the separation of powers doctrine or the origins of the social contract.



Loosely speaking Gordon could, I think, be characterised as starting, as did Thomas Hobbes, with the question of "order" and recognising a "social contract" in which citizens alienated certain rights to their governments to provide that order in return for participation and the exercise of popular control over the government of the day.



One reviewer of Australia's Commonwealth Parliament was particularly critical that we seemed, in our analysis of Parliament's weaknesses in the twentieth century, to have an unreasonable admiration for the arrangements 

of the century before.  I believe he missed the point: what was being argued for was not the structures or practices of another age but recognition that the present has developed out of the past and that we should explicitly acknowledge what was being given up or discarded along with the demise in the significance of the Parliament. 



The subtitle of Gordon's famous essay "The Changing Political Framework" was "Does it Matter?".  True to form this wasn't an innocent question.  But true to his belief about the nature and importance of politics his style was not to hector or to grandstand but to elucidate, to draw out the consequences or the foolishness of particular actions or propositions and to bring his audience to understand.



Mind you, I would have to note that it wasn't all plain sailing: failure to comprehend or the making of an ill-judged remark was often rewarded with what we all used to call (thanks to a famous post card from Asia from James Cotton) the "wounded water buffalo" look.  He would look at you with an expression that grew longer as it moved down his face and which seemed to say  "You are not really advancing that as a serious proposition are you ... after all you've been taught?"   The look was far more withering and deflating than any form of words.



To return to the lawyers, and to be fair to them -  no easy task - they are hardly the only villains in the explanation of why we have so readily down-played the significance of the political process and political theory.   Nevertheless, they are in the front rank; and for illustrative purposes they serve the argument well.



There is an old joke about the medical profession:  surgeons know nothing but do everything; psychiatrists know everything and do nothing; pathologists know everything, do everything, but always when it is too late.



For me, the lawyers are the pathologists of the body politic, especially when it comes to public accountability. They know it all and they do it all but often many years after the event.   If pushed - within the confines of my argument today - I would say that political scientists are the psychiatrists (know everything, do nothing), whilst the economists (remember Keynes' phrase about "practical men ... madmen in authority, who hear voices in the air, are distilling their frenzy from some academic scribblers of a few years' back") are undoubtedly the surgeons - they are the know nothing, do everything mob.  Let's get in there and do something! Which enthusiasm or theory is it this year?  The J-curve, the balance of payments, the need for greater savings,  emphasis on the control of inflation, public sector borrowing limits, the need to reduce inflation, to curb imports or whatever!! 



More important though than this apparent omnipotence (Gordon used the phrase "judicial imperialists") is the lawyers' manner of thought and behaviour.  They are like the TV police shows' portrayal of  pathologists:  only too keen to put on the coat, switch on the dictaphone, take up their instruments  and start carving up what was once a whole into pieces which can conveniently be poked, prodded, dissected and subject to microscopic analysis as the impatient detective waits for advice on what kind of blunt instrument to look for.  



As the lawyers have come to hijack the political agenda so subjects like accountability have been split into a multitude of separate procedural arrangements.  In so doing the significance of "politics", in the sense which I previously described it, has diminished; and as accountability has been reduced to a series of technical legal issues so it has become divorced and increasingly distant from the political theories which are surely the well spring of our soul.





MODERN ACCOUNTABILITY



Impatience with the traditional notion that Governments and individual Ministers are responsible to the electorate through their Parliaments has long been manifest: especially in cases where this involves government administration.  As the public bureaucracies have burgeoned and individual ministers have come to sit at the head of organisations with thousands if not tens of thousands of employees, any sense in which they might reasonably been seen as personally responsible to the extent that this might involve, for example, the ultimate individual sanction of resignation following bureaucratic misdemeanour, has long since evaporated.



