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Abstract

The first aim of this thesis is to examine the work of junior ministers and parliamentary
secretaries in the Australian Commonwealth government between July 1987 and March
1996. This thesis sets out a new approach to conceptualising the jobs of political
executives. It also sets out a new framework for examining the division of responsibility
between senior ministers, junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries for different
components of the workload of each portfolio. It applies this new framework to examine
the work of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. It focuses on the division of
responsibility for portfolio management and cabinet representation. It briefly examines the
division of responsibility for parliamentary work and party interaction. It examines
different approaches to the division of responsibility from the perspectives of senior
ministers as well as those of both junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. It finally
explores the roles of senior officials and ministerial advisers in managing the division of

responsibility between teams of political executives within portfolios.

The second aim of this thesis is to examine the wider implications of the enlargement and
restructuring of the Commonwealth political executive and the introduction of teams of
political executives at the head of portfolios. It argues that the introduction of teams of
political executives increased the complexity of political-bureaucratic relations at the
portfolio level. It sets out a new framework for conceptualising interaction between
political and bureaucratic executives. It examines the impact of the introduction of teams
of political executives on different groups of senior officials. It focuses on two key
issues. The first is their contribution to increased political control over portfolios. The
second is their impact on coordination and priority-setting within portfolios. This thesis
finally explores the implications of the enlargement and restructuring of the
Commonwealth political executive for patronage and careers. It focuses on the impact of
the changes on relationships between the prime minister, the parliamentary party and the

political executive.
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Chapter 1

Introduction and Background

Introduction

This chapter is divided into three parts. The first part describes the composition of the
Commonwealth executive branch. It first examines its constitutional foundations. It then
discusses the conventions of responsible government which establish relationships
between the formal components of the executive branch. It argues that the Commonwealth
executive branch can be divided into political and bureaucratic components. Finally it
examines three important extra-constitutional components of the political executive: the
office of the prime minister and the cabinet system, “irregular” political executives and

ministerial offices.

The second part of the chapter describes the introduction of junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries as part of the 1987 machinery-of-government changes. It argues
that these changes had important implications for the Commonwealth political executive.
The number of ministers increased from 27 to 30. The ministry was divided into two
tiers. Teams of ministers were appointed to head portfolios. Finally “irregular” political

executives were reintroduced in the form of parliamentary secretaries.

The changes also had important implications for the bureaucratic executive and the cabinet
system. The bureaucratic executive was restructured through departmental amalgamations
and the introduction of a new portfolio structure consisting of 16 cabinet portfolios and
two “sub-cabinet level” portfolios. The cabinet system was restructured through changes
to cabinet committees and central agencies.

The third part of the chapter describes the objectives of the 1987 machinery-of-government
changes. It argues that the restructuring of the bureaucratic executive was expected to
produce savings as well as improve the coherence of policy development and program

delivery. Departmental amalgamations were also expected to alter the relationship between
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portfolios and the cabinet system. They aimed to reduce the need to cabinet to resolve
overlaps between portfolios and to facilitate the introduction of devolutionary budget
reforms. The enlargement and restructuring of the political executive was expected to
increase political control over the new larger portfolios. It also aimed to enhance the
flexibility of the prime minister to shape the functions of individual political executives
without the need for disruptive changes to the departmental machinery-of-government. A
final “unofficial” objective was to enhance the patronage available to the parliamentary

party and the prime minister.
The Commonwealth Executive Branch

The first part of this chapter describes the composition of the Commonwealth executive
branch. It sets out the constitutional foundations of the executive branch. It also briefly
examines the conventions of responsible government. It finally describes the evolution of
the cabinet system, Commonwealth experiments with “irregular” political executives and
the enlargement and politicisation of ministerial offices.

Constitutional Foundations

The constitutional foundations of the Commonwealth executive branch are contained in
Chapter II of the Australian Constitution. This establishes the Governor-General as the
formal head of state. The ‘executive power of the Commonwealth’ is formally vested in
thé Governor-General as the ‘Queen’s representative’ (Section 61). It also establishes the
Federal Executive Council to advise the Governor-General in the exercise of most
gubernatorial powers (Sections 62 and 63). The Governor-General serves as President of

the Federal Executive Council.

The Constitution empowers the Governor-General (on the advice of the Federal Executive
Council) to create ‘departments of State of the Commonwealth’ (Section 64). The formal
instrument used to create and abolish departments of state is the Order-in-Council. The
Administrative Arrangements Order (AAQO) sets out the major functions of each department
and allocates responsibility for legislation between departments. The Constitution places
no restrictions on the number of departments or the functions they perform (Van Munster

1975, Castleman 1992, 1993). The Commonwealth machinery-of-government initially



consisted of seven departments. The number of departments briefly totalled 37 under the
Whitlam government but had decreased to 28 at the time of the 1987 machinery-of-
government changes. There have also been substantial changes in the distribution of
functions between departments since Federation (Castleman 1992, 1993).

Chapter II of the Constitution establishes the office of the ‘Queen’s Minister of State for
the Commonwealth’. Section 64 empowers the Governor-General to appoint ministers ‘to
administer such departments as the Governor-General in Council may establish’. It also
states that ministers ‘shall be members of the Federal Executive Council’ and that they
hold office ‘during the pleasure of the Governor-General’. Finally it requires ministers to
occupy a seat in parliament or to gain a seat in parliament within three months of their
initial appointment. Ministers are members of parliament appointed by the Governor-
General to administer departments of state and advise the Governor-General as members
of the Federal Executive Council.

The Constitution initially limited the number of ministers to seven (Section 65). However
it allowed parliament to legislate to increase the maximum size of the ministry. Section 66
of the Constitution provided for ministers to be paid from a combined salary fund of up to
‘twelve thousand pounds a year’. Parliament was also permitted to legislate to increase the
size of the ministerial salary fund. Since 1952 the total size of the ministry and ministerial
salaries have been regulated by the Ministers of State Act. The number of ministers has
grown steadily since Federation. The largest single expansion occurred in 1941 when the
Menzies government increased the size of the ministry from 12 to 19. By 1987 the size of
the ministry had reached 27. Finally the Constitution states that members of parliament
who hold an ‘office of profit under the Crown’ are ‘incapable of being chosen or sitting as
a senator or a member of the House of Representatives’ (Section 44). Parliamentarians
who breach this provision forfeit their seats and become liable to financial penalties
(Sections 45 and 46). However ministers of state are specifically excluded from these
provisions (Section 44).

The interpretation of Section 64 of the Constitution has long been a topic of considerable
controversy. It has always been assumed that a single minister of state can be appointed to
administer two or more departments. However there has been doubt over whether two or
more ministers could be appointed to jointly administer a single department or whether

each department could only be administered by a single minister. This issue was most
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famously examined in 1958 (at the time of the Morshead Committee’s inquiry into the
organisation of the Defence-related departments) when the Menzies government sought
expert legal opinions from the Solicitor-General, Sir Kenneth Bailey, as well as from
Menzies QC and Barwick QC, on whether two ministers could simultaneously administer
a single department (Griffith 1987, Weller 1987). Bailey and Menzies both maintained
that Section 64 did not preclude the appointment of two or more ministers to head a single
department. They argued that it did not require a minister to be the sole administrator of a
department. Menzies QC argued that ‘to administer a department includes to take part in
the administration of a department’ (Griffith 1987, p. 24). Multiple ministers could be
appointed to head a single department provided the total size and salary of the ministry did
not exceed the limits imposed by the Ministers of State Act (Griffith 1987, p. 24).

Sawer (1956) had earlier reached a similar conclusion. He argued that Section 64 did not
require departments to be administered by a single minister. Just as it was possible for a
single minister to administer two or more departments so too was it possible for a single
department to be jointly administered by two or more ministers. Sawer suggested that the
most important barriers to the joint administration of departments were practical rather than
constitutional (Sawer 1956, p. 124).

Barwick QC was alone in advancing a contrary interpretation of Section 64. His opinion
held that it was not possible for more than one minister to administer a department of state.
Barwick argued that ‘in the nature of things . .. the office of administering a department
is a single office’ and was ‘insusceptible of sub-division whether by joint occupancy or by
way of the appointment of Assistant Ministers’. Barwick argued that the appointment of
two or more ministers to administer a single department could render them liabie to
disqualification from parliament, forfeiture of their seats and financial penalties under the
relevant sections of the Constitution (Griffith 1987, pp. 24-25).

The balance of legal opinion clearly upheld the validity of appointing two or more
ministers to jointly administer a single department. However Barwick’s opinion was
seized upon by prime minister Menzies who stated that it would be ‘unsafe, to say the least
of it, to appoint a salaried assistant minister’ (CPD, HoR, 19 March 1958, p. 434).
Barwick’s dissenting opinion appears to have had a profound influence over official
interpretations of the meaning of Section 64. In 1974 Professor Enid Campbell concurred

with Sawer that the Constitution did not require departments to be administered
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exclusively by a single minister (Campbell 1976). However successive attorneys-general
during the McMahon and Fraser governments provided only equivocal opinions on the
constitutional validity of joint ministerial appointments. Hughes, Bowen and Durack were
each unable to affirm the validity of the practice (or unwilling given Barwick’s position as
Chief Justice of the High Court) (Griffith 1987, p. 24). It was not until 1987 that a
Commonwealth Solicitor-General was willing to offer and a Commonwealth government
willing to accept an unequivocal opinion that Section 64 permitted the joint administration
of departments by two or more ministers (Griffith 1987, pp. 25-27).

The interpretation of Section 64 of the Constitution as requiring ministers to each
administer their own departments had two important implications. Firstly it established a
nexus between the number of ministers and departments. The number of departments had
to equal or exceed the total number of ministers. Secondly it meant that adjustments to the
responsibilities of individual ministers necessitated disruptive changes to the allocation of
functions between departments (Castleman 1992, pp. 24-25).

In the light of this controversy it is relevant to note that the Senate Standing Committee on
Constitutional and Legal Affairs recommended in 1981 that the Constitution be amended to
remove doubt about the constitutional validity of appointing ministers to jointly administer
departments (SSCCLA 1981, pp. 71-73). Similar recommendations emerged from the
report of the Constitutional Commission (Constitutional Commission 1988, pp. 327-329).
There have been no changes to the formal provisions of Section 64. It now appears to be
accepted that the wording of Section 64 permits the appointment of two or more ministers
to administer a single department. The validity of this current interpretation has not been

challenged.
Conventions of Responsible Government

The relationship between the formal components of the Commonwealth executive branch
derives from the conventions of responsible government. The most important of these are
the principles of individual and collective ministerial responsibility. In its simplest form
the principle of individual ministerial responsibility holds that ministers must account to
parliament for both their own conduct and the operations of their respective departments.
By virtue of their accountability to parliament individual ministers have final executive

authority over their respective departments. Departmental officials are accountable to the
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relevant minister. This simple proposition inevitably masks considerable disagreement
over the extent of ministerial responsibility for departmental operations and the extent of
their accountability, particularly the circumstances under which they should resign their
positions (eg Butler 1973, pp. 49-69, Parker 1980).

It is commonplace to distinguish between the political and bureaucratic components of the
Commonwealth executive branch (eg Campbell and Halligan 1992a, Halligan and Power
1992). The political executive comprises ministers of state, “irregular’” political executives
and advisers in private ministerial offices. The bureaucratic executive consists of officials

in the departments and agencies which together comprise ministerial portfolios.

The principle of collective ministerial responsibility holds that ministers must collectively
account to parliament for the policies of the government to which they belong. This
principle has important implications for the relationship between ministers. It requires that
important matters relating to their individual departments must be submitted for collective
approval. Collective ministerial deliberations are conducted on a confidential basis.
Collective decisions are binding on individual ministers. Ministers are expected to present
a united public front and support collective decisions (Codd 1990, pp. 1-4).

Finally the conventions of responsible government have significant implications for the
relationship between the Governor-General and the ministry. Ministries are appointed on
the basis of their capacity to command majority support in the House of Representatives.
Ministries remain in office while they maintain the support of a majority in the House of
Representatives. The executive powers of the Governor-General are exercised only on the
collective advice of ministers. The Federal Executive Council is therefore simply a formal

mechanism which gives effect to collective ministerial decisions.
Extra-Constitutional Components of the Executive Branch

The Constitution makes no mention of three important components of the Commonwealth
executive branch: the prime minister and the cabinet, “irregular” political executives and

ministerial offices. These three components are examined below.

(a) The Prime Minister and the Cabinet. Prime minister is an unofficial title given

to the elected leader of a party which either alone or in coalition with other parties is able to
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command majority support in the House of Representatives and is therefore commissioned
by the Governor-General to form a ministry. The prime minister is therefore the head of
government (as opposed to the head of state) and chair of cabinet. Prime ministers retain
their position subject to the continued support of their respective parties and their capacity
to maintain the support of the House of Representatives (Davis 1992).

Prime ministers have substantial influence over the structure of the Commonwealth
executive branch. It has traditionally been one of the prerogatives of the prime minister to
determine both the total number of departments and the allocation of functions between
them. Prime ministers determine the functions of the departments and the composition of
the portfolios to which ministers are each appointed (Castleman 1992, pp. 40-53). Non-
Labor prime ministers have invariably selected and dismissed their own ministers. By
contrast the ministers in Labor governments have usually been elected by the parliamentary
party. Both Labor and non-Labor prime ministers determine the allocation of ministers to
particular portfolios (Weller 1990a, pp. 40-41).

As chairs of cabinet prime ministers have considerable discretion over the design of the
cabinet system. Prime ministers may divide their ministries into cabinet and outer
ministers and decide the membership of cabinet committees (especially powerful “inner”
committees and committees responsible for coordinating the annual budget process).
Prime ministers can determine cabinet’s agenda and steer issues through the cabinet
system. Finally prime ministers exert a powerful influence over the conduct of cabinet
meetings. Briefings prepared by their own departments can constitute an additional
important prime ministerial resource (Weller 1985a, pp. 135-165, 1992, pp. 14-17).

The cabinet is simply a committee of ministers which deliberates to determine a collective
ministerial position on issues brought before it. Cabinet performs two sets of functions:
authorisation and coordination (Page 1989, pp. 87-88). The authorisation function
includes endorsing routine business and monitoring the work of individual ministers and
departmental officials (Weller 1990a, p. 33). It includes ensuring that individual ministers
and portfolios ‘are not making unilateral decisions without government consideration’
(Davis 1994a, p. 48). The coordination function can range from acting as a ministerial
‘information exchange’ to resolving disagreements between ministers and portfolios

(Weller 1990a, p. 33). One of the most important aspects of this function involves the
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development of budget strategies and the establishment of expenditure priorities between
portfolios in the context of the budget process (Page 1989, p. 87, Davis 1994a, p. 48).

The Commonwealth cabinet has developed substantially from its origins as an informal
committee of ministers. It is now more commonplace to refer to the cabinet system. Four
sets of developments have been particularly significant. The first has been the division of
the ministry into cabinet and non-cabinet (or outer) ministers. Prior to 1956 all ministers
were appointed as members of cabinet. In 1956 the Menzies ministry was divided into
cabinet and non-cabinet ministers (Weller 1992, p. 16). Non-cabinet ministers were co-
opted to cabinet only for the business of their portfolios. They were otherwise excluded
from its deliberations. The practice of distinguishing between cabinet and non-cabinet
ministers was abandoned under the Whitlam government. The ministry was once again
synonymous with the cabinet (Lloyd and Reid 1974, pp. 32-55). However the distinction
was reinstated by the subsequent Fraser government and in a significant departure from
past Labor practice retained by the Hawke government (Weller 1983, pp. 309-312). The
distinction between the ministry and cabinet meant that non-cabinet ministers remained
collectively responsible for cabinet decisions when they had not participated in relevant
deliberations. The period of the Hawke government was noteworthy for its redefinition of
the principle of collective ministerial responsibility to take account of the distinction
between cabinet and outer ministers. Both cabinet and outer ministers were expected to
give public support to collective cabinet decisions. However outer ministers were not
prevented from opposing cabinet decisions in parliamentary party meetings provided they
had not attended the relevant cabinet meeting (Weller 1985b).

A second development has been the emergence of elaborate cabinet committee systems.
Cabinet has become only one of several committees which together comprise the cabinet
system. The establishment of cabinet committees at the Commonwealth level has been
traced to the period before the First World War (Crisp 1983, p. 375). However their
systematic use is more recent in origin. The widespread use of cabinet committees has
been particularly important since the advent of the Whitlam government (Hawker, Smith
and Weller 1979, pp. 50-103, Weller 1985c, 1992, pp. 11-14).

Cabinet committees can be divided into four categories. The first consists of policy
development committees. These are usually established in response to particular policy

problems and often have a relatively short-lived existence. The second category comprises
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functional policy committees. Networks of these committees have often been established
to filter issues relating to particular policy areas in order to reduce the burden on the full
cabinet. The third category consists of coordinating committees. These have commonly
dealt with two types of business: parliamentary business and the budget process. Weller
(1992, p. 12) described the Expenditure Review Committee (ERC) established by the
Whitlam government to scrutinise budget submissions prior to the 1975 budget as ‘the
most lasting legacy of the Whitlam government to cabinet procedures’. Weller stated that
‘in one form or other it has been re-established consistently since’ (1992, p. 12). The
fourth category consists of committees established to deal with particular types of business
regardless of its functional origins. Powerful “inner” committees have been created to deal
with politically sensitive issues. Committees have also been created to deal with the more
mundane aspects of cabinet’s authorisation function such as the approval of proposed

statutory appointments (Codd 1990, p. 6).

A third development has been the development of detailed procedures which regulate both
the content of cabinet business and its progress through the committee system (see PM&C
1984). These are set down in the Cabinet Handbook. Successive editions of the Cabinet
Handbook have described increasingly detailed rules governing the preparation and format
of cabinet submissions, prior consultation processes, the listing of cabinet business and
the circulation of cabinet documents and decisions. Specific provisions govern the work
of the Expenditure Review Committee and the annual budget process. This development
has been described as ‘the bureaucratisation of cabinet procedures’ (Weller 1992, p. 8).

A fourth development has been the evolution of departments with specific responsibility
for managing the operation of the cabinet system. These are known as central agencies.
The most important of these is the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet. This
department is responsible for the implementation of the detailed procedures which regulate
the content of cabinet business as well as its progress through the cabinet system. It has
also developed a policy capacity which covers most areas of Commonwealth government
activity (eg Crisp 1967, Mediansky and Nockels 1975, 1981, Yeend 1979, Walter 1992).
The Department of Finance is the other key central agency. It was spilt from the Treasury
in 1976 (Weller 1977). The Department of Finance plays a central role alongside the
Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet in the management of the budget process
(Keating 1990, Campbell and Halligan 1992a, pp. 48-49, 136-144). The cabinet system

therefore comprises both political and bureaucratic components.
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(b) “Irregular” Political Executives. Commonwealth governments have not
consisted exclusively of ministers of state. They have often included “irregular” political
executives. These were appointed by every Commonwealth government during the period
between 1901 and 1941. They were appointed under a wide range of different titles. The
most common titles were “honorary minister”, “minister without portfolio” or “assistant
minister”. The first Commonwealth government consisted of two “irregulars” and seven
ministers. By 1941, when the appointment of “irregulars” temporarily ceased following
an increase in the size of the ministry to 19, the Commonwealth government consisted of

four “irregulars” and 12 ministers (Hasluck 1952, p. 368).

The constitutional status of “irregulars” was ambiguous. They were not ministers of state
and were not formally appointed to administer departments. However they were usually
appointed as members of the Federal Executive Council. While the Constitution limited
the maximum size of the ministry it placed no limitations on the appointment of executive
councillors. In 1918 amendments to the Acts Interpretation Act extended the definition of
the term “minister” for the purposes of Commonwealth legislation to include executive
councillors (rather than just ministers of state). This more expansive definition enabled

“irregulars” to exercise most of the statutory powers of their ministerial counterparts.

“Irregulars” could not be directly paid for their services because they were not appointed
as ministers of state. Direct receipt of a ministerial salary would have rendered them liable
to disqualification from parliament (as well as the loss of their seats and possible financial
penalties) for occupying an ‘office of profit under the Crown’ (Section 44). However
successive Commonwealth governments adopted various techniques to circumvent this
constitutional prohibition on the direct payment of “irregulars”. These measures were first
introduced by the Barton government in response to the financial hardship suffered by
Senator O’Connor, who served in an “irregular” capacity as Leader of the Government in
the Senate. A system of voluntary deductions was instituted in which the seven ministers
of state funded the payment of an additional salary to O’Connor as well as an allowance
for the government whips (La Nauze 1965, pp. 254-255). Similar arrangements were
apparently adopted by later commonwealth governments. Encel cited correspondence
between the Prime Minister Bruce and the South Australian Premier in response to an
inquiry concerning the remuneration paid to honorary ministers (1962: 267). The prime

minister replied:
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Honorary ministers do not draw any emolument under the Ministers of State Act, but an amount
is paid to them - varying with the circumstances of each particular case - out of the salaries paid to
ministers with portfolio. This latter amount is represented by a lump sum specially provided by
the Act, and which is allocated in accordance with the wishes of each Administration.

The indirect payment of “irregulars” gradually became standardised. Payment had initially
made on an ad hoc basis depending on the workload and financial circumstances of the
individuals concerned. By 1941 “irregulars” were each paid a standard annual salary from
funds allocated for the payment of ministers. Accordingly when Menzies increased the
size of the ministry from 12 to 19 he stated that not all ministers of state would receive the
same annual salary. 12 ministers were to receive full ministerial salaries. Menzies stated
that the remaining seven would ‘be remunerated on the basis on which assistant ministers
are now remunerated’ (CPD, Vol 167, 24 June 1941, p. 323).

There have been no systematic studies of the work of the “irregular” political executives
appointed by Commonwealth governments between 1901 and 1941. As a consequence it
is only possible to gain a general picture of their activities by piecing together information
from a range of sources. These sources stress similarities between the work performed by
“irregulars” and that of their ministerial colleagues. Most importantly “irregulars” were
each appointed to cabinet alongside ministers. They were included in the membership of
both of the inner wartime cabinet committees created by the Menzies government (Hasluck
1952, pp. 425, 428).

“Irregulars” often acquired extensive parliamentary responsibilities. This was partly a
consequence of the small size of early Commonwealth ministries and the location of most
ministers in the House of Representatives. This placed a particularly onerous burden on
the small number of Senate ministers who were required to oversight the passage of the
government’s entire legislative program through the upper chamber as well as represent
the portfolios of their lower house colleagues. It was partly to overcome this problem that
governing party senators were often appointed as “irregulars”. Their appointment also
allowed prime ministers to accommodate persistent Senate demands for greater ministerial
representation.  “Irregulars” were regarded as backbenchers for the purposes of
determining parliamentary salaries and received salary increases which were withheld from
ministers of state. In other respects they were accorded the same parliamentary status as
ministers. They were permitted to introduce legislation on behalf of the ministry as well as

to answer parliamentary questions.
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It was common for early Commonwealth governments to appoint their leader in the Senate
to the “irregular” position of Vice-President of the Executive Council. Governments were
able to confer quasi-ministerial status on Senate leaders without burdening them with the
administration of departments. These Vice-Presidents of the Executive Council often had
overall responsibility for the management of government business in the Senate. Early
Commonwealth governments were often represented in the Senate by one minister and
two “irregulars”. Together they shared the burden of steering government bills through
the Senate and responding to questions relating to the portfolio responsibilities of their
House of Representatives colleagues. The parliamentary duties of “irregulars” in the
House of Representatives appear to have been far less onerous than their counterparts in
the Senate. This was because most ministers were based in the House of Representatives.
However they represented the portfolios of Senate ministers and sometimes assisted lower

house ministers with their parliamentary work.