Recent research by David Butler of Nuffield College, Oxford, comparing Australia at the Commonwealth level with Britain since 1901 suggests, in fact, that no Australian minister has ever resigned accepting blame for a public servant's behaviour.  In fact, in recent years an almost opposite tendency has emerged: the resignation or downgrading of officials following public utterances of blame by Ministers of the Crown.



Over 95 years there have been 109 ministerial resignations in the UK and 57 in Australia.  Butler categorises them as follows:

�UK�Australia��Collective disagreement with policy or style of Government�75 (69%)�34 (60%)��Private conduct in a private capacity

(This generally means sex: at least, in Britain)�13 (12%)�7 (12%)��Public conduct in a ministerial capacity�16 (15%)�16 (28%)��Accepting blame for public servants�5 (4%)�0 (0%)��

But whilst I believe there is widespread acceptance that ministerial resignation may not always be an appropriate accountability device, there  remains  the conundrum put by James Walter in the recent text to which I have already referred:



	"How did we reach the point where it could be so readily assumed that public bureaucracies, accountable to the community through the political process for their decisions, were more likely to produce wrong or inefficient outcomes".



Whilst Walter's comment is aimed specifically at what he sees as the uncritical acceptance of the benefits and results of privatisation or contracting out, I believe his words have a more general application when it comes to considering the accountability of the public sector.



"How did we reach the point", we might ask, "where, having gone from a position of recognition of the clear weaknesses, from a practical accountability perspective, of the minister's responsibility for the public service, we have now by and large effectively  taken  this relationship out of the public accountability equation".   How did we so easily throw out the accountability baby with the bath water?



Whilst I have no intention of canvassing the vast literature dealing with ministerial accountability - other than to note that some of the best writing comes from one of Gordon's former students, Bruce Stone, now working at the University of  Western Australia - I would like in the time remaining to cast a brief eye over the extant accountability arrangements.



A good friend, and another former student of Gordon's, recently suggested to me that elections in Australia have increasingly become contests in which the winner gets the right to choose the "governors".  This contrasts with the situation until recently where they might have been said to have gained control of the machinery of government.



A change in government today almost inevitably engenders widespread changes in chief executive and senior officers, in organisational structures, in the composition of boards of statutory authorities and indeed, in the allocation of work between the public or private sectors.



These new developments have profound implications for the concept of accountability. The organisational arrangements of the public sector have come to embody the very concerns that Gordon was warning about twenty years ago: an almost complete divorce of the administrative arrangements of Government from both the political process and the democratic condition.



In face of pressures for the arrangements and methods of government to mimic or reflect those of business with their emphasis on efficiency and  "bottom line" concerns, the traditional precepts of public, and particularly parliamentary, accountability have  taken something of a back seat.



In moving to these new arrangements,  the ground work for change had been well and truly laid by those lawyers with whom you will by now have concluded I am obsessed.  The change has been effected most obviously through the work of various Commissions, Royal or otherwise, which few jurisdictions have been without in  recent years, investigating the excesses of the 'eighties or similar matters.



Overwhelmingly,  in their reporting and their recommendations they appear to have disregarded political in favour of legislative and, if possible, justiciable solutions, immediately earning the plaudits of the public -  whose faith in politicians seems to be perpetually diminishing - and of naive academics convinced of the efficacy of rules and laws in determining organisational and individual behaviour.



Many of the commissions were headed by lawyers, staffed by  lawyers and in their  modus operandi chose to obtain many of their views from the lawyers appearing before them.  We should hardly be surprised at the result which, in my view, notwithstanding the rhetoric, has reduced the concept of accountability from something that once had vitality and meaning to something that is so diffuse that it now has very little substance.



The Commissions, to be fair though, have been in a difficult position. In many cases their terms of reference have largely determined the direction of their travel.  Some, including the Commission on Government, have striven to take something of a broader view but faced with an identified list of "mischiefs" to which they have been expected to  "correct",  these, understandably,  have provided a compelling framework in which to organise their work, consider the issues and to hear  evidence from the public which was an important part of their mandate. In the circumstances the pressure to get into the detail has been irresistible.