“Irregulars” were not confined to cabinet and parliamentary work. They were also
involved in the administration of portfolios. They acted on behalf of their ministerial
colleagues in the event of prolonged illness or absence overseas. They were also often
delegated responsibility for specific projects or particular functions within the portfolios of

their ministerial colleagues.

“Irregulars” were often appointed to assist prime ministers. This was a consequence of
the size of prime ministerial workloads as well as their extensive portfolio responsibilities.
Several “irregulars” were appointed to assist prime minister Bruce. One “irregular”, Sir
William Howse, served as cabinet secretary and supervised the establishment of a cabinet
office within the Prime Minister’s Department in 1927 (Cumpston 1989, p. 55). Howse
also assisted prime minister Bruce in his capacity as Minister for External Affairs. Bruce
gave instructions that Howse would do his work if he was unable to complete it himself
(Cumpston 1989, p. 76). A second “irregular” of this period described his work in the
following terms: ‘I became a sort of off-sider to the Prime Minister, taking the work of
any minister who was either ill or absent” (McLachlan 1948, p. 130). Two “irregulars”
later assisted prime minister Lyons in his capacities and prime minister and treasurer. One
of these was R. G. Casey. His biographer has argued that Casey had almost complete
discretion over the day-to-day administration of the Treasury (Hudson 1986, p. 89).
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As previously noted, “irregulars” were first appointed to generic titles such as “honorary
minister”, “minister without portfolio” or “assistant minister”. However during the period
of the Lyons government the titles bestowed upon irregulars began to reflect their specific
functional responsibilities. “Irregulars” were given titles such as Assistant Treasurer or

Minister without portfolio assisting the Minister for Commerce.

There continued to be sporadic experiments with the use of “irregulars” during the period
between 1941 and 1987. The Menzies government appointed three parliamentary under-
secretaries in 1950. A fourth was added in 1952. Similar positions had previously been
established under both the Hughes and Lyons governments. Between 1921 and 1923 the
Hughes government included a Parliamentary Under-Secretary for External Affairs. The
Lyons government appointed a Parliamentary Under-Secretary for Employment in 1934.
In 1938 two more parliamentary under-secretaries were briefly appointed, one for Defence
and one for the Treasury (Crisp 1973, p. 386). Parliamentary under-secretaries were re-
titled parliamentary secretaries in 1956. The positions were abolished in 1961. In April
1971 the McMahon government announced the appointment of six assistant ministers to
assist senior cabinet ministers. However these positions were immediately abolished by
the incoming Whitlam government in 1972. Finally in 1980 the Fraser government
announced its intention to appoint two parliamentary secretaries. Three were eventually
appointed to assist the prime minister, deputy prime minister and treasurer. Following the
pattern established by Whitlam’s abolition of the McMahon government’s assistant
minister position, the Fraser government’s parliamentary secretary positions were not
retained by the incoming Hawke government.

There were several important differences between the “irregulars” appointed between 1941
and 1987 and their pre-1941 counterparts. They were not usually appointed to the Federal
Executive Council. (The assistant ministers appointed by the McMahon government were
the only exceptions.) The indirect payment of “irregulars” from the ministerial salary pool
was also abandoned after 1941. Instead they were compensated only for out of pocket
expenses incurred in the course of their official duties. It is relevant to note that Sawer
argued that “irregulars” could probably be paid an official salary if they were appointed by
individual ministers and confined themselves to parliamentary duties. Sawer argued that
these positions could then be seen as parliamentary offices rather than offices under the
Crown (1956, p. 127, see also Campbell 1976).
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There were also important differences in the work of the “irregulars” appointed between
1941 and 1987. They were not appointed as members of cabinet or cabinet committees.
Similar restrictions had applied to the parliamentary under-secretaries appointed under the
Hughes and Lyons governments, although Lyons’ Parliamentary Under-Secretary for
Employment could apparently attend cabinet ‘when unemployment was being discussed’
(Crisp 1973, p. 386). They also had a much more limited parliamentary role. Menzies
had hoped that parliamentary secretaries could assist their ministerial colleagues as bills
passed through their committee stage (CPD, Vol 218, 27 August 1952, pp. 618-621).
However this proved impossible following the refusal of speaker Cameron to recognise
the position. McMahon similarly expected that assistant ministers would be able to relieve
ministers of certain aspects of their parliamentary work. In particular it was proposed that
assistant ministers be able to take the chair as bills passed through their committee stage
thereby relieving senior ministers of the need to remain in the parliamentary chamber for
long periods of time (CAPD, HoR, Vol 72, 29 April 1971, p. 2244).

The main role of the “irregulars™ appointed between 1941 and 1987 was to assist ministers
with the administration of their portfolios. Menzies listed the duties of parliamentary
under-secretaries as: ‘under the direction of his Minister, to make inquiries, to conduct
correspondence when authorised to do so and from time to time, to receive deputations on
behalf of his Minister’ (CPD, Vol 218, 27 August 1952, p. 618). McMahon listed the
duties of assistant ministers as ‘conducting correspondence and making inquiries’ as well
as ‘receiving deputations on behalf of the Minister’ (CAPD, HoR, Vol 72, 29 April 1971,

p. 2244). Finally the Fraser government’s parliamentary secretaries were to undertake:

A range of duties including assistance with correspondence and other papers, liaison with other
members of parliament, and meetings with delegations and clients of the department and
authorities, and other representational activities (CAPD, HoR, Vol 120, 26 November 1980, p.
81).

Finally it is important to emphasise that ministers in postwar Commonwealth governments
have not just received assistance from “irregulars”. It was also increasingly common for
ministers to receive assistance from other ministers. This was done through the informal
appointment of “ministers assisting”. This practice was an extension of the longstanding
arrangement under which ministers could introduce bills and answer parliamentary
questions on behalf of absent colleagues or ministers in the other chamber. Ministers were
designated to assist senior cabinet colleagues with the administration of their portfolios.

The appointment of “ministers assisting” began under the Menzies government following



15

the abolition of parliamentary secretaries in 1961. This practice has become increasingly
common since the period of the Whitlam government (see Weller 1980, pp. 601).

(¢) Ministerial Offices. Ministerial offices constitute the non-elective component of
the Commonwealth political executive. This can be distinguished from the elective
component which consists of ministers and “irregular” political executives. Ministerial
offices have a long pedigree. However for much of their history they tended to be small.
In the 1960s most consisted of a ‘private secretary’, as well as ‘a press secretary and a few
clerical assistants and typists/secretaries’ (Woodward 1993, p. 112). They were staffed
by relatively junior officials. They provided ministers with basic administrative support
and performed departmental liaison functions (Walter 1986, pp. 51-52). While formally a
part of the political executive these offices can be more accurately conceptualised as simply

extensions of the bureaucratic executive.

During the period of the Whitlam government ministerial offices underwent a substantial
transformation. The size of ministerial offices increased substantially. This expansion
occurred at senior levels within offices. It was most clearly evident in prime ministerial
offices (Walter 1992, pp. 43-60). Under the Whitlam government the number of
ministerial staff increased from 155 to 219 (Woodward 1993, pp. 113). The composition
of ministerial offices also changed. The senior ranks of offices were no longer dominated
by departmental officials. Although ministerial offices still included departmental liaison
officers they were increasingly dominated by partisan appointees recruited on the basis of
personal loyalty to the minister. By 1975 officials accounted for ‘just over 40 per cent’ of
all ministerial staff (Woodward 1993, p. 113). The period of the Whitlam government

was therefore characterised by the enlargement and politicisation of ministerial offices.

The enlargement and politicisation of ministerial offices was a substantial departure from
past Commonwealth practice. However the changes were continued by the subsequent
Fraser and Hawke governments. The Hawke government also created a new category of
adviser: the ministerial consultant. These were to work in departments rather than being
confined to ministerial offices. They were expected to enable ‘larger numbers of
politically committed people’ to play a more extensive role in ‘the development and
implementation of policy’ (RAPS 1983, pp. 23-25, see also Dawkins 1984, pp. 6-7).
However Halligan has argued that consultants were not particularly numerous or important

in comparison with staffers based in ministerial offices (1988, pp. 45-48). By 1992 the
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total number of ministerial advisers had increased to 356. Most offices contained ‘a staff
of around 10-13" (Woodward 1993, p. 114).

A substantial literature has emerged on the work of ministerial offices since the period of
the Whitlam government (Anthony 1975, Briot and Lloyd 1975, Forward 1975, 1977,
Hawker 1975, Smith 1976a, 1977, Walter 1986, 1989, 1992, White 1988, Woodward
1993, Ryan 1994, Dunn 1995, Waterford 1997). This literature argues that ministerial
offices performed three important roles. The first consisted of the provision of personal
support to ministers and general office administration. The second consisted of managing
interaction between ministers and officials in their portfolios. Dunn (1995, pp. 509-512)
has divided this role into three components: ‘evaluation of departmental work’, ‘directing
the department’ and ‘facilitating department-minister interaction’. The third role of
ministerial offices consists of managing relationships between ministers and other actors in
the wider environment within which they operate. Dunn has described one aspect of this
third role as ‘brokering policy positions’ between ministers (1995, p. 514). It has been
argued that networks between ministerial offices have emerged as a significant adjunct to
the cabinet system (see Davis 1995, pp. 48-54). A second aspect of this wider role
consists of interaction with party colleagues and outside interest groups. This has been
described as ‘managing networks of political interaction’ (Halligan and Power 1992, p.
83).

The expansion and politicisation of ministerial offices has significantly altered the terrain
of the Commonwealth executive branch. Ministerial offices have become important actors
in their own right. The transformation of ministerial offices has ‘promoted the emergence
of the “group enterprise” (rather than the minister alone) as the basic unit on the “political”
side of the decision-making equation’ (Walter 1986, p. 58).

The 1987 Machinery-of-Government Changes

The first part of this chapter has described the main components of the Commonwealth
executive branch. This second part outlines the 1987 machinery-of-government changes.
It describes their impact on the political executive as well as the bureaucratic executive and

the cabinet system.
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Restructuring the Political Executive

The 1987 machinery-of-government changes had several important implications for the
Commonwealth political executive. The size of the ministry grew from 27 to 30. This
change occurred on 18 September 1987 following the passage of necessary amendments
to the Minister of State Act. The ministry was reshaped into a ‘two-level ministerial
structure’ consisting of portfolio and non-portfolio ministers (CAPD, HoR, 15 September
1987, p. 43). Following its enlargement the ministry consisted of 16 portfolio ministers
and 14 non-portfolio ministers. Teams of ministers were appointed to administer a single
department. Some departments were still administered exclusively by a single minister.
Many were headed by teams of two or occasionally three ministers. Each department was
headed by a different portfolio minister. Non-portfolio ministers worked in departments

alongside their senior colleagues.

Portfolio and non-portfolio ministers had identical constitutional status. They were both
formally appointed to administer an entire department and its complement of legislation.
Portfolio and non-portfolio ministers were each allocated specific responsibilities within
their portfolios. The prime minister’s initial statement announcing the changes appeared to
leave open the possibility that non-portfolio ministers might simply assist their senior
colleagues on an open-ended basis throughout their portfolios. The role of non-portfolio
ministers was described as being ‘responsible for specific parts of a cabinet minister’s
portfolio, or assisting across a range of functions’ (Hawke 1987a). It was subsequently
stated that non-portfolio ministers would each have ‘specific responsibilities allocated to
them’. They were also able to bring forward cabinet submissions ‘related to their specific
areas of responsibility’ within each portfolio. Finally non-portfolio ministers were to have
‘a clear accountability’ to parliament for their responsibilities, ‘including answering
questions and developing and steering through legislation” (Hawke 1987b, 1987c).

Portfolio ministers had additional distinctive roles under the new arrangements. Most
importantly they were also expected to assume ‘overall responsibility” for the operations of
their portfolios (Hawke 1987a). In particular each portfolio minister was expected to
‘focus on the strategic direction” of their respective portfolios and their ‘contribution to
government priorities’ (Hawke 1987b). They were also empowered to resolve internal
disputes within their respective portfolios (Hawke 1987a). This was reflected in formal

powers retained by portfolio ministers. Portfolio ministers had formal responsibility for
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coordination and priority-setting across their respective portfolios. Most importantly they
retained formal control over the portfolio budget process. This enabled senior ministers to
determine expenditure priorities throughout their portfolios (including the responsibilities

of their junior colleagues).

Non-portfolio ministers also had distinctive roles under the new arrangements. In addition
to working in their own functional areas, they were to assist their senior colleagues by
‘releasing them from some detailed administrative work’ in their portfolios (Hawke 1987c,
pp. 43-44). The prime minister emphasised that non-portfolio ministers had ‘a special role
to play’ in relieving their colleagues of ‘significant elements of their parliamentary duty
and of their general duties in the areas of correspondence, client and intergovernmental

discussions and representational duties’ (Codd 1988, p. 27).

The distinctive roles of portfolio and non-portfolio ministers were reflected in the official
titles to which they were appointed. The titles of the 16 portfolio ministers corresponded
to the titles of their respective portfolios. By contrast, non-portfolio ministers were given

specialist titles which reflected their limited functional responsibilities.

The final change was the reintroduction of “irregular” political executives in the form of
parliamentary secretaries. The Hawke government initially appointed three parliamentary
secretaries pending the passage of legislative amendments necessary to expand the size of
the ministry. These positions were abolished following the passage of these amendments.

However they were reintroduced yet again after the 1990 Commonwealth elections.

During the rest of the period under review there were two further important changes to the
structure of the Commonwealth political executive. The first related to the structure of the
ministry. Under the Hawke government each minister was appointed to a single cabinet
portfolio. Hawke also maintained a clear distinction between portfolio and non-portfolio
ministers. Under the Keating government ministers were simultaneously appointed to
administer two or even three different portfolios. Keating also blurred the distinction
between portfolio and non-portfolio ministers with the appointment of “hybrid” ministers.
These “hybrids” administered one portfolio as a portfolio minister and participated in the
administration of a second portfolio as a non-portfolio minister. Keating also began the
practice of appointing two cabinet ministers as the joint heads of a single cabinet portfolio.
Under the Hawke government each cabinet portfolio had been headed by a single portfolio
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minister. Two cabinet portfolios were headed by dual cabinet ministers under the Keating
government (Foreign Affairs and Trade and Health, Housing, Local Government and

Community Services).

In 1993 the Keating government dispensed with the distinction between portfolio and non-
portfolio ministers. The ministry was simply divided into cabinet and non-cabinet
ministers. The number of cabinet ministers varied between 19 and 17 while the number of
non-cabinet ministers fluctuated between 11 and 13. The abolition of the distinction
between portfolio and non-portfolio ministers had no effect on the basic division of
responsibilities within ministerial teams at the head of portfolios. Cabinet and non-cabinet
ministers continued to be allocated specific functional responsibilities. Cabinet ministers
retained formal responsibility for coordination and priority-setting across their portfolios.

This responsibility was shared by co-equal cabinet ministers.

This thesis simply refers to senior and junior ministers. The term senior minister refers to
both portfolio ministers between 1987 and 1993 and cabinet ministers between 1993 and
1996. The term junior minister refers to both non-portfolio ministers between 1987 and
1993 (including the handful appointed to cabinet) and non-cabinet ministers between 1993
and 1996. The terms senior and junior ministers are used throughout the remainder of this

thesis.

There were also regular changes in the size and composition of ministerial teams at the
head of portfolios during the period under review. Ministerial positions were shifted from
one portfolio to another. There were also often changes in the functional responsibilities
of junior ministers within portfolios. These changes were sometimes reflected in titles to
which junior ministers were appointed. Table 1.1 lists cabinet portfolios which were
formally headed by more than one minister during the period under review. It shows
changes in the total number of ministers at the head of these cabinet portfolios (including
junior ministers heading “sub-cabinet level” portfolios). It also lists the different titles
under which junior ministers served in each of these cabinet portfolios during the period

under review.

The second important development to take place during the remainder of the period under
review was the second reintroduction of parliamentary secretaries. As previously noted,

the Hawke government had briefly appointed three parliamentary secretaries for two



20

months in 1987. In April 1990 it established four new parliamentary secretary positions.
In December 1991 the Keating government doubled the number of parliamentary
secretaries from four to eight. Two further positions were added in 1993. This increased
the total number of parliamentary secretaries to 10. It also increased to 40 the size of the

elective component of the Commonwealth political executive.

Table 1.1

The Official Titles of Junior Ministers (1987-1996)

Cabinet Portfolio

Official Titles of Junior Minister(s)

Administrative Services
(1-2 Ministers)

Minister for Home Affairs

Attorney-General's
(2-3 Ministers)

Minister for Consumer Affairs
Minister for Justice
Minister for Justice and Consumer Affairs

Arts, Sport, the Environment, Tourism and
Territories*
(1-2 Ministers)

Minister for Sport and Territories

Minister for the Arts and Territories

Minister for the Arts, Tourism and Territories
Minister for the Environment and the Arts

Community Services and Health*
(3-4 Ministers)

Minister for Aboriginal Affairs

Minister for Aged Family and Health Services
Minister for Family Services

Minister for Housing and Aged Care

Minister for Veterans' Affairs

Defence
(2-3 Ministers)

Minister for Defence Science and Personnel
Minister for Veterans' Affairs

Employment, Education and Training
(2-3 Ministers)

Minister for Aboriginal Affairs

Minister for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Affairs

Minister for Employment and Education Services

Minister for Higher Education and Employment
Services

Minister for Employment Services and Youth
Affairs

Minister for Schools, Vocational Education and
Training

Finance
(1-2 Ministers)

Minister for Administrative Services

Foreign Affairs and Trade
(2-3 Ministers)

Minister for Development Co-operation and Pacific
Island Affairs

Minister for Trade and Overseas Development

Minister for Trade Negotiations

Immigration, Local Government and Ethnic
Affairs*
(1-2 Ministers)

Minister for Local Government
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Industry, Technology and Commerce* Minister for Science and Small Business
(2-3 Ministers) Minister for Science, Customs and Small Business
Minister for Science and Technology
Minister for Small Business and Customs
Minister for Small Business, Construction and
Customs
Minister for Small Business, Customs and
Construction
Industrial Relations Assistant Minister for Industrial Relations
(1-2 Ministers)
Primary Industries and Energy Minister for Resources
(2 Ministers)
Prime Minister and Cabinet Minister for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
(1-3 Ministers) Affairs
Special Minister of State
Social Security Minister for Family Support
(1-2 Ministers)
Transport and Communications™ Minister for Communications
(2-3 Ministers) Minister for Land Transport
Minister for Land Transport and Infrastructure
Support
Minister for Land Transport and Shipping Support
Minister for Shipping
Minister for Shipping and Aviation
Minister for Shipping and Aviation Support
Minister for Telecommunications and Aviation
Support
Minister for Transport and Communications
Support
Treasury Assistant Treasurer
(1-3 Ministers) Special Minister of State

Cabinet portfolios are listed using the titles in place when junior ministers were first appointed to the
portfolio. Cabinet portfolios marked with an asterisk have undergone at least one name change.

The titles of junior ministers are listed in alphabetical order.

Parliamentary secretaries are chosen by the prime minister. The prime minister also
appoints them to particular portfolios. A few have been allocated to two portfolios. Table
1.2 illustrates the spread of parliamentary secretaries across different cabinet portfolios
between 1990 and 1996. (It excludes the three parliamentary secretaries briefly appointed
in 1987.) Parliamentary secretaries were appointed as members of the Federal Executive
Council (in common with most pre-1941 “irregulars” and the assistant ministers appointed
by the McMahon government). They were not paid additional ministerial salaries and
were compensated only for expenses incurred in the course of their duties. Parliamentary

secretaries were also allocated functional responsibilities in their respective portfolios.
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These were explicitly delegated from the relevant senior minister. They were usually set
down in a letter to the parliamentary secretary from the senior minister.

Table 1.2

The Distribution of Parliamentary Secretaries (1990-1996)

Cabinet Portfolio

Fourth Hawke
Government
(1990-1991)

First Keating
Government
(1991-1993)

Second Keating
Government
(1993-1996)

Arts and Administrative Services* : 0-1

Attorney-General's 1 1

Communications* 0-1

Defence 1 1

Employment, Education and 0-1 1
Training

Environment, Sport and 0-2
Territories

Foreign Affairs and Trade 1

Health, Housing and Community 1 1
Services*

Housing and Regional 1
Development

Industry, Technology and 1
Regional Development®

Primary Industries and Energy 1

Prime Minister and Cabinet
Social Security )

Transport and Communications™® 0-1

[UNP JUNE JUREN U
vy
ph | [ e

Treasury

Cabinet portfolios are listed using the titles in place when parliamentary secretaries were first appointed to
the portfolio. Cabinet portfolios marked with an asterisk have undergone at least one name change.

Restructuring the Bureaucratic Executive and Cabinet System

The restructuring of the bureaucratic executive consisted of two components. The first
consisted of a reduction in the total number of departments from 28 to 18. This was
achieved through extensive departmental amalgamations. 16 departments were abolished.
Six new departments were created. Three other departments were renamed. Nine
departments continued under their existing titles although only four of these escaped the

changes completely unscathed (Castleman 1995, pp. 31-34).
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The second component of the restructuring of the bureaucratic executive was the
introduction of a new portfolio structure consisting of 16 cabinet portfolios and two “sub-
cabinet level” portfolios (Aboriginal Affairs and Veterans’ Affairs). These two “sub-
cabinet level” portfolios were attached as “outriders” to various cabinet portfolios (initially
Community Services and Health). Cabinet portfolios were each represented in cabinet by
the relevant senior minister. “Sub-cabinet level” portfolios were represented in cabinet by
the senior minister from the cabinet portfolio to which they were attached. This meant that
for the first time since 1956 (with the exception of the period of the Whitlam government)

all portfolios had their own permanent cabinet representative.

The structure of the bureaucratic executive underwent further during the period under
review. The total number of departments increased from 18 to 20. One department was
abolished (although Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs retained the status of a
“sub-cabinet level” portfolio). Three new departments were created (Communications,
Tourism and Housing and Regional Development). The total number of cabinet portfolios
increased from 16 to 18. The three new departments were each established as cabinet
portfolios. Administrative Services was relegated to the status of a “sub-cabinet level”
portfolio in April 1994 (Castleman 1995, pp. 11-12, 35-36).

There were also changes in the allocation of functions between different cabinet portfolios.
Three were renamed after changes in their functions. Three others were renamed twice.
One cabinet portfolio underwent three separate name changes. Finally “sub-cabinet level”
portfolios were also shifted between different cabinet portfolios. Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander Affairs moved from Community Services and Health to Employment,
Education and Training and thence to Prime Minister and Cabinet. Veterans’ Affairs
moved from Human Services and Health (as Community Services and Health was then
known) to Defence (Castleman 1995, pp. 12-13, 36-37).