From an accountability perspective the general legacy of the lawyers and  the considerable involvement of the  Commissions has, as I have already noted,  been to encourage the dissection of large and complex issues into a series of small issues; to put these small issues under the microscope (where, of course, all sorts of interconnections are excluded from sight); and, if at all possible, to make the resolution of the issues involved justiciable.



To risk using a sporting analogy, its like watching on television a game such as the AFL, which is played on a massive field by a large number of players.



Concentrating through the eye of the camera on the action close to the ball you are almost entirely unaware of the work being done off it: the positioning, the strategy development and the pressures being applied by those and to those who you cannot immediately see. In many cases it is this that has determined what is immediately before your eye and it is this that will determine the final outcome of the game.



Look through the narrow lens of an FOI request or an alleged breach of a public sector standard and you may be seeing something interesting .... but I would almost warrant that it is not the main game.  Was that particular behaviour caused or forced by a shortage of funds? by an unreported ministerial aside?  by pressure from another source? In most cases, so long as we look down microscopes like these, we will never know.



What has happened is that to a large degree, but not of course entirely, we have divorced the practices and the realities of governmental accountability from the processes of politics. We have taken the Minister, and his or her relationship with the Parliament,  out of the loop.  Accountability for the actions of the public sector (or actions taken on behalf of the public sector) has for the most part lost its political dimension.  It has become a matter for intra-governmental resolution or a matter of law.



If something goes wrong or reforms do not produce the results expected the likely response will be ministerial action against a public servant rather than parliamentary action against a minister. This notwithstanding the fact that the public servant may have been doing no more or no less than his or her minister required or had indeed ordered.



The changes that  have occurred  have undoubtedly strengthened the hand of Ministerial control over the bureaucracy in the sense that organisations, and particularly their chief executives,  now have a very much greater dependence on ministerial whim or decisions. The abolition of tenure or permanency, the abolition of independent employment authorities and the introduction of limited term contracts of employment which deny  chief executives access to the industrial relations system and whose renewal is quite explicitly a matter for the Premier or whichever Minister has responsibility for the Public Sector Management or similarly titled Act, has quite changed the nature of the relationship between the Ministers and their public servants.



At the same time the public servants themselves have become subject to a framework of legislative micro controls of breathtaking proportions which 

includes,  around the country:



scrutiny and investigation by the statutory office of the Ombudsman;

record keeping and disclosure of information under the provisions of FOI legislation;

decision making which is subject to  judicial review;

requirements to abide by the provisions of codes of conduct or  public sector standards;

requirements to abide by the provisions of Public Sector Ethics Acts;

exposure of decisions to review by appellate tribunals;

exposure of behaviour to complaints under Whistleblower's legislation;

performance subject to assessment against criteria specified in citizens' or consumers' charters;

requirements to keep records  and maintain files in accordance with strict legislative provisions;

behaviour and actions subject to complaint and investigation by corruption or other on-going commissions;

possibility that performance will be assessed either by a Royal Commission or other form of judicial enquiry or by Ministerial or other government initiated review; 

performance-based annual reporting;

performance which is subject to a vast range of internal government planning (eg seniors' plans,  womens' plans) and  other requirements; and

many other arrangements specific to particular jurisdictions.



For the most part these "accountabilities" are applied without any direct involvement of Ministers of the Crown. They are a matter between the public servant and the inquiring or the imposing body. They are dealt with in isolation from the political process and the pressures and ambiguities that it necessarily entails, especially for senior and chief executive officers. 



There is no little irony in these arrangements in so far as it would be reasonable to argue that the controls now recommended and adopted will apply predominantly to a group of people  - mainline public servants - who were, with a few exceptions, not involved in the excesses or mischiefs which the arrangements have been introduced to contain.