The restructuring of the cabinet system involved changes to the structure of cabinet
committees. The comprehensive system of functional committees was largely abolished
(although the separate Security committee was retained). In its place were established
three ‘policy development committees’: Structural Adjustment, Social and Family Policy
and Public Service Reform (Codd 1988, p. 26). A new General Administrative committee

was established to deal with routine housekeeping business related to cabinet’s
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authorisation role. The three coordinating committees (Expenditure Review, Legislation
and Parliamentary Business) were unchanged (Codd 1988, p. 26, Weller 1990b, p. 22).

There were also further changes to the structure of the cabinet system during the period
between 1987 and 1996. A fourth coordination committee was added through the
establishment of the Revenue committee. The General Administrative committee was
abolished. A new General Policy committee was later established (albeit with a much
narrower membership). The three new ‘policy development committees’ also underwent
significant change. The Public Service Reform committee was abolished. The Structural
Adjustment committee was renamed Structural Adjustment and Trade. Social and Family

Policy was renamed Social Justice and subsequently Social Policy.

Objectives of the 1987 Machinery-of-Government
Changes

The second part of this chapter described the 1987 machinery-of-government changes. It
distinguished between the restructuring of the political executive and the restructuring of
the bureaucratic executive and cabinet system. The third part of this chapter examines the
objectives of the 1987 machinery-of-government changes. It distinguishes between the
goals of the restructuring of the bureaucratic executive and the cabinet system and the aims

of the restructuring of the political executive.

Objectives of the Restructuring of the Bureaucratic Executive
and the Cabinet System

The restructuring of the bureaucratic executive involved the creation of a smaller number
of larger departments and the introduction of a new portfolio structure. Departmental
amalgamations joined previously separate functions within a single portfolio. This was
expected to generate cost savings through ‘the removal of duplication and overlap of
functions’ (Hawke 1987a). More importantly the amalgamated departments were expected
to provide ‘broader perspectives and greater coherence in policy advice and program
development’ (Codd 1988, p. 26). They were also expected to give additional emphasis
to the Hawke government’s policy priorities (Keating 1993, pp. 2-3).
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Departmental amalgamations were expected to transform the relationship between
portfolios and the cabinet system. They were expected to reduce the need for cabinet to
resolve disputes between portfolios. They were also expected to facilitate the introduction
of devolutionary budgetary reforms by providing increased scope for trade-offs between
priorities at the portfolio level (Keating 1990, pp. 9-12). Finally, the new cabinet
committee system was expected to direct political and bureaucratic attention towards the
government’s main policy priorities (Codd 1988, 1990, Hamilton 1990, Keating 1990,
1993).

It had long been argued that the Commonwealth cabinet system was over-burdened by the
need to coordinate between portfolios. This placed a substantial burden on senior cabinet
ministers. The burden of cabinet on senior ministers became a particular issue during the
Fraser government. It was argued that ministers were overloaded by the demands of the
cabinet system and were unable to devote sufficient attention to other components of their
work (Weller 1989, pp. 122, 124-125). This was often attributed to the fragmented
nature of the Commonwealth bureaucratic executive. This meant that more issues spilled
across portfolio boundaries and needed cabinet coordination. Problems were exacerbated
by the extent of conflict between officials and ministers in rival portfolios (Emy 1976, p.
36, Smith 1976b, pp. 198, Hawker, Smith and Weller 1979, pp. 43-44, Painter and
Carey 1979, pp. 12-14).

In response to these problems proposals emerged to reduce the burden on the cabinet
system through the creation of larger and more inclusive departments. These can be traced
to the Morshead committee which in 1958 recommended the integration of the five defence
related departments into a single department of defence. More recently the 1976 report of
the Royal Commission on Australian Government Administration concluded that there was
considerable merit in reducing the number of departments (RCAGA 1976).

The main obstacle to the creation of fewer but larger departments was the assumption that
Section 64 of the Constitution required each department to be administered by a single
minister. This meant that a reduction in the number of departments would necessitate a
reduction in the total size of the ministry and hence the patronage available to prime
ministers and parliamentary parties. Larger departments also had the potential to reduce
political control because of the size of their ministerial workloads. The reinterpretation of

Section 64 allowed the Hawke government to reduce the number of departments while
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increasing the total size of the ministry. It also meant that the new larger departments
could be directly administered by teams of ministers rather than by a single minister with

the assistance of colleagues from other portfolios.
Objectives of the Restructuring of the Political Executive

The introduction of teams of political executives was expected to enhance political control
over portfolios. This was expected to result from a new division of responsibility for the
administration of portfolio. This was described in the second part of the chapter. Junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries were expected to relieve senior ministers of some
of their departmental and parliamentary work. This was expected to allow senior ministers
to focus on the ‘strategic direction” of their portfolios as well as both the formulation and

implementation of policy and ‘departmental management’ (Codd 1988, p. 27).

Increased political control over portfolios has been an important objective of recent
Commonwealth governments. Prior to 1987 there had been numerous attempts to bolster
the capacity of ministers to control their portfolios. These were described in the first part
of this chapter. There have been attempts to enlist the support of parliamentary and
ministerial colleagues through experiments with the appointment of “irregular” political
executives as well as “ministers assisting”. There have also been attempts to bolster the
capacity of ministers through the enlargement and politicisation of ministerial offices
through the recruitment of increased numbers of partisan advisers. These were expected
to increase the capacity of ministers to cope with their workloads and to reduce ministerial
reliance on their departments by providing an alternative source of advice.

The introduction of teams of political executives also broke the nexus between the size of
the ministry and the number of departments. It was expected to enable prime ministers to
adjust the responsibilities of individual ministers without the need for disruptive changes
to the departmental machinery-of-government (Codd 1988, p. 26, Hamilton 1990, p. 66,
Keating 1993, pp. 8-9). Finally an important “unofficial” objective of the enlargement of
the Commonwealth political executive was to increase the patronage available to the Labor
Party caucus and the prime minister. It increased the number of ministerial positions from
27 to 30. The reintroduction of parliamentary secretaries eventually led to the addition of a
further 10 positions to which backbenchers could aspire (Weller 1987, p. 22, Healy 1993,
p. 48).
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These patronage issues had often been an important consideration behind past increases in
the size of the ministry as well as the previous Commonwealth experiments with
“irregulars” described in the first part of this chapter. “Irregulars” played an important role
in allowing successive Commonwealth governments to circumvent legislative restrictions

on the size of the ministry by creating additional front bench positions.

In many respects the two main components of the changes were complementary. The
introduction of teams of political executives was necessary in order to achieve a reduction
in the number of departments and an increase in the overall size of the ministry. Teams of
political executives were also necessary to cope with the larger workloads generated by the
new portfolios. However there was also the potential for tension between the two sets of
changes. The creation of larger and more complex portfolios had the potential to reduce
political control. The restructuring of the political executive also had important implications
for the coordination objectives of departmental amalgamations. Most importantly the
division of direct responsibility for portfolios between teams of political executives had the
potential to exacerbate the difficulties of coordination and priority-setting at the

bureaucratic level.
Conclusion

The first part of this chapter described the Commonwealth executive branch. It argued that
its formal structure consisted of the Governor-General and the Federal Executive Council,
ministers of state (who serve as members of the Federal Executive Council) and
departments of state (which are established by the Governor-General and administered by
ministers of state). It focused on the interpretation of Section 64 of the Constitution and
the assumption of a nexus between the number of ministers and the number of
departments. It argued that the Commonwealth executive branch can be divided into

political and bureaucratic components.

It also examined the evolution of the Commonwealth executive branch. It described the
evolution of the cabinet system. It also described previous Commonwealth experiments
with “irregular” political executives and the enlargement and politicisation of ministerial

offices since the 1970s.
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The second part of the chapter explored the introduction of junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries as part of the 1987 machinery-of-government changes. It argued
that the changes had four important implications for the Commonwealth political
executive. The number of ministers increased from 27 to 30. The ministry was divided
into senior and junior ministers. Teams of ministers were formally appointed to head a
single department. Finally “irregular” political executives were reintroduced in the form of
parliamentary secretaries. There were also important changes to the bureaucratic executive
and the cabinet system. The number of departments was reduced from 28 to 18 through
extensive amalgamation and restructuring. A new portfolio structure was introduced
which (initially) consisted of 16 cabinet portfolios and two “sub-cabinet level” portfolios.
There were also changes to the cabinet committee system and the functions of central

agencies.

The third part of the chapter examined the goals of the 1987 machinery-of-government
changes. It argued that the main objective of the restructuring of the bureaucratic executive
was to enhance the coherence of policy development and program delivery. The changes
were also expected to reduce the amount of material entering the cabinet system. The most
important objective of the restructuring of the political executive was to increase political
control over portfolios. Other objectives related to patronage and flexibility in the

deployment of political executives.

It argued that these two sets of objectives were complementary. The introduction of teams
of political executives was necessary for the Hawke government to increase the size of the
ministry whilst simultaneously reducing the number of departments. Many of the new
larger portfolios were also beyond the capacity of a single political executive. However
the two sets of changes were also potentially contradictory. The new larger portfolios
were potentially more resistant to political control even by teams of political executives.
Furthermore the introduction of teams of political executives had the potential to detract

from the objective of improved coordination and priority-setting at the portfolio level.

The next chapter reviews the literature on the 1987 machinery-of-government changes. It
argues that the literature has focused on the restructuring of the bureaucratic executive and
changes to the cabinet system. By contrast little attention has been devoted to the work of
junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries or the implications of the restructuring of the

political executive.



Chapter 2

Literature Review

Introduction

The previous chapter described the impact of the 1987 machinery-of-government changes
on the political and bureaucratic components of the Commonwealth executive branch. The
first part of this chapter examines the literature on the 1987 machinery-of-government
changes. It argues that most studies have focused on departmental amalgamations as well
as changes to the cabinet system. Little attention has been devoted to either the work of
junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries or the wider implications of the enlargement

and restructuring of the Commonwealth political executive.

The second part provides an overview of the literature on political executives. It identifies
three categories of political executives. It also identifies three approaches to the study of
political executives. It examines the literature on the work of sub-cabinet level political

executives. It also briefly notes key studies of the work of cabinet ministers.

The third part focuses in detail on previous approaches to the study of the work of sub-
cabinet level political executives. It aims to gather insights which can be applied to the
study of the work of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. It argues that studies
of the work of both cabinet ministers and sub-cabinet level political executives divide their
jobs into six components. Studies of sub-cabinet level political executives focus on the
division of responsibility between cabinet ministers and their junior colleagues for these
different components of their work. They emphasise the extent of variation in the division
of responsibility between cabinet ministers and sub-cabinet level political executives.
They also examine the implications of different approaches to the division of responsibility
from the perspectives of both cabinet ministers and sub-cabinet level political executives.
Finally they examine the management of the division of responsibility.
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The fourth part of the chapter reviews previous approaches to the study of the implications
of sub-cabinet level political executives. It argues that the literature focuses on two sets of
implications. The first set of implications relate to political-bureaucratic relations at the
portfolio level. Two issues are typically examined under this heading: their contribution
to greater political control over portfolios and their impact on processes of coordination
and priority-setting within portfolios. The second set of implications relate to patronage

and ministerial careers.

Literature on the 1987 Machinery-of-Government

Changes

There is an extensive literature on the 1987 machinery-of-government changes. Most of
the studies which comprise this literature can be divided into two categories: academic
contributions and practitioner contributions. The main exceptions are two parliamentary
committee reports which have examined the division of responsibility between different
categories of political executives for parliamentary work in the House of Representatives
(HoRSCP 1993, 1995).

Academic contributions can also be divided into two categories. The first consists of
studies published soon after the introduction of the changes (Halligan 1987, Weller 1987,
Wettenhall 1989). These studies aimed to locate the changes in the context of wider
reform agendas and enumerate their main objectives. There were also attempts to predict
the possible consequences of the changes. The second category consists of more recently
published studies (Weller 1991, 1993, Campbell and Halligan 1992a, 1992b, Halligan,
Beckett and Earnshaw 1992, Aucoin and Bakvis 1993, Craswell and Davis 1993, 1994,
Davis 1994b, Gruen and Grattan 1993, Castleman 1995). These more recent studies have

been more concerned with evaluating the changes.

The practitioner literature 1s overwhelmingly comprised of contributions from senior
officials. There have been very few ministerial contributions. The only exceptions are a
series of prime ministerial statements announcing the changes and the prime minister’s
1988 Garran Oration (Hawke 1987a, 1987b, 1987c, 1989). There has also been one
contribution from an opposition MP (and former minister) (Sinclair 1996, pp. 33-47).

The contributions of senior officials can be divided into two categories. The first consists
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of contributions by senior officials from the Department of Finance and the Department of
the Prime Minister and Cabinet (Codd 1988, 1990, 1991, Hamilton 1990, Keating 1990,
1993, Williams 1993). These central agency officials were among the principal architects
of the changes. The second consists of contributions from senior officials involved in the
implementation of the changes within their departments. These contributions have come
from five departments. Most contributions have come from three departments: Foreign
Affairs and Trade (Harris 1988, Woolcott 1988, 1989, Forrester 1993), Primary
Industries and Energy (Evans 1988, Hearn 1989, Hunt 1989) and Transport and
Communications (Wilenski 1988a, 1988b , Evans 1992, Mildern 1993). There have also
been contributions from officials in two other departments: Employment, Education and
Training (Johnston 1989) and Health, Housing and Community Services (Hamilton
1993). The practitioner literature contains description and evaluation of the changes from

the perspectives of central agency and line department officials.

The previous chapter argued that the 1987 machinery-of-government changes consisted of
two components. The first was the enlargement and restructuring of the Commonwealth
political executive. The second consisted of the restructuring of the bureaucratic executive
and changes to the cabinet system. This part of the chapter reviews the literature on each
of these two components of the 1987 machinery-of-government changes. It begins with

the literature on the restructuring of the bureaucratic executive.
The Restructuring of the Bureaucratic Executive

The literature on the 1987 machinery-of-government changes devotes considerable
attention to the restructuring of the bureaucratic executive. This literature can be divided
into three categories. The first category consists of studies which focused on describing
the changes and their objectives as well as locating them in the context of reform agendas.
This approach is particularly evident in contributions from the central agency architects of
the changes (eg Codd 1988, 1990, 1991, Hamilton 1990, Keating 1990, 1993). It is also
evident in academic studies which explored differences in the extent of change between
departments (Halligan 1987, pp. 42-43, Wettenhall 1989, Castleman 1995).

The second category consists of studies which focused on the process of amalgamating
departments. Two academic studies examined the process of amalgamation (Campbell and
Halligan 1992a, pp. 177-183, Halligan, Beckett and Earnshaw 1992, pp. 13-15, 19-20).



32

Several official contributions have also described the process of amalgamation and the
development of new organisational and program structures. These almost invariably
empbhasise the practical difficulties involved in the amalgamation process (Evans 1988, pp.
65-66, Harris 1988, Hearn 1989, p. 4, Hunt 1989, Wilenski 1988a, pp. 11-15).

A study by Weller (1991) attempted to measure progress towards amalgamation in three
merged departments: Health, Housing and Community Services (formerly Community
Services and Health), Primary Industries and Energy and Transport and Communications.
Weller tried to compare the extent of change in the internal structures of these departments
and locate them along a continuum between ‘complete integration’ and ‘confederation’
(1991, p. 44). He identified three indicators of the extent of amalgamation. The first was
the extent to which previously separate functions had been joined within a single division
(rather than lying separately alongside one another). The second was the extent to which
senior staff had moved away from their former functions into new areas of responsibility.
The third was the ‘management style’ of the department (1991, p. 44). His conclusions
focused on the first two indicators. He found varying amounts of structural integration
within each department. Integration was most evident in relation to common service and
corporate support functions. He also found that there had been ‘conscious efforts’ in two
of the three departments to ‘introduce mobility to reduce different cultures” (Weller 1991,
p. 44).

The third category of studies were not simply concerned with the process or extent of form
amalgamation. These studies explored the operation of amalgamated departments. They
examined the extent to which departmental amalgamations had achieved their stated goals
of improving coordination and priority-setting at the portfolio level and reducing the

volume of business entering the cabinet system.

(a) Impact on Departments. Research undertaken by Craswell and Davis (1993,
1994, see also Davis 1994b) examined the operation of four amalgamated departments:
Employment, Education and Training, Foreign Affairs and Trade, Health, Housing and
Community Services, and Transport and Communications. The aim of this research was
to determine whether departmental amalgamations had enhanced the coherence of policy

advice and program delivery within departments.
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Craswell and Davis described the evolution of new formal structures within each of the
four departments. In common with Weller (1991) they emphasised the extent of variation
both between and within departments in ‘the actual extent of change to program structures’
(1993, p. 188). Most importantly they also emphasised the continuing need to coordinate
policy development and program delivery overlaps which transcended formal boundaries
within the new departments. Craswell and Davis argued that departments had been forced
to develop new ‘policy coordination mechanisms’ to cope with these policy development
and program delivery overlaps (1993, pp. 188-189). They described the emergence of
both formal and informal processes of coordination within departments.

Craswell and Davis found substantial agreement among senior officials that departmental
amalgamations had achieved their goal of greater policy coherence and improved program
delivery at the portfolio level. The merged departments promoted ‘links between policy
areas’. Senior officials described programs as ‘more integrated’. However policy making
within departments was not dominated by a single perspective. Finally it was argued that
ministers were presented with at least as many if not more policy options than prior to the
changes (1994, p. 70). These perceptions were contrasted with those of ministers who
were more likely to emphasise the size of their workloads. Ministers also feared a ‘loss of
options’ (1994, p. 71). Craswell and Davis (1994, p. 71) concluded that ‘bureaucrats and

ministers look for different attributes in the structure of government’.

Practitioner contributions also examined the operation of the amalgamated departments as
well as the extent to which the amalgamations achieved their stated objectives. Despite
emphasising the practical difficulties associated with the changes, senior officials argued
that the amalgamations achieved the objective of more coherent policy advice and program
delivery at the portfolio level (Evans 1988, pp. 67-68, Woolcott 1988, pp. 2-3, Forrester
1993, pp. 67-68, Hamilton 1993, pp. 85-86, Mildern 1993, pp. 94-96). Keating (1993,
pp. 2-6) reproduced statements from several secretaries of amalgamated departments who
each emphasised the benefits of the changes. These findings are similar to those reported
by Craswell and Davis (1993, 1994).

Practitioner contributions have similarly emphasised the importance of coordination and
priority-setting across divisions and programs within departments. Mildern (1993, p. 91)
described ‘a common process of policy reform’ throughout the Department of Transport

and Communications involving ‘a consistent set of policy principles’. Hamilton described
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a process of ‘breaking down program barriers’ within the restructured Department of
Health, Housing and Community Services (1993, p. 85). He stated:

These sorts of inter-connections of course always existed when they were in separate departments,
but nothing very much happened. Now the department cannot avoid doing something (Hamilton
1993, p. 82).

Hamilton also emphasised the difficulties of ‘breaking down program barriers’ within the
amalgamated departments. He described the emergence of ‘centrifugal forces’ deriving
from the creation of ‘strong program units’ (Hamilton 1993, pp. 79-83). He stressed the
need for ‘corporate initiatives’ to counteract ‘centrifugal forces’ and ensure ‘the coherent
operation of the department’ (Hamilton 1993, pp. 79-83).

Many other practitioner contributions have also argued that the creation of larger and more
complex departments placed greater demands on departmental executives and necessitated
the development of new processes to promote coordination within departments (eg Evans
1988, pp. 66-67, Wilenski 1988a, p. 11, Forrester 1993, pp. 64-66, Keating 1993, pp.
6-7, Mildern 1993, pp. 89-91). Forrester (1993, p. 61, 70) stressed that the demands of
coordination were not confined to the departmental level. There was also the need for

coordination between departments and portfolio agencies at the portfolio level.

The practitioner literature emphasises the importance of coordination within departments.
It also argues that these processes became more difficult as a consequence of departmental
amalgamations and that this placed greater demands on departmental executives. The
practitioner literature also argues that the coordinating role of departmental executives was
not confined to policy development and program delivery overlaps between divisions.
They also had a central role in the allocation of resources between divisions in the budget
process. This was important regardless of the extent of policy development and program
delivery overlap. The establishment of larger departments was expected to provide greater
flexibility to reallocate administrative resources within departments and to determine policy
priorities at the portfolio level rather than within the cabinet system (see Hamilton 1990, p.
68, Keating 1990, pp. 9-12, Williams 1993, pp. 39-40). Practitioner contributions have
highlighted the central role of departmental executives in the budget process (Evans 1988,
p. 66, Forrester 1993, p. 66, Hamilton 1993, p. 83, Mildern 1993, pp. 93-94).
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(b) Impact on the Cabinet System. The literature has also examined the impact of
departmental amalgamations (as well as devolutionary budget reforms) on the operation of
the cabinet system. The contributions of senior central agency officials have been most
significant. Codd (1990) argued that more decisions were being taken outside cabinet as a
result of the changes. He argued that there had been a substantial decline in cabinet’s non-
budget workload. He also reported a decline ‘in the number of budget or budget-related
decisions’. Codd claimed this constituted ‘a major shift in the balance between ministerial
government and cabinet government’ (1990, p. 13, see also Weller 1991, p. 45). Keating

similarly argued:

There has been a significant qualitative change in the matters going to cabinet. Gone is the dross
which once overloaded the cabinet agenda because ministers and interdepartmental committees
could not settle their differences. The clearest indicator of this welcome development was the
decline of the cabinet’s General Administrative Committee - which dealt with the tailings thrown
up by the old system - to the point that no further meetings were held after 1988-89. Moreover
both the Expenditure Review Committee and the cabinet proper are now free to concentrate on
major strategic issues (1993, p. 10).

Keating (1993, p. 7) argued that the introduction of devolutionary budget reforms also
allowed departments ‘much greater scope to consider expenditure and policy trade-offs’.
He further argued that this development had ‘radically changed the relationship with the
centre, and particularly with the Department of Finance’ (1993, p. 7, see also 1990, p.
11).

Two academic contributions also examined the impact of departmental amalgamations on
the cabinet system (Aucoin and Bakvis 1993, Craswell and Davis 1993, 1994, see also
Campbell and Halligan 1992b). The study by Craswell and Davis found ‘contradictory’
evidence concerning the relative influence of line departments and central agencies (1993,
pp.- 196-197). Aucoin and Bakvis focused on the budget process. They found that the
new larger departments had provided increased potential for trade-offs between priorities
in the context of the budget process. However they further concluded that there had only
been a ‘partial shift in responsibility’ because the Expenditure Review Committee retained
an important role in setting portfolio targets and approving the reallocation of resources
within portfolios (1993, pp. 407-408).
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The Restructuring of the Political Executive

The literature on the 1987 machinery-of-government changes devoted less attention to the
enlargement and restructuring of the Commonwealth political executive. Several studies
have noted the introduction of junior ministers (Weller 1987, Halligan 1987, Evans 1988,
Halligan, Beckett and Earnshaw 1992, Aucoin and Bakvis 1993, Gruen and Grattan
1993, HoRSCP 1993, 1995, Keating 1993, Sinclair 1996). However these studies each
devoted only one or two pages to the new ministerial arrangements. Many of them were
primarily concerned with the restructuring of the bureaucratic executive. Furthermore they
were not based on evidence gained from interviews with political executives. The study
by Aucoin and Bakvis was based on data from interviews with an unspecified number of
‘government officials’. Most of the other academic studies were based on a combination
of newspaper reports and “insider gossip”. Studies by Evans (1988) and Keating (1993)
were based on their experiences as secretaries of Commonwealth government departments

(the latter as secretary of Prime Minister and Cabinet).