The cynic in me would say this.  Under the guise of concern about preventing a repeat of the excesses of the 'eighties - which, it could be argued, might reasonably be attributed in the main to the actions of particular ministers and  statutory authorities operating in  a commercial field (whose board members had been ministerial appointments) - we have largely and uncritically accepted  a substantially changed accountability framework. 



The arrangement places a huge emphasis on bureaucratic performance  but requires that that performance is to be assessed, in the manner of the business sector,  by the "board" alone which, in government, effectively means the Minister.   The role of the shareholders  (the electorate) is  confined essentially to the periodic assessment of suitability to remain as board members by means of general elections.   The shareholders' representatives (the elected members) have largely been excluded from day-to-day involvement in the process.



When I say we have accepted this uncritically,  it is easy to see how this has occurred . In the aftermath of the 'eighties it has been dangerous to stand in the way of a proposition labelled "accountability",  however improbable its effectiveness, and because the issue of accountability has been approached as a series of mischiefs to be corrected, it has been difficult to keep sight of the whole.



What,  might I speculate,  would Gordon have made of all of this?

 

His score card would in soccer terms in my view have read Christians "1" ... Lions "3".



On the one hand he would have been entirely sympathetic to the  desire of Ministers to achieve a greater level of dominance over their public servants. Lest I be seen to be offering too much comfort to career officials who have been caught in a web not really of their own making, I should remind you  that Gordon was no particular friend of the bureaucracy and was particularly concerned with its growing power: "Looking ... at the officials of the State" he noted in 1978, "it is evident that trends towards administrative autonomy and official self-sufficiency have been established ... If this is the future, then large -scale government will require a copious supply of public trust in officials.  But will it be forthcoming"?  



The question, I hardly need to tell you, wasn't really a serious one!



On the other hand Gordon would have found the virtual exclusion of Parliament from involvement in the calling to account of public officials a total anathema.  Score one-all!  The exclusion, from the political process, of the techniques of control over the actions of public officials from the political domain would have definitely have given the lions the lead, whilst the almost total disregard  for the democratic process would have left no doubt over the final result.



I can do no better than quote from the conclusion that he drew in The Changing Political Framework: 



"Modern developments in Australian national government give the impression that the conventional political institutions - Parliament, Executive and Judiciary - are being treated by policy makers as inconvenient differentiations of a single activity - government. Policy-makers appear to have discarded the  normative restraints once implicit in the theory of the Separation of Powers, and rely instead upon the conflict and competition that takes place between the plurality of groups encompassed, and working secretly, within the Executive sector of government. They have faith that the Executive Government can maintain its responsiveness to the governed and will secure the rights of the individual".



This could just have well been written this year rather in 1978 when it was penned.



There is an interesting view of political scientists given by S.E. Finer who was the Gladstone Professor of Government at Oxford. He noted that as a general rule they  "could offer some hindsight, a little insight and almost no foresight."   On this performance index I think Gordon would have to rate fairly highly!!



The serious question in conclusion is the phrase in the title of my address: "Who Cares?"  Who cares whether what we have constructed over last fifteen years is, as I would say wearing my former fair trading hat, "fit for purpose?"



The answer is, I suspect, not too many people.



The establishment by Governments of commissions and enquiries and the introduction of a variety of "accountability" bills has created an image of activity and attention to the problems of the 'eighties. The Parliament dealing with one bill at a time can do little else than consider them individually on their merits which it is difficult to argue with. The media shows ever less inclination to look beyond the seven second "grab" and the sensational headline.



Little hope for consideration of the issue as a whole from these guys; and predictably so, as they satisfy their various constituencies.



So who cares?



I think the answer might lie with the public intellectuals - the Gordon Reids of the world who have eschewed narrow specialisation in favour of the picture as a whole.



The absence of a serious debate at this level indicates the extent to which we miss the wounded water buffalo!



Thank you.



�PAGE  �22�





�PAGE  �2�





- � -