The literature devotes even less attention to parliamentary secretaries. Furthermore it has
focused almost entirely on their parliamentary work (Healy 1993, HoRSCP 1993, 1995,
Sinclair 1996). There have been no studies of any other aspects of their work.

Most of the literature on junior ministers has focused on the division of responsibility for
departmental and cabinet work within portfolios. Sinclair (1996, p. 35) stated that junior
ministers were ‘limited to specified areas’ and were ‘subject to the ultimate authority of the
senior minister’. He further argued that junior ministers had different levels of autonomy:
‘some junior ministers enjoyed almost complete autonomy within their designated fields of
responsibility but others were under much tighter control’ (Sinclair 1996, p. 35). Other
studies simply noted the capacity of senior ministers to marginalise their junior colleagues
and deny them ‘a real job to do’ (Weller 1987, p. 22, see also Halligan, Beckett and
Earnshaw 1992, p. 16, Gruen and Grattan 1993, p. 45, Keating 1993, p. 8).

The literature devoted less attention to the division of responsibility between senior and
junior ministers for cabinet work. Halligan, Beckett and Earnshaw (1992, p. 16) simply
noted complaints by some junior ministers that they had been denied access to the cabinet

system by the relevant senior minister. Weller predicted that while junior ministers could
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attend cabinet to present their own submissions they would remain at least partially reliant
on senior ministers to represent their interests in cabinet (1987, p. 22).

Finally there was some attention to the division of responsibility between senior and junior
ministers for parliamentary work in the House of Representatives. A report by the House
of Representatives Standing Committee on Procedure concluded that senior ministers ‘had
delegated many of their House tasks to junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries’
(HoRSCP 1993, p. 26). This report also examined the division of responsibility for
House of Representatives question time between senior and junior ministers. It found that
question time was dominated by a few senior ministers to the exclusion of the remainder
of the front bench, particularly junior ministers (HoORSCP 1993, p. 25). However a later
report by the same committee revealed an increase in the question time visibility of junior
ministers. It found that in 1992 junior ministers received a total of 43 questions without
notice (7 per cent). In 1993 they received 73 questions without notice (17 per cent). In
1994 they received 176 questions without notice (nearly 20 per cent) (HoRSCP 1995, pp.
22-23).

The literature devoted some attention to the division of responsibility for parliamentary
work between ministers and parliamentary secretaries. Healy described amendments to
parliamentary standing orders which allowed parliamentary secretaries to play a larger role
in government business in both the Senate and the House of Representatives (1993, pp.
46, 56-57, see also Beazley 1990, 1991, SPC 1991). Sinclair argued that during the
period of the second Keating government parliamentary secretaries handled ‘all legislation
and most parliamentary rostered duty’ (1996, p. 36).

The House of Representatives Standing Committee on Procedure painted a more modest
picture of the work of parliamentary secretaries in the House of Representatives. It found
that during 1994 nearly 43 per cent of government bills were introduced by parliamentary
secretaries. Parliamentary secretaries were more likely to make second reading speeches
than ministers (52 per cent of government bills). Finally parliamentary secretaries had a
larger role than ministers in concluding second reading debates. 76 were concluded by

parliamentary secretaries compared with 51 by ministers (HoRSCP 1995, p. 11).

The literature stressed the dominance of senior ministers and their capacity to marginalise

their junior colleagues by denying them a substantial departmental role and excluding them
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from the cabinet system (Weller 1987, p. 22). Aucoin and Bakvis (1993, p. 401) stated
that in each portfolio ‘the senior minister has explicit authority over the junior minister’.
They identified three key sources of senior ministerial power. The first consisted of the
requirement that they approve ‘any significant actions taken in the name of the portfolio’.
The second consisted of their ultimate authority over all portfolio cabinet submissions.
The third consisted of their control over all officials within their portfolios. Aucoin and
Bakvis argued that junior ministers did ‘not have direct control over permanent officials’
(1993, p. 401). The literature reveals few attempts to explain variation in the approaches
of senior ministers to the division of responsibility. Keating’s study was the only partial
exception. Keating (1993, p. 8) attributed variation in the approaches of senior ministers
to the division of responsibility for departmental work to differences in ‘rapport between

the ministers within a portfolio’.

The literature also emphasised the concomitant weakness of junior ministers (Aucoin and
Bakvis 1993, p. 401). However there have been few attempts to examine the division of
responsibility from the perspective of either junior ministers or parliamentary secretaries.
Most studies just noted junior ministerial dissatisfaction with senior ministers who denied
them substantial departmental and cabinet roles (Halligan, Beckett and Earnshaw 1992, p.
16, Gruen and Grattan 1993, p. 45).

Keating highlighted the importance of relationships between senior and junior ministers
(1993, p. 8). Other studies described the potential for tension and conflict between senior
and junior ministers (Halligan 1987, p. 43, Weller 1987, p. 22). Weller argued that this
was more likely in Australia than in the United Kingdom because of the proximity of
Australian junior ministers to the prime minister as well as the absence of ‘a rigid sense of
“hierarchical position” in the Labor government’ (1987, p. 22). Two studies described
celebrated examples of ministerial disagreement (Halligan, Beckett and Earnshaw 1992, p.
16, Gruen and Grattan 1993, pp. 45-46). However studies also argued that ‘relationships
started to sort themselves out’ (Gruen and Grattan 1993, p. 46, see also Aucoin and
Bakvis 1993, p. 401). This was attributed to the departure of junior ministers who had
previously headed their own departments and the acceptance by junior ministers of their
subordinate status in relation to the senior minister (Aucoin and Bakvis 1993, p. 401).

Finally the literature on the new ministerial arrangements examined the management of the

division of responsibility between senior and junior ministers. The principal focus of the
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literature was on the circulation of information within portfolios between senior and junior
ministers. Evans (1988) stressed the importance of paper flows between senior and junior
ministers. He emphasised the new requirement for departments to manage ‘paper flows
between the two offices’ and to determine which issues could be handled by the relevant
functional minister and which issues necessitated the involvement of both ministers (Evans
1988, p. 67). Evans also described the need for departments to cope with the demands of

two ministers for ‘briefing and correspondence’ services (1988, p. 66).

Three academic studies also focused on the flow of information between senior and junior
ministers. These studies each emphasised the potential for the emergence of “information
asymmetries” between senior ministers and their junior colleagues. Halligan, Beckett and
Earnshaw (1992, p. 16) argued that some junior ministers were dissatisfied with their lack
of access to ‘politically sensitive information’ within their respective portfolios. However
senior officials kept senior ministers informed about the departmental work of their junior
colleagues (Aucoin and Bakvis 1993, p. 401, Gruen and Grattan 1993, p. 46). Gruen
and Grattan argued that ‘public servants would sometimes have to “rat” on junior ministers
to keep the “senior” informed’ (1993, p. 46). Finally one study stressed the importance of
the circulation of information between senior and junior ministers who represented one
another in question time in different parliamentary chambers (Gruen and Grattan 1993, p.
46).

Implications of the Restructuring of the Political Executive

The literature on the 1987 machinery-of-government changes devoted some attention to the
implications of the enlargement and restructuring of the Commonwealth political executive
and the introduction of teams of political executives at the head of portfolios. Two sets of
implications emerge from the literature. The first relate to political-bureaucratic relations

within portfolios. The second relate to patronage and ministerial careers.

(a) Implications for Political-Bureaucratic Relations. Evans (1988, p. 67)
noted that the changes impacted upon ministers, ministerial offices and senior officials.
However this point was not developed any further in the literature. A few studies
examined the contribution of junior ministers to increased political control over portfolios.
Their most important conclusion was that many senior ministers remained overburdened.

Halligan, Beckett and Earnshaw argued that the introduction of teams of political
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executives ‘failed to ease substantially the workload of senior ministers’. They argued that
senior ministers ‘were either unable or unwilling to delegate, or both’ (Halligan, Beckett
and Earnshaw 1992, p. 16). Three other studies also emphasised the large workloads of
senior ministers under the new arrangements (Evans 1988, p. 68, Keating 1993, p. 12,
Craswell and Davis 1994, pp. 65, 71). Keating argued that the requirement for senior
ministers to ‘take responsibility for the strategic direction of a major area of government
policy’ had the potential to reduce ‘the time available for developing the government’s
political agenda’ as opposed to ‘developing the policies of the government’ (1993, p. 12).
Keating further argued that the goal of increased political control over portfolios depended
on the capacity of senior ministers to delegate to their junior colleagues. This depended

upon ‘rapport between the ministers within a portfolio’ (Keating 1993, p. 8).

The literature also examined the impact of the introduction of teams of political executives
on coordination and priority-setting within portfolios. Aucoin and Bakvis (1993, p. 401)
argued that the architects of the changes gave explicit recognition to the potential for junior
ministers to hinder coordination at the portfolio level (and most importantly to perpetuate
distinctions between formerly separate areas within amalgamated departments). It was for
this reason that senior ministers retained formal responsibility for coordination within their
respective portfolios (Aucoin and Bakvis 1993, p. 401). Keating similarly argued that the
coordination objectives of the departmental amalgamations depended on the capacity of

senior ministers to maintain control over ‘strategic direction’ within their portfolios (1993,
pp- 8, 12).

Concern about the potential for junior ministers to perpetuate divisions within departments
was also evident in the allocation of functional responsibilities to junior ministers. Aucoin
and Bakvis (1993, p. 401) described deliberate attempts in some portfolios to ensure that
the responsibilities of junior ministers ‘cut across’ different functions within departments.
Evans (1988, p. 67) described a division of responsibilities between ministers in another
portfolio which gave ‘both a mix of specific responsibilities for agricultural, minerals and
energy matters’. This was intended to ensure the involvement of both ministers ‘in issues

across all sectors’ (Evans 1988, p. 67).

Finally there was some evidence of the potential impact of processes of coordination and
priority-setting on the work of junior ministers. Craswell and Davis (1994, p. 65) found

some evidence that junior ministers found themselves marginalised within amalgamated
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departments and ‘experienced problems defining their role and their relationship to the new
policy process’. Halligan, Beckett and Earnshaw (1992, p. 17) suggested that junior
ministers had created the least problems in departments which were conglomerations of
unrelated functional areas (such as Arts, Sport, the Environment, Tourism and Territories
and Immigration, Local Government and Ethnic Affairs).

(b) Implications for Patronage and Careers. The literature devoted some attention
to the implications of the enlargement and restructuring of the Commonwealth political
executive for patronage and careers. Weller (1987, p. 22) emphasised the significance of
patronage considerations behind the increase in the size of the ministry: ‘More jobs keep
more members of the party happy, and hold out the prospects of promotion for those who
are still on the backbenches’. Healy (1993, p. 47) also noted the potential importance of
patronage considerations behind the reintroduction of parliamentary secretary positions.
Increased patronage emerged as an important “unofficial” objective of the enlargement of
the political executive.

(¢) Summary. The first part of this chapter has examined the literature surrounding the
1987 machinery-of-government changes. It has argued that this literature focused on the
restructuring of the bureaucratic executive and changes to the cabinet system. The most
important studies examined processes of coordination and priority-setting within
amalgamated departments. These studies concluded that departmental amalgamations had
improved the coherence of policy development and program delivery and reduced the
volume of business entering the cabinet system (Craswell and Davis 1993, 1994, Keating
1993).

It concluded that much less attention has been devoted to the restructuring of the political
executive. Studies have only devoted one or two pages to the work of junior ministers
and even less attention to the work of parliamentary secretaries. The literature emphasised
the power of senior ministers and their capacity to marginalise their junior colleagues.
There was some evidence of variation in the approaches of senior ministers to the division
of responsibility for departmental and cabinet work within their portfolios. Keating
attributed different approaches to variation in the ‘rapport’ between ministers (1993, p. 8).
Most studies simply emphasised the potential for tension and conflict between ministers.
Finally the literature highlighted the role of senior officials in the circulation of information

within portfolios and the potential for “information asymmetries” between senior ministers
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and their junior colleagues (Halligan, Beckett and Earnshaw 1992, p. 16, Aucoin and
Bakvis 1993, p. 401, Gruen and Grattan 1993, p. 46).

The literature devoted some more attention to the implications of the introduction of teams
of ministers for political-bureaucratic relations at the portfolio level. Evans (1988, p. 67)
highlighted the potential for the emergence of complex relationships between political and
bureaucratic executives. Several studies emphasised the size of the workloads of senior
ministers (Evans 1988, p. 68, Halligan, Beckett and Earnshaw 1992, p. 16, Craswell and
Davis 1994, pp. 65, 71, Keating 1993, pp. 8, 12). The literature emphasised the potential
for junior ministers to hinder processes of coordination within portfolios. It highlighted
the importance of the formal coordinating powers retained by senior ministers as well as
the significance of the characteristics of the functions allocated to junior ministers (Aucoin
and Bavkis 1993, p. 401, Keating 1993, pp. 8, 12). Finally there was limited evidence of
the impact of coordination and priority-setting within portfolios on the departmental work
of junior ministers. Craswell and Davis (1994, p. 65) suggested that junior ministers
‘experienced problems defining their role and their relationship to the new policy process’
within merged departments. Halligan, Beckett and Earnshaw (1992, p. 17) suggested that
ministerial relationships appeared to have generated fewest problems in departments which

were conglomerations of unrelated functional areas.

The literature finally noted the patronage implications of the enlargement and restructuring
of the political executive. This was evident in relation to both junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries (Weller 1987, p. 22, Healy 1993, p. 47). The remainder of this
chapter examines previous studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives and
their wider implications for political-bureaucratic relations at the portfolio level as well as

patronage and careers.
Literature on Political Executives

The second part of this chapter identifies three categories of political executives as well as
three approaches to the study of political executives. It surveys the literature on sub-
cabinet level political executives. It finally describes some important studies of the work

of cabinet ministers.
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Three Categories of Political Executives

King (1975, p. 183) identified three categories of political executives. The first category
consisted of chief executives (prime ministers, premiers and chief ministers). The second
category consisted of cabinet ministers. The third category consisted of sub-cabinet level

political executives.

The most important distinction for this thesis is between cabinet ministers and sub-cabinet
level political executives. Cabinet ministers have formal constitutional responsibility for
departments. They are also full members of cabinet. Sub-cabinet level political executives
have no formal constitutional responsibility for departments. Their work is delegated from
the relevant cabinet minister. They are not full members of cabinet (although they may be

appointed as members of cabinet committees and participate in full cabinet meetings).

The first chapter of this thesis described the evolution of the elective component of the
Commonwealth political executive prior to 1987. It argued that the distinction between
cabinet and non-cabinet ministers emerged only in 1956. Indeed prior to 1941 cabinet had
included “irregular” political executives who lacked formal constitutional responsibility for
departments. Only the four parliamentary under-secretaries appointed by the Hughes and
Lyons governments were not appointed to cabinet during this period. Between 1941 and
1956 Commonwealth governments consisted of cabinet ministers and “irregulars” who
were not members of cabinet. Between 1956 and 1987 (with the exception of the period
of the Whitlam government) the ministry was divided into cabinet and non-cabinet or outer
ministers. However these outer ministers had full constitutional responsibility for their
departments. They therefore occupied an ambiguous position in King’s typology. During
this period only “irregulars” appointed by the Menzies, McMahon and Fraser governments
could clearly be described as sub-cabinet level political executives.

The 1987 restructuring of the Commonwealth political executive heralded the introduction
of a clearer distinction between different types of ministers. Senior ministers had formal
constitutional and political responsibility for entire departments. The only exception was
when two senior ministers were appointed to head a single department on a co-equal basis.
Senior ministers were also invariably appointed to cabinet. Senior ministers can be clearly

located within King’s second category of political executives.
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Junior ministers also had formal constitutional responsibility for departments. However
they only had political responsibility for a limited range of functions within portfolios.
Furthermore they were subject to the overall direction of the relevant senior minister (or
ministers). Only five junior ministers were appointed to cabinet (although they were more
often appointed as members of cabinet committees and could still bring forward cabinet
business from within their functional responsibilities). Junior ministers can therefore be

described as sub-cabinet level political executives.

Parliamentary secretaries lacked formal constitutional responsibility for departments.
Their responsibilities were explicitly delegated by the relevant senior minister. They were
not appointed to cabinet and could not bring forward cabinet business (although they were
occasionally appointed to cabinet committees and could attend cabinet meetings for issues
relating to their direct responsibilities). Parliamentary secretaries are clearly sub-cabinet

level political executives.
Three Approaches to the Study of Political Executives

Following King (1975) it is possible to identify three different approaches to the study of
political executives. The first can be termed the formal/legal approach. This is the oldest
and most common of the three approaches. Studies which adopt this approach usually
focus on a limited range of issues. They typically examine the constitutional foundations
and evolution of different categories of political executives as well as the principles of
individual and collective ministerial responsibility. This first approach is also frequently
characterised by a pronounced normative flavour. Studies are often concerned as much
with how the system should work as with its actual operation. This is most clearly evident
in relation to the principles of individual and collective ministerial responsibility. There are
numerous examples of this first approach to the study of political executives in Australia
(eg Quick and Garran 1976 [1901], Parker 1976, Reid 1980, Aitkin, Jinks and Warhurst
1989, Page 1990).

The second approach to the study of political executives can be termed the sociological
approach. This approach is not concerned with the formal offices occupied by political
executives. Instead it focuses on the characteristics of the individuals who occupy these
positions, particularly their social backgrounds. An important objective of this approach is

to examine social stratification and the possible existence of a “ruling class”. In Australia
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the study of political executives using the sociological approach was pioneered by Encel
(1961, 1962, 1970). These studies had two main objectives. The first was to examine the
selection process by which individuals enter the parliament and are recruited to the political
executive. The second was to examine the family, educational, occupational and religious
backgrounds of Australian government ministers. Rydon (1980, pp. 66-77) has similarly
examined the backgrounds and careers of Australian government ministers. There have
also been several international comparative studies of ministerial backgrounds and career
paths (eg Blondel 1985, Blondel and Thiebault 1991).

The third approach to the study of political executives is concerned with their work rather
than either the formal characteristics of their offices or their social backgrounds. Studies
which adopt this approach focus on issues such as relative power and influence within the
executive branch. They examine relationships between political executives and officials as
well as relationships between political executives themselves (particularly in the context of
the cabinet system). These studies usually aim to achieve two sets of objectives. The first
is to describe the work of different categories of political executives. This often involves
the provision of detailed descriptions of the routines of ministerial life based on interviews
with political executives themselves. The second is to identify and explain patterns of
variation in the work of political executives. This third approach to the study of political
executives is most clearly relevant to the aims of this thesis. This thesis aims to examine
the work of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries as well as the wider implications

of the enlargement and restructuring of the Commonwealth political executive.
The Literature on Sub-cabinet Level Political Executives

King excluded sub-cabinet level political executives from his mid-1970s survey of the
literature on political executives. He argued that ‘almost nothing has been written about
them’ (1975, p. 183). In fact at the time of his survey there existed a significant literature
on this category of political executives. Most of this literature focused on British sub-
cabinet level political executives (Milne 1950, Willson 1959, Heasman 1961/62, 1963,
1964, 1970, Chester 1964, Alderman and Cross 1966, 1967, Rose 1971). There had also
been two studies of Canadian sub-cabinet level political executives (Banks 1965, Stairs
1970). Finally some attention had been devoted to Australian experiments with “irregular”
political executives (Sawer 1956, Encel 1962, Crisp 1973). Additional studies have

subsequently appeared which have examined sub-cabinet level political executives in the
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United Kingdom (Weller 1980, Theakston 1986, 1987) and Canada (Alexander 1977,
Matheson 1977, Majeau 1983, Randle 1983, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, Chenier 1985).
The first part of this chapter described the small literature on Australian junior ministers
and parliamentary secretaries which has emerged in the period since the 1987 machinery-

of-government changes.

Early studies of sub-cabinet level political executives overwhelmingly adopted formal/legal
or sociological approaches. These studies typically feature descriptions of the evolution of
ministerial hierarchies and the constitutional conventions which apply to sub-cabinet level
political executives as well as analyses of career paths within ministerial hierarchies. This
last topic is most clearly evident in the literature on sub-cabinet level political executives in
the United Kingdom. These positions were often viewed as little more than constitutional
curiosities. Their significance derived primarily from their impact on the socialisation and

training of future cabinet ministers and chief executives.

Only a few studies have undertaken a detailed exploration of the work of sub-cabinet level
political executives. The most important of these has been Theakston’s Junior Ministers in
British Government (1987, see also 1986). This study undoubtedly constitutes the most
extensive investigation into the work of sub-cabinet level political executives. It can be
divided into two parts. The first part had much in common with most earlier studies of
sub-cabinet level political executives in the United Kingdom. It described the evolution of
the junior ministry. It examined the constitutional status of junior ministers. It analysed
the career paths of British junior ministers. The second part was explicitly concerned with
the work of British junior ministers: ‘the jobs they do, how they do them, how they work
with other office-holders in government’ (1987, p. vi). Most importantly the study also
aimed to examine the relative influence of political and bureaucratic executives. It aimed to
determine whether junior ministers were ‘of much use in ensuring that decisions reflect
political rather than bureaucratic aims and values’. Its also aimed to achieve a better
understanding ‘of the problems involved in ensuring continuing political control of the
Whitehall machine’ (Theakston 1987, p. vi).

Three article-length studies have explored the work of Canadian parliamentary secretaries
(Majeau 1983, Randle 1983, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84). Two other studies are worthy
of note. The first is Chenier’s article-length study of the work of Canadian ministers of

state to assist (1985). Chenier described ministers of state to assist as a ‘made in Canada
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version of [British] junior ministers’ (1985, p. 400). Ministers of state to assist were each
appointed to cabinet. However they had no constitutional responsibility for departments.
Their departmental work was delegated from the relevant cabinet minister. In this respect
they were similar to British junior ministers. This study can therefore be considered part
of the literature on sub-cabinet level political executives. Chenier’s study aimed to assess
the costs and benefits of ministers of state to assist. In particular it aimed to determine
whether these positions ‘improved political control’ and provided ‘sound training grounds

for inexperienced politicians’ (1985, p. 400).

The second is Weller’s article-length study of the cabinet participation of Australian outer
or non-cabinet ministers (1980, see also Weller and Grattan 1981, pp. 112-116). Outer
ministers had full constitutional responsibility for departments. However they were not
members of cabinet (although they could bring forward cabinet business and were usually
appointed to relevant cabinet committees). This study can therefore be examined as part of
the literature on sub-cabinet level political executives. The study argued that ‘considerable
attention had been given to the workings of cabinet itself, but little to the activities of those
ministers, whatever their status, who are in the government but not in cabinet’. It focused
on the ‘problems’ of ‘ministers who are not in cabinet’ (Weller 1980, p. 599). Finally it
also devoted some attention to the work of British junior ministers (1980, pp. 603-605,
610-613).

The Literature on the Work of Cabinet Ministers

Relatively few studies have examined the work of sub-cabinet level political executives.
Most studies have focused on either their formal constitutional status of their contributions
to the subsequent socialisation of cabinet ministers. There have been more studies of the
work of cabinet ministers. Three book-length studies stand out as particularly important.
The first 1s Headey’s pioneering study of the work of British cabinet ministers (1974a, see
also 1974b, 1975a, 1975b). This study aimed to ‘present a minister’s-eye view of his
job’. It examined the °‘task priorities’ of ministers and the ‘problems they faced in
achieving their objectives in office’ (Headey 1974a, p. 9). Headey’s study focused on the
departmental work of ministers. It identified five different ways in which ministers could
approach their departmental work. These were termed ‘role conceptions’. It contrasted
the ‘role conceptions’ of different cabinet ministers. It also identified three sets of

variables which influenced the capacity of cabinet ministers to perform in accordance with
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their ‘role conceptions’. These consisted of ministerial ‘skills and attributes’, the ‘advice
and expectations of civil servants’ and ‘the favourableness of the situation and the
department’ (1974a, pp. 24-25). The study examined the impact of these variables on the
capacity of cabinet ministers to achieve their different objectives. Headey’s study focused
on cabinet ministers. However it also devoted some attention to the work of British junior
ministers (1974a, pp. 101-107).

A second important study of the work of British cabinet ministers is Rose’s Ministers and
Ministries: A Functional Analysis (1987). The main contribution of this study was to
highlight the impact of political ambition on the work of British political executives (both
cabinet ministers and junior ministers). Rose argued that political executives were almost
invariably ambitious and aimed to advance their careers through promotion within the
ministerial hierarchy (1987, pp. 73-74, 87). Rose further argued that political executives
advanced their careers primarily through their work in cabinet and parliament (1987, pp.
22, 80-84). This had important implications for their departmental work. Rose argued
that political executives had little incentive to undertake departmental work which did not
impact on their cabinet and parliamentary duties (1987, p. 84). Rose further argued that
ambitious political executives sought departments which were characterised by high levels
of parliamentary and media attention, which were ‘stepping-stones to promotion’ or which
brought ‘authority in cabinet’ (1987, p. 85).

A third important study is Weller and Grattan’s Can Ministers Cope? Australian Federal
Ministers at Work (1981). This study had similar objectives to Headey’s earlier study. It
aimed to analyse the work of Australian government ministers from the perspective of both
ministers and senior officials. In contrast to Headey’s study it examined all aspects of the
work of ministers. The study also aimed to address four important debates about the role
of ministers. The most important of these involved the relationship between ministers and
their departments (the debate about the ‘control of public policy by the bureaucracy’) and
the relationship between ministers and the prime minister (the debate about ‘the growth of
prime ministerial government’) (Weller and Grattan 1981, pp. 3-4). This study devoted
some attention to the cabinet participation of non-cabinet ministers. Along with another
collaborator Weller subsequently undertook a similar but smaller scale study of the work

of ministers in Australia’s Northern Territory (Weller and Sanders 1982).
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Four other studies have examined particular elements of the work of cabinet ministers.
Bakvis (1991) studied the work of ‘regional ministers’ in the Canadian government. This
study focused on the capacity of ministers to represent particular constituencies or regions.
It explored the consequences of this representational function for the different aspects of
the work of Canadian cabinet ministers. Three other important studies have focused on
the work of cabinet ministers in the budget process. The first is Heclo and Wildavsky’s
study of the budget process in the United Kingdom (1974). Similar studies have since
been undertaken in both Australia and Canada (Weller and Cutt 1976, Savoie 1990).

This second part of the chapter has identified three different categories of political
executives as well as three different approaches to the study of political executives. It has
afgued that junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries can be described as sub-cabinet
level political executives. It has described previous studies of sub-cabinet level political
executives. It has also noted several important studies of the work of cabinet ministers.
The next part of the chapter focuses in detail on the literature on the work of sub-cabinet

level political executives.

Work of Sub-cabinet Level Political Executives

The Jobs of Political Executives

Studies of the work of both cabinet ministers and sub-cabinet level political executives
emphasise the diversity and complexity of their jobs. They divide their jobs into different
components which can be examined in turn. Six components are commonly identified:
departmental work, cabinet work, parliamentary work, party work, interest group work
and public relations work (Headey 1974a, p. 39, Weller and Grattan 1981, p. 18, Rose
1987, pp. 80-81, Theakston 1987). These six components were often divided into several
different sub-components (and these sub-components were sometimes further divided into
distinct elements).

(a) Departmental Work. The departmental work of political executives was commonly
divided into two sub-components: policy and management (Headey 1974a, pp. 39-46,
Weller and Grattan 1981, pp. 43-68). Theakston (1987, pp. 77-92) distinguished
between policy and routine paperwork. Headey divided policy and management into three
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separate elements. He divided policy into ‘policy initiation’, ‘policy selection’ and ‘policy
legitimation’. Management was divided into ‘organising’, ‘motivating’ and ‘controlling’
(1974a, pp. 44-46).

(b) Cabinet Work. Some studies simply referred to participation in collective decision-
making (Weller 1980, Weller and Grattan 1981, Theakston 1987). Headey identified two
sub-components of cabinet work. He distinguished between the work of cabinet ministers
representing their departments (‘departmental battle-axe’) and their contributions to wider
strategic discussions (‘cabinet all-rounder’) (Headey 1974a, p. 49).

(c) Parliamentary Work. There have been several different approaches to dividing up
the parliamentary work of political executives. Weller and Grattan (1981, pp. 137-143)
divided the parliamentary work of Australian ministers into four sub-components: general
duty, legislation, other debates, and question time. Theakston (1987, pp. 126-136)
divided the parliamentary work of British junior ministers into four slightly different sub-
components: bills, other debates relating to departments, question time and backbench
interaction. Two studies of Canadian parliamentary secretaries divided their parliamentary
work into three sub-components: ‘parliamentary work’, committee work’ and ‘extra-
parliamentary work” (Majeau 1983, p. 6, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, pp. 7-8). These
different sub-components were often further divided into separate elements.

(d) Party Work. There have been few attempts to divide the party work of political
executives into separate sub-components. Indeed this component is often examined as an
extension of their parliamentary work. This is most clearly evident in studies of the work
of sub-cabinet level political executives (Majeau 1983, p. 6, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84,
pp. 7-8, Theakston 1987, pp. 129-134). Weller and Grattan distinguished backbench
interaction from interaction with party machines. Backbench interaction was divided into
interaction with party committees and interaction with individual backbenchers (1981, pp.
143-150).

(e) Interest Group Work. There have been few attempts to divide the interest group
work of political executives into separate sub-components. Theakston’s study is the main
exception to this pattern. He distinguished between local and national interest groups
(1987, p. 140). A similar approach was adopted by Vanderhoff-Silburt in her study of the

work of Canadian parliamentary secretaries (1983/84, p. 8). Theakston also distinguished
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between representation at ‘formal social functions’ and ‘substantive’ policy negotiations
(1987, pp. 138-140).

(f) Public Relations Work. There have also few attempts to distinguish between
different sub-components of public relations work. Most studies simply differentiated
between interest group interaction and public relations (eg Headey 1974a, pp. 52-54).
The main exception was Weller and Grattan’s study. This study distinguished between
different branches of the media: ‘television, radio and newspaper’ (1981, p. 154). It also
distinguished the Canberra press gallery from state and locally based media representatives
(1981, pp. 155-156). It finally identified two modes of interaction between ministers and
journalists: ‘on the record’ statements and off the record ‘background’ or ‘leaks’ (1981,
pp. 159-165).

Studies of the work of political executives have grouped these six components in different
ways. The departmental and cabinet components of their work were invariably examined
separately (Headey 1974a, Weller and Grattan 1981, Theakston 1987). The other four
components were grouped together in various ways. Theakston grouped them all under a
single heading: ‘junior ministers in parliament and as departmental ambassadors’ (1987,
pp. 125-147). Headey (1974a) and Weller and Grattan (1981) examined them under two
headings. Headey grouped together parliamentary and party work and interest group and
public relations work (1974a, pp. 52-54). Weller and Grattan combined parliamentary,
pélrty and interest group work under a single heading and examined public relations work
separately (1981, p. 18).

Variation in the Division of Responsibility between Cabinet

Ministers and Sub-cabinet Level Political Executives

Studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives typically focus on the division
of responsibility between cabinet ministers and their junior colleagues for the workload
generated by each portfolio. Three basic approaches are evident. The first approach is
simply to list the different components and sub-components of work which sub-cabinet
level political executives can perform. This approach focuses on differences between the
jobs of cabinet ministers and sub-cabinet level political executives. The second approach
has been to examine variation in the overall size of the workloads of sub-cabinet level

political executives. The third approach has been to examine variation in the different
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components of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives. This third approach has
focused on two aspects of variation. The first has been the size of each component of their

work. The second has been the involvement of the relevant cabinet minister.

(a) Departmental Work. Previous studies have emphasised the extent of variation in
the division of responsibility for departmental work between cabinet ministers and sub-
cabinet level political executives. The literature highlights variation in the extent to which
sub-cabinet level political executives were allocated specific functional responsibilities.
This was common in relation to British junior ministers and Canadian ministers of state to
assist (Chenier 1985, pp. 399-400, Theakston 1987, p. 87). Theakston (1987, pp. 87-
93) argued that British junior ministers have increasingly been allocated ‘specific areas of
departmental work to oversee’ and are no longer confined to ‘miscellaneous duties’. It
was less common for Canadian parliamentary secretaries to be allocated specific functional
responsibilities (Randle 1983, p. 13, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, p. 8).

There have been few attempts to examine variation in the characteristics of the functional
responsibilities allocated to sub-cabinet level political executives. The focus has been on
variation in the workloads generated by entire departments (Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84,
p. 9, Theakston 1987, pp. 94-96). Theakston noted the existence of different ‘subjects
and divisions’ within departments (1987, pp. 87-93). He also argued that the functions of
British junior ministers varied in their importance and frequently changed. However his
study simply listed examples of functions allocated to different junior ministers in two
departments (Theakston 1987, pp. 87-91).

The most important exception to this pattern was Chenier’s study of Canadian ministers of
state to assist (1985). Chenier focused on the characteristics of the different bureaucratic
units corresponding to the responsibilities of ministers of state to assist. He identified
differences in the strength of overlaps between these bureaucratic units and their parent
departments. He argued that different units were characterised by different ‘degrees of
independence or autonomy’ (Chenier 1985, p. 411). Chenier also argued that there were
differences in the characteristics of the client groups of ministers of state to assist. Some
client groups were narrow and clearly defined. Others were larger and more diffuse
(Chenier 1985, pp. 405-406).
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The literature also examined the involvement of senior ministers in the specific functional
responsibilities of their junior colleagues. The focus was on the policy autonomy of sub-
cabinet level political executives. Theakston argued that the key issue was whether there
was any ‘real delegation of responsibility for policy’ (1987, p. 93). He distinguished
junior ministers who were confined to ‘administrative trivia’ from those who were given
‘real authority over policy’ (1986, p. 22). Vanderhoff-Silburt similarly divided Canadian
parliamentary secretaries into two basic categories: those who were treated as an ‘errand
boy’ and those who were ‘treated like a partner in the department’ (1983/84, p. 8). These
studies emphasised variation in the involvement of senior ministers. They both argued
that the involvement of cabinet ministers in the functions of their junior colleagues could

be located along a continuum between two extremes (eg Theakston 1987, pp. 92-94).

(b) Cabinet Work. Several studies have examined the cabinet work of Australian outer
ministers (Weller 1980, Weller and Grattan 1981) and British junior ministers (Weller
1980, Theakston 1987). These studies focused on similarities and differences between the
work of cabinet ministers and sub-cabinet level political executives. They focused on the
capacity of sub-cabinet level political executives to access information about the operation

of the cabinet system as well as their participation in the cabinet system.

Weller emphasised similarities between Australian cabinet and non-cabinet ministers in
their access to cabinet information. He argued that the circulation of information reduced
‘the distinctions between cabinet and non-cabinet ministers’ (1980, p. 609). Theakston
emphasised differences between British cabinet and junior ministers. Junior ministers had
no automatic right to cabinet information. There was substantial variation between junior
ministers in their access to cabinet information beyond their own departments (Theakston
1987, pp. 113-114, see also Weller 1980, p. 611).

Weller (1980) also highlighted similarities between the capacity of Australian cabinet and
non-cabinet ministers to participate in the cabinet system. Both cabinet and non-cabinet
ministers were solely responsible for the cabinet business of their respective departments.
The key difference between them related to their role in wider strategic discussions. It was
argued that outer ministers had considerably less involvement in these discussions than
their cabinet colleagues (Weller 1980, pp. 606-610). Theakston also examined differences
in the cabinet participation of British cabinet and junior ministers. He found that junior

ministers often had a very small role in cabinet. They could not bring forward their own
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submissions and only attended cabinet in place of the cabinet minister (Theakston 1987,
pp- 116-117, see also Weller 1980, p. 611). The cabinet participation of most junior
ministers was confined to cabinet committees (Theakston 1987, p. 118-122). Theakston
argued that cabinet ministers spent much more time in cabinet committees than their junior
colleagues (1987, p. 120). He also identified substantial variation between different junior

ministers in the size of their cabinet committee workloads (Theakston 1987, p. 120).

(c) Parliamentary and Party Work. Studies of the work of sub-cabinet level
political executives have usually examined their party work as a sub-component of their
parliamentary work (Majeau 1983, p. 6, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, pp. 7-8, Theakston
1987, pp. 131-135). Two studies of the work of Canadian parliamentary secretaries
simply listed the different sub-components and elements of parliamentary and party work
which they typically performed. These studies simply noted the potential for variation in
the volume and type of parliamentary work performed by different parliamentary
secretaries (Majeau 1983, p. 6, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, pp. 7-8).

Theakston used appointment diaries and interviews to examine the parliamentary work of
British junior ministers. He compared the parliamentary workloads of British junior
ministers with those of cabinet ministers (1987, p. 125). He also emphasised variation in
the size of the parliamentary workloads of different junior ministers. He argued that junior
ministers ‘devoted between one-tenth and half of their working time to parliamentary
duties’ (Theakston 1987, p. 125).

Theakston was particularly concerned with the division of responsibility for parliamentary
work between British cabinet ministers and their junior colleagues. He examined the
division of responsibility for major debates, oral questions, bills and backbench interaction
(Theakston 1987, pp. 126-136). Theakston argued that cabinet ministers usually opened
major debates and introduced major bills (Theakston 1987, p. 126). Junior ministers were
primarily responsible for ending major debates and for the committee stages of debate on
government bills (Theakston 1987, pp. 127-131). They also had primary responsibility
for routine backbench interaction: answering MPs letters, participating in adjournment
debates and responding to written questions (Theakston 1987, pp. 131-135). Finally they
answered between 60 and 65 per cent of oral parliamentary questions (Theakston 1987, p.
136).



55

Theakston also contrasted the size and composition of the parliamentary workloads of
junior ministers in the House of Commons with those of their counterparts in the House of
Lords. Junior ministers in the House of Lords had responsibility for all the different types
of parliamentary business generated by their respective departments. They also handled
large amounts of parliamentary business generated by other departments (Theakston 1987,
pp. 136-138).

(d) Interest Group and Public Relations Work. The division of responsibility for
these two components of the work of political executives was examined at greatest length
in Theakston’s study of British junior ministers. Theakston argued that interest group
work had increasingly been delegated to junior ministers (1987, p. 146). He argued that
the most important difference between cabinet and junior ministers related to the categories
of delegations they received. Cabinet ministers were more likely to meet ‘national bodies’.
Junior ministers were more likely to meet ‘local bodies’ (Theakston 1987, p. 140). There
has been little attention to the division of responsibility between cabinet ministers and sub-
cabinet level political executives for public relations work. Majeau (1983, p. 5) simply
noted variation in the extent to which Canadian parliamentary secretaries were allowed a
public relations role.

Explaining Variation in the Work of Sub-cabinet Level

Piolitical Executives

Studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives have not simply described
variation in the division of responsibility between cabinet ministers and their junior
colleagues. They have also attempted to explain this variation. Two factors have been
advanced to account for variation in the division of responsibility: differences in the size
and composition of the workloads generated by departments and differences in the attitude

of the relevant cabinet minister.

(a) Differences in Departmental Workloads. Studies of the work of both cabinet
ministers and sub-cabinet level political executives have noted differences in the size and
structure of departments. Rose noted differences in the ‘resource claims’ of departments.
Three types of resources were identified: ‘laws’, ‘public expenditure’ and ‘civil servants’.
Rose divided departments into three categories on the basis of their resource claims:
‘high’, ‘medium’ and ‘low’ (1987, pp. 55-61). Theakston distinguished between ‘older
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small departments’ and ‘modern giant departments’ (1987, pp. 94-96, see also
Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, p. 9). Studies have also argued that departments generate
different types of workloads. Headey distinguished between ‘heavy workload’ and ‘light
workload” departments (1974a, p. 170). Theakston (1987, p. 110) and Majeau (1983, p.
5) also argued that departments generated different sized workloads. Finally studies have
identified differences in the subject matter of departments. Headey distinguished between
‘single-subject’ and ‘fragmented’, ‘technical’ and ‘non-technical’, and ‘complex and ‘non-
complex’ departments (1974a, p. 170).

Studies have had limited success distinguishing between departments on the basis of their
size and structure. They have had much less success in measuring the size of departmental
workloads or comparing the subject matter of departments. These differences have proved
particularly resistant to measurement. For example Theakston argued that differences in
the number of senior officials at or above the rank of under secretary was ‘conventionally
taken as a good indicator of the volume of important work in departments and the burden
on ministers’ (1987, p. 110). There have been no attempts to measure differences in the
subject matter of departments. Headey had to content himself with naming a department
as typical of a particular extreme (1974a, p. 170).

Studies have identified differences in the cabinet work generated by different departments.
Two sets of differences have been identified. The first consists of the overall volume of
cabinet business. Several studies have distinguished between self-contained departments
which generate small amounts of cabinet business and departments which generate large
volumes of business because of extensive links with the rest of government (eg Theakston
1987, p. 120). The second consists of the cabinet status of departments. Headey (1974a,
p. 170) distinguished between ‘high status’ and ‘low status’ departments. Rose also
distinguished between departments on the basis of their cabinet authority (pp. 84-92).
Weller and Grattan (1981) distinguished between departments on the basis of cabinet
weight and special departmental responsibility for coordination. Theakston (1987, p. 121)
also identified differences in the cabinet status of departments. Again there have been few
attempts to operationalise or measure these differences. Rose (1987, pp. 84-92) argued
that the cabinet authority of departments could be measured by the opportunities they

provided to chair cabinet committees on behalf of the prime minister.
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Several studies have identified differences in the overall size of the parliamentary workload
generated by different departments (eg Majeau 1983, p. 6, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, p.
7, Theakston 1987, p. 125). Studies have described differences in both the volume and
salience of the bills generated by different departments. Rose measured differences in the
amount of legislation and the number of partisan divisions during debate on these bills
(1987, pp. 85-86). Headey noted differences in the parliamentary sensitivity of different
departments. He distinguished ‘politically safe’ departments from ‘politically sensitive’
departments (1974a, p. 170). These differences were based on the amount of debate, the
amount of legislation and the amount of questions they generated (1974a, pp. 166-171).
There have been no attempts to identify differences in the volume of party work generated
by different departments.

Studies have identified differences in the characteristics of the interest groups associated
with particular departments. Headey distinguished between the size of the interest groups
surrounding each department as well as the nature of the policy community (open or
closed) (1974a, p. 163). Weller and Grattan (1981, p. 150) argued that departments
differed in the visibility and importance of interest groups. Theakston argued that
departments differed in the size of their clientele and the amount of correspondence they
generated (1987, pp. 131-133). Finally studies have identified differences in the public
visibility of departments (Headey 1974a, p. 170, Rose 1987, pp. 86-87, Theakston 1987,
p- 170).

Studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives have argued that the size of the
workloads of different departments influenced the amount of work which cabinet ministers
delegated to their junior colleagues (Majeau 1983, p. 5, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, p. 9,
Theakston 1987, pp. 94-96). It was argued that large departments placed an increased
burden on cabinet ministers and lessened competition within teams of political executives
for politically attractive work (Theakston 1987, p. 95). By contrast small departments
placed fewer pressures on senior ministers to delegate and increased the potential for

competition within teams of political executives (Majeau 1983, p. 5).

(b) Differences in the Attitudes of Senior Ministers. The second factor used to
explain differences in the division of responsibility consists of the attitude of the relevant
cabinet minister. The attitudes of cabinet ministers were particularly important because of

their formal constitutional responsibility for the work of their departments (Weller 1980,
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pp. 611-613, Majeau 1983, pp. 3, 5, Randle 1983, pp. 12-13, Vanderhoff-Silburt
1983/84, pp. 8-9, Theakston 1987, pp. 92-96, 113-115, 127). It was argued that there
are limits on the capacity of cabinet ministers to delegate to their junior colleagues. These
derive from the need for cabinet ministers to remain directly involved in key policy issues
across their departments (Headey 1974a, pp. 105-106, Theakston 1987, p. 79).

It was also argued that cabinet ministers still had substantial discretion over the division of
responsibility for the workloads of their departments. Cabinet ministers had incentives to
delegate to their junior colleagues. These derived from the overall size of departmental
workloads (Theakston 1987, pp. 95-97). A central theme of the literature on the work of
cabinet ministers is that they are overloaded by the demands of the different components of
their work (eg Weller and Grattan 1981, p. 198). One of the reasons for the introduction
and expansion of sub-cabinet level political executives has been to enhance the capacity of
cabinet ministers to cope with their workloads (see Weller and Grattan 1981, pp. 207-209,
RCA 1983, pp. 25-26).

Studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives have also identified pressures
against delegation by cabinet ministers to their junior colleagues. These derive from two
sources. The first consists of career rivalry. It has been argued that cabinet ministers and
their junior colleagues are potential rivals for cabinet positions. This rivalry could limit the
willingness of cabinet ministers to delegate extensively to their junior colleagues (Majeau
1983, p. 5, Randle 1983, p. 13, Chenier 1985, p. 407, Theakston 1987, pp. 93-94).
Rose argued that it was necessary for a British junior minister ‘to attract positive comment
about his work without competing with the Secretary of State over him’ (1987, p. 22).
Studies have also highlighted the potential for rivalry between sub-cabinet level political
executives themselves (Theakston 1987, pp. 96-97).

The second source of problems consists of poor relationships between cabinet ministers
and their junior colleagues. Studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives
have stressed the importance of ‘personal chemistry’ within teams of political executives
(Weller 1980, p. 612, Majeau 1983, p. 3, Randle 1983, p. 13, Vanderhoff-Silburt
1983/84, pp. 8-9, Theakston 1987, pp. 92-94). The paramount importance of personal
relationships is reflected in the following quote from a Canadian parliamentary secretary:
‘it all depends on the minister’s personality and his willingness to give you some latitude
and some responsibility’ (cited by Majeau 1983, p. 5). Randle (1983. p. 14) argued that
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the extent of delegation depended on the ‘attitude’ of the cabinet minister and the ‘aptitude’
of the sub-cabinet level political executive.

The Division of Responsibility from the Perspective of Sub-

cabinet Level Political Executives

Studies of the work of Canadian parliamentary secretaries emphasised the importance they
attached to acquiring additional parliamentary and departmental work. In particular they
sought to acquire direct responsibility for functions within departments and participate in
the formulation of policy (Majeau 1983, p. 5). Majeau cited a Canadian parliamentary
secretary who stated: ‘when a parliamentary secretary can become involved in policy and
participate in meetings between the minister and officials, this is what makes the job
satisfying and rewarding’ (1983, p. 5). Their most important source of dissatisfaction
consisted of having no work to do (Majeau 1983, p. 5). These studies of the work of
Canadian parliamentary secretaries emphasised the importance of ‘getting along” with the
cabinet minister (Majeau 1983, p. 5). This was important because cabinet ministers could
decide whether to allow their junior colleagues access to departmental work (Randle 1983,
pp. 12-13). Similar arguments were evident in Theakston’s study. Theakston also quoted
one junior minister who stressed the potential importance of links between junior ministers

and the prime minister (1987, p. 92). However this point was not examined further.

The literature on the work of sub-cabinet level political executives focuses on the problems
they experience in oversighting departments. These problems derive from their lack of
formal constitutional responsibility for their respective departments. Studies have stressed
the ‘tenuous’ nature of the relationship between sub-cabinet level political executives and
departments (Chenier 1985, p. 404, see also Randle 1983, pp. 12, 15, Theakston 1987,
pp. 68-70, 106-108). This was most clearly evident in the event of disagreement between
sub-cabinet level political executives and senior officials. Theakston (1987, pp. 106-108)
argued that British junior ministers had no formal capacity to direct departments. This was
because their responsibilities were delegated from the relevant cabinet minister. Junior
ministers could not overrule departmental recommendations. However departments could
appeal junior ministerial decisions to the cabinet minister. This meant that junior ministers
were dependent on the support of the cabinet minister in the event of disagreements with
their departments (Theakston 1987, pp. 79, 106-108). This applied equally to Canadian
parliamentary secretaries (Majeau 1983, p. 6, Randle 1983, pp. 13-14). Theakston noted
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that interest groups and the media could also ‘bypass the delegated responsibilities’ of sub-
cabinet level political executives and go directly to the relevant cabinet minister (1987, p.
147).

Chenier argued that the capacity of Canadian ministers of state to assist to direct relevant
officials depended in part on the characteristics of their functional responsibilities. Chenier
found that different functions were characterised by different ‘degrees of independence or
autonomy’ (Chenier 1985, pp. 405, 411). He argued that it was easier for ministers of
state to assist to control autonomous functions within departments. It was more difficult
for them to control functions which were closely related to the rest of departments. These
difficulties were most acute when the objectives of the minister of state to assist clashed
with those of the rest of the department and the cabinet minister (Chenier 1985, pp. 403,
409).

The Management of the Division of Responsibility

Studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives have devoted some attention to
the management of the division of responsibility between cabinet ministers and their junior
colleagues. The literature emphasised variation in the extent of interaction between cabinet
ministers and their junior colleagues. Theakston noted variation between British cabinet
ministers in their use of formal meetings with their junior colleagues (Theakston 1987, pp.
100-102). Randle similarly noted variation in the extent to which Canadian parliamentary
secretaries were allowed to participate in meetings between cabinet ministers and senior
officials (1983, p. 13, see also Majeau 1983, p. 6).

The literature has also described variation in the circulation of information within teams of
political executives. This variation was evident in relation to both departmental and cabinet
information. Access to information by sub-cabinet level political executives was often
dependent on the attitude of the relevant cabinet minister (Weller 1980, p. 611, Majeau
1983, p. 6, Randle 1983, pp. 13-14, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, pp. 8-9, Theakston
1987, pp. 92-94, 113-115).

The literature has finally described the impact of sub-cabinet level political executives on
the work of departmental officials. Studies have identified two sets of difficulties. The

first consists of ‘priority confusion’. This derives from the need to service the demands of
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multiple political executives. It was noted by Vanderhoff-Silburt in her study of Canadian
parliamentary secretaries (1983/84, p. 9). The second set of problems derives from the
need for departmental officials to balance responsiveness to a sub-cabinet level political
executive with their ultimate accountability to the cabinet minister. These problems were
most acute in the event of disagreement between political executives. The main problem
for the perspective of departmental officials was the need to ensure that sub-cabinet level
political executives maintained the confidence of the cabinet minister. This was important
because of the latter’s formal responsibility for the entire department (Randle 1983, p. 15,
Theakston 1987, pp. 106-108).

The third part of this chapter has examined previous studies of the work of sub-cabinet
level political executives. There is evidence of considerable similarities in their approaches
and findings. They each divided the work of political executives into six components.
These six components were themselves usually divided into different sub-components and
elements. They each focused on the division of responsibility between cabinet ministers
and sub-cabinet level political executives. They usually explored different approaches to
the division of responsibility from the perspectives of both cabinet ministers and sub-
cabinet level political executives. They finally examined the management of the division of

responsibility between cabinet ministers and their junior colleagues.

The literature stresses variation in the workloads of sub-cabinet level political executives as
well as the extent of their autonomy from relevant cabinet ministers. It also emphasises
the importance of relationships between cabinet ministers and their junior colleagues. It is
commonly argued that the capacity of sub-cabinet level political executives to acquire work
is dependent on their relationship with the relevant cabinet minister. Studies have also
described variation in the extent of personal contact within teams of political executives as
well as “asymmetries” in the flow of information between cabinet ministers and their
junior colleagues. Studies have finally highlighted the difficulties confronted by officials
in coping with teams of political executives.
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Wider Implications of Sub-Cabinet Level Political

Executives

The fourth part of this chapter examines the literature on the wider implications of sub-
cabinet level political executives. It first examines their impact on political-bureaucratic

relations. It then examines their impact on patronage and ministerial careers.

Implications for Political-Bureaucratic  Relations Within

Departments

The literature on the work of sub-cabinet level political executives has emphasised the
complexity of political-bureaucratic relations at the departmental level. This complexity
was less evident in studies of the work of cabinet ministers. Rose (1987, pp. 232-239)
argued that departments could be conceptualised as collections of functional divisions.
Weller and Grattan (1981, pp. 48-49) described patterns of interaction between ministers
and a wide range of officials in different functional areas. However studies of the work of
cabinet ministers have focused on the balance of influence between two monolithic entities:

the political executive and the bureaucratic executive.

Studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives have stressed the complexity
of political-bureaucratic relations within departments. They have not simply focused on
the relationship between a single cabinet minister and their department. Instead they have
emphasised the potential for the emergence of triangular relationships between cabinet
ministers, sub-cabinet level political executives and departments. These relationships were
most important in the event of disagreement between sub-cabinet level political executives
and departments. Departments could appeal the decisions of sub-cabinet level political
executives to the relevant cabinet minister. Alternatively departments could bypass sub-
cabinet level political executives and deal directly with the cabinet minister. Sub-cabinet
level political executives therefore needed the backing of the cabinet minister in the event
of disagreement with departments (Randle 1983, p. 14). Cabinet ministers could also
bypass their junior colleagues and interact directly with departments in relation to issues

within the formal responsibilities of their junior colleagues. Finally there was evidence
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that departments could use sub-cabinet level political executives in their dealings with the
cabinet minister (Randle 1983, p. 14).

The literature on the work of sub-cabinet level political executives has also disaggregated
departments into different functional areas under the direct control of different political
executives (see Chenier 1985, Theakston 1987). Theakston noted the potential for the
emergence of conflict between rival groups of political and bureaucratic executives. He
argued that that disagreement within departments ‘more often than not’ involved different
combinations of political and bureaucratic executives (1987, p. 106). It was less common
for disagreements to pit political executives against bureaucratic executives. However this
point was not developed in Theakston’s study. Theakston simply gave an example of this
type of conflict within the British Ministry of Defence. He argued that ‘single-service
ministers . . . symbolised and helped to reinforce already well-developed inter-service
rivalries which had a deleterious effect on policy for the whole ministry’ (1987, pp. 141-
142).

(a) The Issue of Political Control. This has been a central theme of studies of the
work of cabinet ministers (eg Headey 1974a, Weller and Grattan 1981, Rose 1987). The
study by Weller and Grattan explicitly focused on the capacity of ministers to control their
departments (1981, pp. 3-4).

The literature on the work of cabinet ministers emphasises obstacles to political control.
Two obstacles have been identified. The first consists of a lack of ministerial attention to
their departmental work. This has been attributed to two different factors. The first was a
lack of ministerial interest in their departmental work (or more specifically departmental
policy-making). This factor was most clearly evident in Rose’s study of British cabinet
ministers (1987). Rose argued that political executives usually spent only a short amount
of time in each department and advanced their careers on the basis of their cabinet and
parliamentary work. They were interested in their departments only to the extent that they
impacted on their cabinet and parliamentary work (Rose 1987, p. 84). This first factor is
familiar in the wider Australian literature. Australian ministers have long been criticised
for devoting too much attention to their external work and insufficient attention to their
departmental work (Butler 1973, pp. 27-35, Hawker 1975, p. 18, Hughes 1976, p. 211,
RCAGA 1976, pp. 60, 66-67, Wilenski 1979, pp. 34-36, RCA 1983, pp. 17-29).
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Other studies have argued that ministers adopted different approaches to their departmental
work. Headey (1974a, pp. 65-74) identified five different role conceptions: ‘minimalist’,
‘departmental ambassador’, ‘policy selector’, ‘policy initiator’ and ‘executive manager’.
Savoie (1990, p. 189) argued that Canadian ministers could be divided into four different
categories: ‘status participants’, ‘mission participants’, ‘policy participants’, and ‘process
participants’. Status participants attach greatest importance to public relations work. The
other categories of ministers attach far more importance to policy change. However they
approach this task from different perspectives. Mission participants pursue causes or
ideological agendas. Policy participants pursue rational policy outcomes. Process
participants focus on representing particular client groups or regions. These ministers are
most concerned with the distributional consequences of policy changes (Savoie 1990, pp.
189-195).

The second factor consists of the competing demands of other components of the work of
cabinet ministers. Headey (1974a, p. 9) and Weller and Grattan (1981, pp. 40-42) both
argued that most ministers attached considerable importance to their departmental work.
Weller and Grattan argued that the demands of other components of their jobs distracted
cabinet ministers from their departmental work (1981, pp. 204-211). Several different
reforms have been proposed in an effort to increase the capacity of cabinet ministers to
devote more time to their departmental work. There have been proposals to reduce the
burdens of the cabinet and parliamentary work (Hughes 1976, p. 211, Wilenski 1979, pp.
35-36). There have aiso been efforts to bolster the resources of cabinet ministers. This
assistance has come from two sources. The first has been the appointment of ministers
assisting and sub-cabinet level political executives. The second has been the enlargement
and politicisation of ministerial offices. These developments were described in the first
chapter of this thesis. They were expected to enhance the capacity of cabinet ministers to

cope with their workloads.

The second important obstacle to political control identified by the literature on the work of
cabinet ministers relates to the training of cabinet ministers. This was a central theme of
Headey’s study (1974a). He argued that the capacity of cabinet ministers to control their
departments depended on their ‘role skills’ (1974a, p. 28). Headey concluded that the
backgrounds of British cabinet ministers commonly equipped them with the ‘role skills’ to
function as ‘minimalists’, ‘departmental ambassadors’ or ‘policy selectors’ rather than as

‘policy initiators’ or ‘executive managers’. This problem was exacerbated by the attitudes
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of senior officials and the ‘unfavourableness’ of the situations in which cabinet ministers
often found themselves (Headey 1974a, pp. 270-190). The previous chapter argued that

the enlargement and politicisation of ministerial offices was expected to overcome these

problems by providing ministers with access to new sources of expertise.

The issue of political control has also been an important theme in studies of the work of
sub-cabinet level political executives. Two studies emerge as particularly important. The
first is Chenier’s study of Canadian ministers of state to assist. This study aimed to assess
whether ministers of state to assist resulted in ‘improved political control’ (1985, p. 400).
The second is Theakston’s study of British junior ministers. Theakston’s study aimed to
determine whether junior ministers were ‘of much use in ensuring that decisions reflect
political rather than bureaucratic aims and values’. It also had a wider aim of providing a
better understanding of ‘the problems involved in ensuring political control of the
Whitehall machine’ (Theakston 1987, p. vii). These two studies specifically addressed the
problem of maintaining political control over amalgamated departments (Chenier 1985, p.
399, Theakston 1987, p. 109). The three studies of Canadian parliamentary secretaries
also devoted some attention to political-bureaucratic relations within departments and the

issue of political control.

The literature reveals that sub-cabinet level political executives can contribute to increased
political control in two different ways. The first can be termed their “direct” contribution.
This refers to the capacity of sub-cabinet level political executives to assert close political
control over a narrow range of departmental functions. It applied to sub-cabinet level
political executives who had specific functional responsibilities within departments.
Chenier described one of the roles of Canadian ministers of state to assist as ‘singling out
issues buried in the bowels of large departments for special political attention’ (1985, p.
399). The second can be termed their “indirect” contribution. This refers to their capacity
to assist cabinet ministers by relieving them of certain aspects of the workload generated
by their departments (Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, p. 6, Chenier 1985, p. 411, Theakston
1987, pp. 110-111, 176). It applies to all sub-cabinet level political executives (including
those who lacked their own specific departmental responsibilities).

Previous studies have reached mixed conclusions about the contributions of sub-cabinet
level political executives to increased political control. This was evident in relation to the

issue of their “direct” contributions. Chenier argued that the appointment of ministers of
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state to assist did ‘not automatically ensure or lead to greater political control over policies,
programs or unelected officials’ (1985, p. 411). Chenier emphasised the difficulties
confronted by ministers of state to assist in directing departmental officials. These derived
from their lack of formal constitutional responsibility for departments. These difficulties
were particularly acute when their functions were closely related to the rest of the relevant
department. Chenier concluded that the introduction of ministers of state to assist had the

potential to ‘increase . .. the power of officials over ministers, especially junior ones’
(1985, p. 411).

Theakston found ‘impressionistic evidence’ that junior ministers spent ‘relatively little of
their time on problems of administration and policy-making’ (Theakston 1987, p. 177).
He also highlighted the problematic relationship between junior ministers and departments.
He nevertheless argued that junior ministers: ‘have surely made a difference for the better
in bringing more areas of departmental activity under political supervision at an earlier
stage in the policy-making process’ (Theakston 1987, p. 111). Theakston also argued that
‘Whitehall departments’ are ‘now potentially subject to more pervasive ministerial control
and influence’ (1987, p. 111). This was attributed to junior ministers being ‘given real
responsibility for overseeing areas of departmental work’ (1987, p. 176).

These mixed conclusions were also evident in relation to the “indirect” contribution of sub-
cabinet level political executives to increased political control. Chenier suggested that ‘the
use of ministers of state to assist may increase the small amount of time ministers have to
oversee their departments (although only marginally in most cases)’ (1985, p. 411).
Theakston was more positive in his assessment of the “indirect” contribution of British
junior ministers. He argued that: ‘the workload on cabinet ministers is already too heavy;
without the support of junior ministers it would be simply impossible . . . junior
ministers free cabinet ministers to concentrate on their primary roles of policy formulation,
decision-taking, cabinet discussions and major political and parliamentary controversies’
(1987, p. 176). Studies of the work of Canadian parliamentary secretaries emphasised the
difficulties of generalising about their “indirect” contribution to political control. They
stressed the extent of variation in both the workloads of different cabinet ministers and the
workloads of parliamentary secretaries. Vanderhoff-Silburt (1983/84, p. 9) argued that

parliamentary secretaries could assist cabinet ministers if they were used ‘beneficially’.
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(b) The Issue of Coordination. Studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political
executives have examined their implications for coordination and priority-setting within
départmentsn Theakston highlighted the potential for the emergence of horizontal conflict
between rival groups of political and bureaucratic executives within departments (1987,
pp. 106, 141-142). Studies have also emphasised the impact of coordination and priority-
setting on the work of sub-cabinet level political executives. Chenier and Theakston both
emphasised that the capacity of sub-cabinet level political executives to pursue their own
policy directions was constrained by demands for coordination and priority-setting within
departments (Chenier 1985, pp. 403-404, 409, 411-412, Theakston 1987, pp. 104-108).
Chenier explicitly argued that there was a trade-off between the importance of coordination
at the bureaucratic level and the capacity of sub-cabinet level political executives to direct
their functional responsibilities (1985, p. 409). Chenier argued that was much easier for
sub-cabinet level political executives to direct units which enjoyed a substantial degree of
independence within departments (1985, pp. 411-142).

Implications for Patronage

Studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives in Canada and the United
Kingdom have devoted considerable attention to the significance of these positions for the
relationship between chief executives and their parliamentary parties. They highlight the
contribution of these positions to the function of party management (Majeau 1983, pp. 3-
5, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, pp. 6-7, Chenier 1985, pp. 399-400, Theakston 1987,
pp. 44, 49). This issue was examined at greatest length in Theakston’s study of British
junior ministers. Theakston argued that the size of the junior ministry had grown to match
increases in the size of parliamentary parties. He noted the existence of constraints on the
flexibility of British prime ministers in recruiting junior ministers. Theakston nevertheless
argued that the size of the junior ministry enhanced prime ministerial capacity to respond to

various demands for representation within the government (1987, pp. 44-46).

This fourth part of the chapter has examined the literature on the wider implications of sub-
cabinet level political executives. It found that studies have focused on their implications
for political-bureaucratic relations within departments as well as for patronage and careers.
Studies have emphasised the potential complexity of political-bureaucratic relations. They
have also argued that sub-cabinet level political executives could contribute directly as well

as indirectly to increased political control. Finally studies have emphasised the importance
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of the relationship between the work of sub-cabinet level political executives and processes
of coordination within departments. There was evidence that sub-cabinet level political
executives had the potential to obstruct coordination within departments. However there
was also evidence that departmental coordination processes could limit the capacity of sub-

cabinet level political executives direct their functional responsibilities.
Conclusion

This chapter has examined two groups of literature. The first consists of studies of the
work of sub-cabinet level political executives in Canada and the United Kingdom. The

second consists of the literature on the 1987 machinery-of-government changes.

Studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives have focused on similar
issues. They examined the division of responsibility between cabinet ministers and their
junior colleagues for the workload of each department. They contrasted the perspectives
of cabinet ministers and sub-cabinet level political executives. Finally they examined the
management of the division of responsibility. These studies also reached similar findings.
They emphasised the capacity of cabinet ministers to shape the division of responsibility.
They also stressed the extent of variation in the approaches of different cabinet ministers to
the division of responsibility. These differences were attributed to variation in the size of
the workloads of different departments and the quality of personal relationships between

cabinet ministers and their junior colleagues.

Studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives have also examined their
wider implications. They focused on their implications for political-bureaucratic relations
within departments as well as for patronage and careers. These studies have emphasised
the potential complexity of relationships between political and bureaucratic executives.
They distinguished between the “direct” and “indirect” contributions of sub-cabinet level
political executives to increased political control. They also highlighted links between the
work of sub-cabinet level political executives and coordination within departments. They
argued that sub-cabinet level political executives had the potential to obstruct coordination
within departments. However coordination within departments could also operate as a
constraint on the autonomy of sub-cabinet level political executives. Finally these studies
emphasised the contribution of sub-cabinet level political executives to the capacity of

prime ministers to manage their respective parliamentary parties.
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This chapter also reviewed the literature on the 1987 machinery-of-government changes.
It has argued that most studies focused on the restructuring of the bureaucratic executive
and changes to the cabinet system. There have been no substantial studies of the work of
junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries or the wider implications of the enlargement

and restructuring of the Commonwealth political executives.

A handful of studies have briefly examined the work of junior ministers and parliamentary
secretaries. These studies have reached similar conclusions to those contained in the wider
literature on the work of sub-cabinet level political executives. They emphasised variation
in the approaches of senior ministers to the division of responsibility. They emphasised
the power of senior ministers and their capacity to marginalise their junior colleagues.
They also emphasised the importance of relationships within teams of political executives.
They described the management of the division of responsibility. They focused on the

role of officials in circulating information within teams of political executives.

The literature has also devoted some attention to the wider implications of the enlargement
and restructuring of the Commonwealth political executive. In common with other studies
of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives it has focused on their implications for
political-bureaucratic relations within departments. There was evidence of the emergence
of complex links between political and bureaucratic executives at the departmental level.
Studies examined the “indirect” contribution of junior ministers to greater political control
over departments. They also emphasised the importance of the relationship between the
work of junior ministers and coordination within departments. It was argued that junior
ministers had the potential to obstruct coordination within departments. There was also
evidence of the impact of coordination within departments on the work of junior ministers.
The literature finally emphasised the importance of patronage considerations behind the

enlargement and restructuring of the Commonwealth political executive.

The thesis uses the approaches adopted by previous studies to examine the work of junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries. It focuses on the division of responsibility
between cabinet ministers and sub-cabinet level political executives. It identifies different
approaches to the division of responsibilities and examines some of the causes and

consequences of these different approaches. It also explores the roles of ministerial
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offices and senior officials in managing different approaches to the division of

responsibility.

The thesis also examines the wider implications of the enlargement and restructuring of the
Commonwealth political executive. In common with previous studies it focuses on two
key issues. It focuses on the impact of sub-cabinet level political executives on political-
bureaucratic relations within portfolios. It devotes particular attention to the contribution
of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries to the objective of enhanced political
control. It also explores the impact of sub-cabinet level political executives on
relationships between the prime minister, the parliamentary party and the political

executive,



Chapter 3

Methodology

Introduction

The previous chapter reviewed the literature on the 1987 machinery-of-government
changes. It argued that most studies had focused on the restructuring of the bureaucratic
executive and changes to the cabinet system. By contrast little attention has been devoted
to the restructuring of the political executive. There have been no systematic studies of the
work of Australian junior ministers or parliamentary secretaries. There have also been no
sustained attempts to examine the wider implications of the enlargement and restructuring
of the Commonwealth political executive. This thesis aims to remedy these two important

deficiencies in the literature.

This chapter sets out the methodology used in this thesis. It is divided into five parts. The
first part describes the research strategy used in this study. It argues that this thesis adopts
a similar approach to previous studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives.
These similarities are evident in both the topics it examines and the source of the data upon
which it relies.

The second part describes the characteristics of the sample of respondents interviewed for
this research. A total of 75 interviews were conducted for this study. Interviews were
conducted with 30 political executives, 33 senior officials, six ministerial advisers, five
Labor Party backbenchers and one parliamentary official. This sample is similar to those
of previous studies of the work of political executives. It compares favourably with

previous studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives.

The third part outlines the approach to qualitative interviewing used for this research. The
fourth part describes the interview schedules used in the study. These are reproduced as
appendices to this thesis. The fifth part of the chapter focuses on the management of the

interview process. It also explains the referencing of quotations in this thesis.
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Research Strategy

The first aim of this thesis is to examine the work of Australian junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries. The previous chapter argued that there had been no systematic
studies of their work of either junior ministers or parliamentary secretaries. It focuses on
three key issues. Firstly it examines similarities and differences in the division of
responsibility between senior ministers, junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries for
different components of the workload of each portfolio. Secondly it examines different
approaches to the division of the responsibility from the perspective of different categories
of political executives. It contrasts the perspectives of senior ministers from those of
junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. Thirdly it examines the management of the
division of responsibility within teams of political executives. These issues are similar to
those examined by studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives described
in the previous chapter (Majeau 1983, Randle 1983, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, Chenier
1985, Theakston 1987).

The second aim of this thesis is to examine the implications of the enlargement and
restructuring of the Commonwealth political executive and the introduction of teams of
political executives at the head of portfolios. The previous chapter argued that Australian
studies had focused on the implications of the restructuring of the bureaucratic executive.
Less attention has been devoted to the implications of the restructuring of the political
executive. This thesis again focuses on similar issues to those examined by previous
studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives (Majeau 1983, Randle 1983,
Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, Chenier 1985, Theakston 1987).

It examines the impact of the introduction of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries
on political-bureaucratic relations at the portfolio level. It focuses on their contribution to
increased political control. It also examines the relationship between the work of junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries and processes of coordination and priority-setting
within portfolios. These two issues were both canvassed in previous studies of the work
of sub-cabinet level political executives. They also received some attention in the literature
on the 1987 machinery-of-government changes (see Evans 1988, pp. 66-68, Halligan,
Beckett and Earnshaw 1992, pp. 16-17, Aucoin and Bakvis 1993, p. 401, Keating 1993,
pp. 8, 11-12, Craswell and Davis 1994, pp. 65, 71). This thesis also examines the

implications of the enlargement and restructuring of the Commonwealth political executive
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for patronage and ministerial careers. This issue was canvassed in previous studies of the
work of sub-cabinet level political executives as well as in the small Australian literature on
junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries (Weller 1987, p. 22 , Healy 1993, p. 47).

The two aims of this thesis are most appropriately addressed using qualitative research.
Qualitative research can be described as an umbrella term (Denzin and Lincoln 1994, pp.
2-3). Itis a diverse field characterised by multiple paradigms and multiple approaches
within each paradigm. This diversity has been described as one of the strengths of the
qualitative approach (Denzin and Lincoln 1994, pp. 3-4). Within qualitative research it is
possible to select from a wide variety of research strategies (Janesick 1994, p. 212). The
most appropriate research strategies for this thesis consist of ethnography and grounded
theory. These strategies are derived from anthropology and sociology respectively (Morse
1994, p. 224). They focus on the perceptions and practices of particular groups of actors.
They rely on ‘empirical materials’ derived from in-depth qualitative interviews with key
participants (Denzin and Lincoln 1994, pp. 4-6).

This research strategy closely resembles those adopted by previous studies of the work of
sub-cabinet level political executives. Similarities are most clearly evident in their reliance
on ‘empirical materials’ derived from in-depth qualitative interviews. Theakston (1986, p.
22) conducted ‘56 interviews with serving and former office-holders at all levels over
1981 and 1982: MPs, junior ministers, cabinet ministers and senior civil servants’ for his
study of British junior ministers. He emphasised the role of interviews in providing data
on the ‘first hand experience of office-holders’. Interviews furnished data which was not
available from other sources: most notably ‘on personal and political relations’ (Theakston
1987, pp. vii). Two studies of the work of Canadian parliamentary secretaries were also
based on interview data (Majeau 1983, Randle 1983). These studies were based on
interviews with parliamentary secretaries as well as both cabinet ministers and senior
officials. These three groups were questioned about the work of parliamentary secretaries.
Finally Weller (1980, p. 599) examined the cabinet work of non-cabinet ministers using
data from interviews with Australian ‘ministers, advisers and public servants’. Only the
two studies by Vanderhoff-Silburt (1983/84) and Chenier (1985) contain no indication of
the use of data obtained from qualitative interviews.

This approach was also evident in studies of the work of cabinet ministers. These studies

were based on interviews with political executives as well as other groups of actors with
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whom they interacted in the course of their work. The actors most commonly interviewed
were senior officials. Headey interviewed 50 ministers and 25 officials. His study aimed
to provide ‘a minister’s eye view of his job’ (1974a, p. 7). Headey examined ministerial
perceptions of priorities and problems. He relied on interviews because of the difficulty of
acquiring ‘data on actual behaviour’ (1974a, p. 9). Weller and Grattan also interviewed
50 ministers and 25 officials. They similarly aimed to describe and analyse the ministerial
role from the viewpoint of ministers themselves (1981, pp. 3-4). They aimed to discover
‘what ministers think” (1981, p. 17). Studies of various parts of the work of ministers
(most notably participation in the budget process) have also relied on qualitative interviews
(eg Heclo and Wildavsky 1974, Weller and Cutt 1976, Savoie 1990). The study by
Bakvis of Canadian regional ministers was based on ‘a total of 128 interviews’ (1991, p.
357).

Australian studies of the work of ministerial offices have also relied extensively on data
derived from qualitative interviews. Walter (1986, p. 115) interviewed 23 ministerial
advisers from the early period of the Hawke government. Dunn (1995, pp. 1-2)
interviewed nine ministerial staffers as well as seven current or former ministers and nine
departmental secretaries. Ryan (1994, p. 145) interviewed seven ministerial staffers as

well as a minister and ‘three senior public servants’.

Finally many Australian studies of the work of senior officials have also used data from
qualitative interviews. Most importantly the research by Craswell and Davis (1993) which
was described in the previous chapter was based on data gained from interviews with 26
senior Commonwealth officials. They subsequently interviewed three former ministers as
a follow-up to their initial study (Craswell and Davis 1994, p. 61, Davis 1994b, p. 34).
Other studies of the work of senior officials and their interaction with political executives
have also used qualitative interview data (eg Campbell and Halligan 1992a, Davis 1995,
Halligan, Mackintosh and Watson 1996).

Interview Sample

A total of 75 interviews were conducted for this study. 30 political executives were
interviewed (senior ministers, junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries). 33 senior
officials were interviewed. Interviews were also conducted with six ministerial advisers,

five Labor Party backbenchers and one parliamentary official.
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The size of the sample compares favourably with previous studies of the work of sub-
cabinet level political executives. Theakston’s study of British junior ministers was based
on data from ‘56 interviews with . . . MPs, junior ministers, Cabinet ministers and
senior civil servants’ (1986, p. 22). The other studies of the work of sub-cabinet level
political executives cited in the previous chapter provided no indication of the number of
interviews upon which they were based (see Weller 1980, Majeau 1983, Randle 1983,
Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/83). The study by Majeau contains quotes from 10 named
Canadian MPs. The study by Randle (1983) contains quotes from two Canadian

parliamentary secretaries and two senior Canadian officials.

Two of the other studies cited in the previous section of this chapter were based on much
larger number of respondents. Campbell and Halligan (1992a, 238-241) interviewed 128
senior officials. Bakvis also conducted 128 interviews (1991, p. 357). The studies of the
work of cabinet ministers by Headey (1974a, pp. 297-299) and Weller and Grattan (1981,
p. 17) were also based on data from 75 interviews (although their samples included a
larger proportion of political executives). Many of the other interview-based studies cited
in the previous section of this chapter were based on far fewer interviews. Craswell and
Davis (1993, p. 185, 1994, p. 61) interviewed 26 officials and three ministers. Halligan,
Mackintosh and Watson (1996, p. x) interviewed 24 senior officials. Dunn (1995, pp. 1-
2) and Walter (1986, p. 115) conducted 25 and 23 interviews respectively. Ryan (1994,
145) conducted only 11 interviews. The remainder of the second part of this chapter

describes the characteristics of the interview sample in greater detail.
Junior Ministers and Parliamentary Secretaries

There were a total of 40 junior ministers during the period between 1987 and 1996. Table
3.1 lists their names as well as the titles of the positions in which they served. There were
a total of 21 parliamentary secretaries during the period under review (including the three
briefly appointed in 1987). Table 3.2 lists their names and the cabinet portfolios in which
they served. FEight individuals served at different times as both junior ministers and

parliamentary secretaries.
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Junior Ministers (1987-1996)

76

Junior Minister

Official Titles(s)

Baldwin, Hon. P.

Minister for Employment and Education Services
Minister for Higher Education and Employment Services

Minister Assisting the Treasurer

Beddall, Hon. D.

Minister for Communications

Minister for Resources

Minister for Small Business and Customs

Minister for Small Business, Construction and Customs

Bilney, Hon. G.

Minister for Defence Science and Personnel
Minister for Development Co-operation and Pacific Island Affairs

Blewett, Hon. N.

Minister for Trade and Overseas Development
Minister for Trade Negotiations

Minister Assisting the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Commerce
Minister Assisting the Minister for Primary Industries and Energy

Bolkus, Senator N.

Minister for Consumer Affairs

Minister Assisting the Treasurer for Prices

Brown, Hon. B.

Minister for Land Transport
Minister for Land Transport and Shipping Support

Collins, Senator B.

Minister for Shipping
Minister for Shipping and Aviation
Minister for Shipping and Aviation Support

Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for Northern Australia

Cook, Senator P.

Minister for Resources
Minister for Shipping and Aviation Support

Crean, Hon. S.

Minister for Science and Technology

Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for Science
Minister Assisting the Treasurer

Crowley, Senator R.

Minister for Family Services

Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for the Status of Women

Duffy, Hon. M.,

Minister for Trade Negotiations

Minister Assisting the Minister for Industry, Technology and
Commerce
Minister Assisting the Minister for Primary Industries and Energy

Duncan, Hon. P.

Minister for Employment and Education Services
Minister for Land Transport and Infrastructure Support
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Fatin, Hon. W.

Minister for Local Government
Minister for the Arts and Territories

Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for the Status of Women

Faulkner, Senator J.

Minister for Defence Science and Personnel
Minister for Sport and Territories
Minister for Veterans' Affairs

Free, Hon. R. Minister for Schools, Vocational Education and Training
Minister for Science and Technology
Minister Assisting the Prime Minister
Minister Assisting the Prime Minister on Science
Minister Assisting the Treasurer

Gear, Hon. G. Assistant Treasurer

Griffiths, Hon. A. Minister for Resources

Hand, Hon. G. Minister for Aboriginal Affairs

Holding, Hon C.

Minister for Employment Services and Youth Affairs
Minister for the Arts and Territories

Minister for the Arts, Tourism and Territories
Minister for Transport and Communications Support

Minister Assisting the Minister for Immigration, Local Government

and Ethnic Affairs
Minister Assisting the Prime Minister
Minister Assisting the Treasurer

Humphreys, Hon. B.

Minister for Veterans' Affairs

Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for Northern Australia

Johns, Hon. G.

Assisting Minister for Industrial Relations
Special Minister of State

Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for Public Service Matters
Vice President of the Executive Council

Jones, Hon. B.

Minister for Science and Small Business
Minister for Science, Customs and Small Business

Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for Science and Technology

Kelly, Hon. R. Minister for Defence Science and Personnel
Minister for Telecommunications and Aviation Support
Kerin, Hon. J. Minister for Trade and Overseas Development
Kerr, Hon. J. Minister for Justice
Lee, Hon. M. Minister for Resources

McHugh, Hon. J.

Minister for Consumer Affairs

Morris, Hon. P.

Minister for Housing and Aged Care
Minister for Resources
Minister for Transport and Communications Support

Minister Assisting the Prime Minister
Minister Assisting the Treasurer
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Punch, Hon. G.

Minister for Defence Science and Personnel
Minister for Telecommunications and Aviation Support
Minister for the Arts and Territories

Ray, Senator R.

Minister for Home Affairs

Minister Assisting the Minister for Transport and Communications

Réynolds, Senator, M.

Minister for Local Government

Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for the Status of Women

Richardson, Senator G.

Minister for the Environment and Territories

Ryan, Senator S.

Special Minister of State

Minister Assisting the Minister for Community Services and Health
Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for the Bicentenary
Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for the Status of Women

Schacht, Senator C.

Minister for Science and Small Business
Minister for Small Business, Construction and Customs

Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for Science

Sciacca, Hon C.

Minister for Veterans' Affairs

Simmons, Hon. D.

Minister for Defence Science and Personnel
Minister for Family Support

Minister for Local Government

Minister for the Arts, Tourism and Territories

Staples, Hon P.

Minister for Consumer Affairs
Minister for Housing and Aged Care
Minister for the Aged, Family and Health Services

Minister Assisting the Treasurer for Prices

Tate, Senator M.

Minister for Justice
Minister for Justice and Consumer Affairs

Minister Assisting the Minister for Immigration, Local Government
and Ethnic Affairs

Tickner, Hon R.

Minister for Aboriginal Affairs
Minister for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs

Minister Assisting the Prime Minister for Aboriginal Reconciliation

Walker, Hon. F.

Minister for Administrative Services
Special Minister of State

Vice-President of the Executive Council

The official title(s) of junior ministers are listed in alphabetical order rather than the order in which the

positions were held.

The italicised titles refer to "minister assisting" appointments.

Compiled from lists of ministers and titles published by the Department of the Prime Minister and

Cabinet.
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Parliamentary Secretaries (1987-1996)
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Parliamentary Secretary | Cabinet Portfolio(s)

Bevis, Hon. A.

Defence

Brereton, Hon. L.

Prime Minister and Cabinet

Crawford, Hon. M.

Housing and Regional Development

Crosio, Hon. J.

Arts and Administrative Services
Environment, Sport and Territories
Social Security

Duncan Hon. P.

Attorney-General's

Elliot, Hon. P.

Communications and the Arts
Treasury

Free, Hon. R. Prime Minister and Cabinet

Johns Hon. G. Health, Housing and Community Services
Treasury

Kelly, Hon. R. Defence

Lindsay, Hon. E. Industry, Technology and Regional Development*

McMullan, Senator B. Treasury

Martin, Hon. S.

Foreign Affairs and Trade

O'Keefe, Hon. N.

Transport and Communications™®

Price, Hon. R. Prime Minister and Cabinet
Defence
Punch, Hon. G. Defence

Reynolds, Senator M.

Immigration, Local Government and Ethnic Affairs

Sciacca, Hon. C.

Arts and Administrative Services*
Social Security

Sherry, Senator N.

Primary Industries and Energy

Snowdon, Hon. W.

Employment, Education and Training
Environment, Sport and Territories
Transport and Communications

Tate, Senator M.

Attorney-General's

Theophanous, Hon. A.

Health, Housing, Local Government and Community Services*
Prime Minister and Cabinet

Cabinet portfolios in which each parliamentary secretary was located are listed in alphabetical order.

Titles of cabinet portfolios operational at the time each parliamentary secretary was initially appointed.
Asterisk indicates subsequent change in their title during the period of service of the relevant parliamentary

secretary.

Compiled from lists of ministers and portfolios published by the Department of the Prime Minister and

Cabinet.

21 of the 29 political executives interviewed for this study had served as junior ministers

during the period under review (53 per cent of all junior ministers). 11 of the 29 political
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executives interviewed for this study has served as parliamentary secretaries (52 per cent
of all parliamentary secretaries).

It was not possible to interview all junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries from the
period under review. It was therefore important to ensure that the sample of interviewees
was characterised by the maximum possible variation. Patton (1990, p. 172) has argued
that ‘any common patterns that emerge from great variation are of particular interest and
value’. It was necessary to identify important potential sources of variation in the work of
junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries and ensure that these are reflected in the
sample. Two important sources of variation were the cabinet portfolios in which junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries were based and the senior minister (or ministers)

under whom they worked.

There were a total of 19 different cabinet portfolios in existence at different times during
the period between 1987 and 1996. The number at any one time varied between 16 and
18. Junior ministers were appointed at various times to 16 of these 19 cabinet portfolios.
They were appointed under 44 different official titles. Parliamentary secretaries were also
appointed at various times to 16 of these 19 cabinet portfolios (although not necessarily to
the same portfolios). The junior ministers interviewed for this study had experience in 15
of the 16 cabinet portfolios in which junior ministers served (93 per cent). They also had
29 different titles (66 percent). The sample of parliamentary secretaries interviewed for
this study had experience in 14 of the 16 cabinet portfolios in which parliamentary

secretaries served (88 per cent).

There were a total of 35 senior ministers during the period between 1987 and 1996. Table
3.3 lists their names as well as the cabinet portfolios in which they served. Only six of
these senior ministers had no direct experience with junior ministers. The remaining 29 all
had junior ministers at one stage of their careers. Only nine senior ministers did not work
alongside a parliamentary secretary. The remaining 26 had parliamentary secretaries. The
sample of junior ministers interviewed for this study had worked alongside 25 of the 29
senior ministers who had junior ministers at one stage in their careers (86 per cent). The
sample of parliamentary secretaries interviewed for this study had worked alongside 18 of

the 26 senior minister who had parliamentary secretaries (69 per cent).
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Senior Ministers (1987-1996)
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Senior Minister

Cabinet Portfolio(s)

Baldwin, Hon. P.

Social Security

Beazley, Hon. K.

Defence

Employment, Education and Training
Finance

Transport and Communications

Blewett, Hon. N.

Community Services and Health
Social Security

Bolkus, Senator N.

Administrative Services
Immigration and Ethnic Affairs

Bowen, Hon. L.

Attorney-General's

Brereton, Hon. L.

Industrial Relations
Transport

Brown, Hon. J.

Arts, Sport, the Environment, Tourism and Territories

Button, Senator J.

Industry, Technology and Commerce

Collins, Senator B.

Primary Industries and Energy
Transport and Communications

Cook, Senator P.

Foreign Affairs and Trade
Industrial Relations
Industry, Technology and Regional Development*

Crean, Hon. S.

Employment, Education and Training
Primary Industries and Energy

Dawkins, Hon. J.

Employment, Education and Training
Treasury

Duffy, Hon. M.

Attorney-General's

Evans, Senator G.

Foreign Affairs and Trade
Transport and Communications

Faulkner, Senator J.

Environment, Sport and Territories

Griffiths, Hon. A.

Industry, Technology and Regional Development
Tourism

Hand, Hon G.

Immigration, Local Government and Ethnic Affairs

Hawke, Hon. R.

Prime Minister and Cabinet

Hayden, Hon. B.

Foreign Affairs and Trade

Holding, Hon. C.

Immigration, Local Government and Ethnic Affairs

Howe, Hon. B.

Community Services and Health*
Housing and Regional Development
Social Security

Keating, Hon. P.

Prime Minister and Cabinet
Treasury

Kelly, Hon. R.

Arts, Sport, the Environment, Tourism and Territories*

Kerin, Hon. J.

Primary Industries and Energy
Transport and Communications
Treasury
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Lavarch, Hon. M.

Attorney-General's

Lawrence, Hon. C.

Human Services and Health

Lee, Hon. M.

Communications*
Tourism

McMullan, Senator B.

Arts and Administrative Services*
Foreign Affairs and Trade

Morris, Hon. P.

Industrial Relations

Ray, Senator R.

Defence
Immigration, Local Government and Ethnic Affairs

Richardson, Senator G.

Arts, Sport, the Environment, Tourism and Territories

Environment, Sport and Territories

Health, Housing, Local Government and Community Services*
Social Security

Transport and Communications

Walsh, Senator P. Finance

West, Hon. S. Administrative Services

Willis, Hon. R. Finance

Industrial Relations

Transport and Communications
Treasury

Young, Hon. M. Immigration, Local Government and Ethnic Affairs

Cabinet portfolios are listed in alphabetical order.

Titles of cabinet portfolios operational at time of initial appointment of each cabinet minister. Asterisk
indicates subsequent change in their title under the same senior minister.

Does not include temporary appointment of Hon. R. Hawke as Treasurer between 3 June and 4 June 1991
following resignation of Hon. P. Keating.

Does not include temporary appointment of Hon D. Kerr as Attorney-General between 24 March 1993 and
27 April 1993 pending the election of Hon. M. Lavarch.

Compiled from lists of ministers and portfolios published by the Department of the Prime Minister and
Cabinet.

A third dimension of variation consists of the period in which interviewees held office as
junior ministers. The sample of junior ministers interviewed for this study held office as
junior ministers at different times throughout the period under review. Interviews were
conducted with 11 of the 19 junior ministers from the term of office immediately following
the introduction of the changes (July 1987 to April 1990) (58 per cent). Seven of the 18
junior ministers who served between April 1990 and March 1993 were interviewed (39
per cent). Finally eight of the 15 junior ministers who held office between March 1993
and March 1996 were interviewed (54 per cent).
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Other Relevant Actors

Interviews were not just conducted with junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries.
They were also conducted with a number of other relevant actors. These can be divided
into five categories: senior ministers, ministerial advisers, Labor Party backbenchers,

senior officials and parliamentary officials.

As previously noted there were a total of 35 senior ministers during the period under
review. Eight of these were interviewed. These senior ministers had experience in 10
different cabinet portfolios. They had worked alongside 12 different junior ministers and
10 different parliamentary secretaries. Interviews were conducted with four current and
two former ministerial advisers. Five of these were advisers to senior ministers. One had
also been an adviser to a junior minister. The other was an adviser to a parliamentary
secretary. Six of the senior officials interviewed for this study also reported extensive
experience in the office of a minister (four in the office of a senior minister, two in a junior
ministerial office). Five backbenchers were interviewed.

The fourth category of other relevant actors consisted of senior officials. A total of 33
senior officials were interviewed for this study. Ten were current or former members of
departmental executives (secretaries or deputy secretaries) or held equivalent positions in
portfolio agencies. The remainder were senior line officials (first assistant secretaries or
assistant secretaries). These officials were chosen from divisions and agencies within the
direct functional responsibilities of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. The
senior officials interviewed for this study were drawn from 12 different cabinet portfolios.
This represents 80 per cent of the cabinet portfolios which contained junior ministers
during the period under review. Interviews were also conducted with two senior officials
from the “sub-cabinet level” Veterans’ Affairs portfolio. One interview was conducted
with a senior parliamentary official. Table 3.4 summarises the sample of respondents

interviewed for this study.
Approaches to Qualitative Interviewing

Patton (1990, p. 280) has identified three basic approaches to qualitative interviewing: the

‘informal conversational interview’ approach, the ‘general interview guide’ approach and
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the ‘standardised open-ended interview’ approach. The difference between these three

approaches lies in the extent to which the order and wording of questions is determined in

advance.
Table 3.4

Summary of Interview Sample
Category Number
Senior Ministers 8
Junior Ministers 21
Parliamentary Secretaries 11
Sub-Total 30
Ministerial Advisers 6
ALP Backbenchers 5
Senior Officials 33
Parliamentary Officials 1
Total 75

The sample of political executives interviewed for this study included individuals who served as both
parliamentary secretaries and junior ministers as well as individuals who served as both junior ministers
and senior ministers. For this reason the sub-total of 30 is smaller than the sum of the numbers
corresponding to the three categories of political executives.

This study has used Patton’s ‘general interview guide’ approach (1990, p. 280). Within
this approach questions can be framed in greater or lesser detail. At one extreme it is
possible simply to list a set of topics to be canvassed in an interview. At the other extreme
researchers can maintain a much more rigid adherence to a particular order and wording of

potential questions (Patton 1990, p. 287).

This study has adopted the latter of these two approaches during earlier interviews. This
was due to a relative lack of experience with qualitative interviewing techniques. During
later interviews questions were asked in different orders and in different ways. This more
flexible approach offered several important advantages. Firstly it allowed interviewees to
discuss topics in any order rather than in order in which they were listed in the interview

schedules. This allowed the interviews to flow and made better use of scarce time. It also
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enabled interviewees to pursue at greater length topics which they regarded as particularly

important.

The use of the ‘general interview guide’ approach also has some disadvantages which
must be borne in mind. It still does not allow as much flexibility as the ‘informal
conversational interview’ approach. Furthermore, in comparison with the ‘standardised
open-ended interview’ approach, there is the danger that important issues might be
neglected since questions can remain unasked. The failure to pose identical questions in
identical order can also reduce the comparability of the data obtained (see Patton 1990, pp.
288-289). However these disadvantages did not outweigh the benefits of the ‘general

interview guide’ approach.

Interview Schedules

Two interview schedules were used to guide the interviews upon which this thesis is
based. The first was the interview schedule for political executives. This was developed
primarily for use in interviewing junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries as well as
their respective advisers. It was used in a modified form for interviewing senior ministers
and their advisers. The second was the interview schedule for bureaucratic executives.
This was developed primarily for use in interviewing senior line officials who reported
directly to junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. It was used in a modified form

to interview more senior officials who were members of departmental executives.

Different interview schedules were also used for interviews with the five Labor party
backbenchers and the single parliamentary official interviewed for this study. The political
and bureaucratic interview schedules are reproduced in full in as appendices to the thesis.
The fourth part of this chapter describes the main features of the political and bureaucratic

interview schedules.

Interview Schedule for Political Executives

This interview schedule contained 37 questions and was divided into eight sections. The
first section explored variation in the overall jobs of senior ministers, junior ministers and

parliamentary secretaries as well as the priorities of individual political executives.
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The next three sections each explored the departmental work of junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries. The second section examined their functional responsibilities.
It focused on the process by which responsibility for each cabinet portfolio was formally
divided between senior ministers, junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. It also
surveyed the objectives of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries in relation to the

formal division of responsibility and examined their capacity to realise these objectives.

The third section examined the operation of the division of responsibility between senior
ministers and their junior colleagues. It was the largest section of the interview schedule.
It contained 10 questions. It was concerned with five key topics. The first was the extent
to which senior ministers were involved in the functions of their junior colleagues. The
second was the involvement of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries in functions
beyond their direct responsibilities. The third was the participation of junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries in coordination and priority-setting within their respective cabinet
portfolios. The fourth topic consisted of patterns of interaction within teams of ministers
and parliamentary secretaries. Finally political executives were questioned about how the

division of responsibility could be improved.

The fourth section examined interaction between junior ministers, parliamentary secretaries
and senior officials. It focused on relationships with senior line officials within their direct
functional responsibilities. It focused on two sets of issues. The first was whether
different categories of political executives interacted with different types of officials. The
second was whether junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries were treated differently
by officials and had less influence over officials than senior ministers. Questions focused
on the capacity of officials to appeal the decisions of junior ministers and parliamentary

secretaries to their senior colleagues.

The fifth section focused on the cabinet participation of junior ministers and parliamentary
secretaries. It examined their roles in both the general cabinet process and the budget/ERC
process. It focused on variation in the division of responsibility between senior ministers,
Junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries for different types of cabinet work generated

by their respective cabinet portfolios.

The sixth and seventh sections examined the remaining components of the work of junior

ministers and parliamentary secretaries. The sixth section focused on their parliamentary
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and party work. The seventh examined their interest group and public relations work.
The study explored the division of responsibility for this work between senior ministers,

junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries.

The eighth section contained two questions. The first was whether junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries were full utilised under the new arrangements. The second was

whether the new arrangements could be improved.
Interview Schedule for Bureaucratic Executives

This interview schedule consisted of 31 questions. It too was divided into eight sections.
The first section contained a single question. Officials were questioned about the division
of functional responsibilities within teams of political executives. They were asked why
particular functional areas were allocated to junior ministers or parliamentary secretaries

rather than the senior minister.

The second section examined the relationship between senior officials and the relevant
Junior minister or parliamentary secretary. It focused on two sets of issues. The first was
the expectations of officials concerning political executives. The second was whether
there were systematic differences in the capacity of senior ministers, junior ministers and

parliamentary secretaries to perform in accordance with these expectations.

The third section focused on the relationship between senior line officials who reported
directly to junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries and the relevant senior minister.
It was also concerned with two sets of issues. The first was the relationship between
these senior line officials and the senior minister. It was particularly concerned about
whether these links were initiated by officials or by senior ministers. The second was the

role of senior officials in coping with disagreements within teams of political executives.

The fourth section examined ministerial offices. Senior officials were questioned about
how their work had been affected by the expansion and politicisation of ministerial offices.
They were also asked about the most important roles of ministerial offices.

The fifth section focused on relationships at the bureaucratic level between officials within

cabinet portfolios. Officials were questioned about the extent of policy development and
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program delivery linkages between their functions and other functional areas within their
portfolios. They were questioned about how these overlapping issues were coordinated at
the bureaucratic level. Finally they were questioned about the impact of the introduction of
teams of political executives of the coordination of these types of overlaps. They were
also questioned about the budget process.

The sixth and seventh sections of the interview schedule were designed to explore official
perceptions of the work of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries in dealing with
cabinet, interest groups and public relations. The two sections contained a total of seven
questions. Officials were asked about the division of responsibility between senior
minister, junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries for these three aspects of their
work. They were also questioned about the capacity of junior ministers to represent their
functions in the cabinet process as well as the capacity of interest groups to “shop around”

within teams of political executives.

The eighth section consisted of four questions. Senior officials were asked to evaluate the
costs and benefits of the introduction of teams of political. They were asked about how
the system could be improved. They were also asked about whether these changes had
increased political control and about their impact on processes of coordination and priority-

setting within portfolios.
Management of the Interview Process

Management of the interview process involves decisions about three sets of issues. The
first relates to access to interviewees and the order in which interviews are carried out.
Potential respondents were identified through official directories and approached using
formal letters, supplemented where necessary with follow-up telephone calls. Interviews
were conducted in three stages. 33 interviews were conducted during May and June
1995. These were almost solely with political executives (mostly junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries) and backbenchers. A further 30 interviews were conducted
during March and April 1996, all with senior officials. These interviews were conducted
following the defeat of the Keating government and after the close of the period under
review. Finally 12 interviews with former political executives and senior officials were
conducted between November 1996 and February 1997.
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The issue of access also covers ethical questions. The most important interviewer
obligations are those that relate to confidentiality. Researchers have an obligation to
protect the anonymity of respondents (Weiss 1994, pp. 131-134). However this can
conflict with the demands of academic transparency and the free dissemination of research
findings. Respondents participated in interviews on confidential basis. Following the
practice adopted by Bakvis (1991, p. 357) each interviewee has been assigned a number.
References and quotations which appear in this thesis each include an interviewee number

and a page number. The page number refers to the relevant notes or transcript.

A second set of issues relates to the management of individual interviews themselves. All
but two of the interviews were conducted at the interviewee’s office. Interviews ranged
from 30 minutes to one and a half hours in duration. Most lasted for between 45 minutes

and 1 hour.

The third set of issues relate to data collection. According to Hammer and Wildavsky
(1989, pp. 70-71) these issues revolve around a central question: ‘to tape or not to tape’.
Different researchers have answered this question in different ways. For example, Weiss
(1994, p. 54) generally favours the use of tape recorders, while Hammer and Wildavsky
(1989, p. 71) ‘prefer to take notes’ during interviews. This divergence extends to studies
of the work of ministers. Weller and Grattan (1981, p. 18) adopted a ‘general procedure’
of taping all interviews with ministers. They reported no substantial difficulties with this
approach. By contrast, Headey eschewed the assistance of a tape recorder. Headey
(1974, p. 23) argued that the use of a tape recorder ‘might well have precluded frankness,
even if it had not led to an outright refusal to be interviewed’. Headey noted ‘potentially
quotable responses’ during the course of his interviews, writing-up full notes ‘as soon as

possible’ after their completion (see also Bakvis 1991, p. 357).

Each approach has its advantages and disadvantages. The use of a tape recorder brings
with it some important advantages. Most importantly, it permits the researcher to produce
a verbatim transcript of the interview. It also allows the interviewer to devote full attention
to the task of developing and maintaining rapport with the respondent. By contrast note
taking can only produce an incomplete record of the interview and also has the potential to
distract both the interviewer and interviewee (Hammer and Wildavsky 1989, Weiss 1994,
pp. 53-54). However, tape recorders also have important disadvantages. Firstly they can

be unreliable. Secondly they generate vast amounts of empirical material which must be
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transcribed into written form. The process of transcription can be extremely expensive
and time-consuming. It too is prone to error. Thirdly and most importantly, the use of a
tape recorder has the potential to affect the behaviour of respondents (eg Williams 1980, p.

304). It has the potential to reduce the candour of interviewees.

The data upon which this thesis is based was collected using both of these approaches.
Extensive notes were taken during the first stage of interviews conducted during May and
June 1995. Interviews undertaken during the second and third stages were taped. Many

of the quotes that appear in the remainder of this thesis come from taped interviews.

Conclusion

This chapter has described the research strategy used in this study. In common with
previous studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives it has focused on four
sets of issues. It examines similarities and differences in the division of responsibility
between senior ministers and their junior colleagues for different components of the
workloads of each portfolio. It examines these different approaches from the perspective
of senior ministers. It also examines them from the perspectives of both junior ministers
and parliamentary secretaries. It finally examines the management of the division of

responsibility within portfolios.

This thesis also adopts a similar approach to previous studies in exploring the implications
of the enlargement restructuring of the Commonwealth political executive. It focuses on
the implications of the changes for political-bureaucratic relations within portfolios as well

as for ministerial careers and patronage.

In common with previous studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives this
study is based on data obtained from in-depth qualitative interviews from sub-cabinet level
political executives and those with whom they work. It is based on 75 interviews with
junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries as well as those with whom they worked
(most importantly senior ministers and senior officials). The size of this sample compares
favourably with previous studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives.
Interviews were conducted with 53 per cent of all junior ministers and 52 per cent of all
parliamentary secretaries. However the sample of junior ministers had experience in 93

per cent of cabinet portfolios which contained junior ministers and with 86 per cent of
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senior ministers who worked alongside junior ministers. The sample of parliamentary
secretaries had experience in 88 per cent of the portfolios which contained parliamentary
secretaries and with 69 per cent of senior ministers who had worked alongside
parliamentary secretaries. Finally the sample of senior officials had experience in 80 per

cent of the cabinet portfolios which contained junior ministers during the period under
review.



Chapter 4

The Work of Junior Ministers and

Parliamentary Secretaries

Introduction

This chapter examines the work of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. It is
divided into three parts. The first part sets out a new framework for conceptualising the
work of political executives. It divides their jobs into six components. These are grouped

under four headings. These four headings are examined in turn.

The second part argues that the introduction of teams of political executives necessitated
the introduction of a new division of responsibility for portfolio management and cabinet
representation between senior ministers, junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. It
further argues that this new division of responsibility can be conceptualised in terms of

overlapping horizontal and vertical dimensions.

The third part examines the operation of the division of responsibility for portfolio
management and cabinet representation within teams of political executives. It argues that
the division of responsibility for portfolio management and cabinet representation could
operate in a variety of different ways. It described different approaches to the division of
responsibility for portfolio management and cabinet representation. It also examines the
division of responsibility for parliamentary and party work between senior ministers and

their junior colleagues.

The Work of Commonwealth Political Executives

The first part of this chapter sets out a new framework for conceptualising the work of

political executives. This new framework is necessary to accommodate the complexity of



93

the division of responsibility between senior ministers and their junior colleagues for the

workloads of portfolios.

Chapter two identified four key studies of the work of political executives (Headey 1974a,
Weller and Grattan 1981, Rose 1987, Theakston 1987). These studies each divided the
work of political executives into six basic components: departmental work, cabinet work,
parliamentary work, party work, interest group work and public relations work (Headey
1974a, p. 39, Weller and Grattan 1981, p. 18, Rose 1987, pp. 80-81, Theakston 1987).
These six components were often further divided into separate sub-components. They
were also grouped together under different headings. Departmental and cabinet work was
invariably examined separately. The remaining four components were grouped together in
different combinations. Theakston examined them all under a single heading: ‘junior
ministers in parliament and as departmental ambassadors’ (1987, pp. 125-147). Headey
(1974a, pp. 52-54) grouped together parliamentary and party work and interest group and
public relations work. Weller and Grattan (1981) adopted a slightly different approach.
They combined parliamentary, party and interest group work under one heading. Public
relations work was examined under a separate heading.

In common with previous studies this thesis divides the work of political executives into
six components. These components are grouped together under four headings: portfolio

management, cabinet participation, parliamentary work and backbench interaction.

Portfolio Management

Portfolio management is an umbrella term which includes three components of the work of
political executives: interaction with senior officials, interaction with interest groups and
clients and broader public relations. Previous studies examined these components under
separate headings. However interviews conducted for this thesis emphasised the need to

examine them under a single heading.

(a) Interaction with Senior Officials. Political executives headed portfolios. These
comprised both departments and agencies. Agencies often formed an important part of the
responsibilities of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. Departments can also be
conceptualised as collections of functional divisions headed by a common secretary and
departmental executive (Rose 1987, pp. 232-239).
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Interaction between political executives and senior officials involved two types of issues.
The first type of issues could be contained within the boundaries of a single division or
agency. They were characterised by an absence of bureaucratic level overlap. Following
Theakston (1987, pp. 77-92) these issues can be divided into routine administration and

functional policy change (eg Interviewee 28, pp. 12-13).

The second types of issues involved coordination and priority-setting across different
divisions (and agencies). This could involve the coordination of policy development and
program delivery overlaps. The budget process was a second source of bureaucratic level
overlap. It involved trade-offs between divisions at the departmental level and between
departments and agencies at the portfolio level. This was important even in the absence of
policy development and program delivery overlaps. The following statement by a senior

official describes these two different sources of bureaucratic level overlap.

The problem of demarcation comes up in two ways. One is that the budget makes the
demarcation different. Because Finance cuts across the portfolio even if the functions don’t. So
there’s a tension there. The other one is that if you’re looking at things like Aged Care and
Disabilities for example as programs, they obviously interlink with Health (Interviewee 58, p. 1).

(b) Interaction with Interest Groups and Clients. Chapter two argued that there
had been few attempts to distinguish between different aspects of the interest group work
of political executives. The main exception was Theakston’s (1987) study of the work of
British junior ministers. Theakston distinguished between national and local interest
groups (1987, p. 140, see also Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, p. 8). He also distinguished
between routine representation and policy negotiations (1987, pp. 138-140). Interviewees
emphasised the importance of the distinction between routine representation and policy
negotiations (eg Interviewee 46, pp. 7-8). This thesis therefore divides the interest group
and client interaction work of political executives into two sub-components. The first

consists of routine representation. The second consists of policy negotiations.

(c) Public Relations. Chapter two also argued that there had also been few attempts to
distinguish between different aspects of the public relations work of political executives.
The main exception was Weller and Grattan’s (1981) study of the work of Australian
government ministers. This study distinguished between different branches of the media,
different levels of media and different modes of interaction (Weller and Grattan 1981, pp.
154-165). Interviewees emphasised the importance of the distinction between different

levels of media (Interviewee 02, p. 4). The thesis therefore adopts a modified version of
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the second dimension of variation identified by Weller and Grattan (1981). It divides the
public relations work of political executives into two sub-components: interaction with
regional, local and specialist media representatives and interaction with the Canberra press

gallery and national media representatives.
Cabinet Participation

Chapter two argued that most previous studies of the work of political executives simply
referred to cabinet participation. They did not explicitly divide the cabinet work of political
executives into separate components. The main exception was Headey’s (1974a) study of
British cabinet ministers. Headey identified two potential cabinet roles: ‘departmental
battle-axe’ and ‘cabinet all-rounder’ (Headey 1974a, p. 49). This thesis divides cabinet
participation into two sub-components: cabinet representation and cabinet coordination
and priority-setting. Cabinet representation is similar to the role of ‘departmental battle-
axe’ (which was described by Headey 1974a, p. 49). Cabinet coordination and priority-
setting consists of participation by political executives in broader cabinet discussions not
directly related to their individual portfolio responsibilities. This is analogous to Headey’s
role of ‘cabinet all-rounder’ (1974a, p. 49).

Most previous studies of the cabinet work of political executives simply refer to the cabinet
process. Interviewees emphasised the complexity of the Commonwealth cabinet system.
They revealed that the cabinet system could be divided into two components. The first
consisted of the general cabinet system. The second consisted of the budget/ERC process.
The budget/ERC process was described as the most important part of the cabinet system
(eg Interviewee 33, p. 8). It emerged as a focal point of coordination and priority-setting
at the cabinet level (Interviewee 51, p. 9, see also Interviewee 05, pp. 10-11). During the
period in which the interviews for this study took place the budget/ERC process consisted
of three stages. The first consisted of preliminary negotiations between the Treasurer, the
Minister for Finance and representatives of each portfolio. These were termed “trilaterals”
(Interviewee 04, p. 2). The second consisted of scrutiny of portfolio budget submissions
by the ERC. The budget submissions of each portfolio were subject to ERC approval
(Interviewee 43, p. 6). The third consisted of budget cabinet. Cabinet representation
could therefore be carried out within both the general cabinet process and the budget/ERC

process.
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Parliamentary Work

Previous studies of the work of political executives have divided their parliamentary work
into many different sub-components. Weller and Grattan (1981, pp. 137-143) divided the
parliamentary work of Australian ministers into four sub-components: general duty,
government bills, other debates and question time. Theakston (1987, pp. 126-136)
divided the parliamentary work of British junior ministers into four slightly different sub-
components: bills, other debates, question time and interaction with backbenchers (1987,
pp. 126-136). Two studies of the work of Canadian parliamentary secretaries divided this
aspect of their jobs into three sub-components: ‘parliamentary work’, ‘committee work’
and ‘extra-parliamentary work’. This third part consisted of interaction with backbenchers
(Majeau 1983, p. 6, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, pp. 7-8).

This thesis follows the approach adopted by Weller and Grattan (1981). It divides the
parliamentary work of political executives into four sub-components. Interviewees
revealed that the two most important aspects of the parliamentary work of junior ministers
and parliamentary secretaries were oversighting government legislation and participation in
question time. This work could be performed within either the House of Representatives
or the Senate.

Party Interaction

Chapter two argued that this component was accorded little attention by most previous
studies of the work of political executives. It was often examined as an extension of their
parliamentary work (Headey 1974a, pp. 50-52, Majeau 1983, p. 6, Vanderhoff-Silburt
1983/84. pp. 7-8, Theakston 1987, pp. 143-150). An important exception was Weller
and Grattan’s study of the work of Australian ministers (1981). This study distinguished
between interaction with the party machine and interaction with the parliamentary party. 1t
divided interaction with the parliamentary party into two parts: interaction with individual
backbenchers and interaction with committees (1981, pp. 143-150).

Interviewees emphasised the importance of interaction between political executives and the
parliamentary party (eg Interviewee 64, p. 4). Interaction with the parliamentary party
was divided into two sub-components. The first sub-component derived from the routine

party business generated by each portfolio. It included interaction with individual
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backbenchers, caucus committees and full caucus meetings. This first sub-component can
be termed routine portfolio representation. It can be distinguished from participation in
wider caucus politics and the cultivation of individual party status. This second sub-
component includes interaction with party factions. The parliamentary party was divided
into three factions during the period under review (the Right, the Centre-Left and the Left).
It also included a number of non-aligned backbenchers (Lloyd and Swan 1987). Political
executives were almost invariably members of a faction. This was because the factions
were the principal avenues of recruitment to the political executive. Almost all ministerial
and parliamentary secretary positions were divided between the three factions. The
factions also played an important role in wider caucus politics. Policy issues considered
by caucus often involved inter-factional negotiations (Lloyd and Swan 1987).

The Division of Responsibility between Senior
Ministers, Junior Ministers and Parliamentary

Secretaries

The first part of this chapter argued that the work of political executives can be grouped
under four headings: portfolio management, cabinet participation, parliamentary work and
party interaction. The second part of this chapter focuses on two aspects of the work of
political executives: portfolio management and cabinet representation. It argues that the
introduction of teams of political executives necessitated the introduction of a new division
of responsibility for portfolio management and cabinet representation. It also sets out a
new framework for conceptualising this division of responsibility. It argues that this can
be conceptualised in terms of overlapping horizontal and vertical dimensions. It finally

argues that this division of responsibility could operate in widely differing ways.
Portfolio Management

The division of responsibility for portfolio management between senior ministers and their
junior colleagues can be conceptualised in terms of overlapping horizontal and vertical
dimensions. The horizontal dimension derived from the allocation of direct functional
responsibilities to both junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. The responsibilities

of junior ministers were set down in prime ministerial charter letters. The responsibilities
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of parliamentary secretaries were usually set down in a formal letter from the relevant
senior minister. Their responsibilities usually comprised a mixture of departmental policy
areas and portfolio agencies. These agencies accounted for a substantial proportion of the

responsibilities of some junior ministers.

The vertical dimension derived from the formal powers retained by senior ministers.
Senior ministers retained formal responsibility for coordination and priority-setting within
their respective portfolios. Most importantly they retained control over the determination
of expenditure priorities in the portfolio budget process. Senior ministers determined the
contents of each portfolio’s budget submission. The only exception consisted of separate

“sub-cabinet level” portfolios. These presented their own submissions to ERC.

Senior ministers also retained a number of other formal powers which could impact on the
direct functional responsibilities of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. These
commonly related to appointments and Commonwealth-state relations. Senior ministers
could also assert explicit control over policy change within the responsibilities of junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries. In these circumstances the portfolio management
roles of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries were explicitly confined to routine

administration. Functional policy change was the responsibility of the senior minister.

(a) Potential for Variation in the Horizontal Dimension. The horizontal
dimension derived from the functional responsibilities allocated to junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries. The functional responsibilities of all political executives can be
conceptualised in terms of two dimensions. The first consists of the characteristics of the
relevant bureaucratic units. The second consists of the characteristics of the workloads

generated by these bureaucratic units.

These two dimensions were both evident in the literature on the work of cabinet ministers.
Rose noted differences in the ‘size and shape’ of departments (1987, pp. 55-61). Headey
identified differences in the size and complexity of departments (1974a, p. 170). Headey
also identified differences in the workloads generated by different departments (1974a, pp.
163, 170, see also Rose 1987, pp. 86-87).

Studies of the work of cabinet ministers focused on variation in the overall characteristics

of departments. This approach was also evident in the literature on the work of sub-
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cabinet level political executives (Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, p. 9, Theakston 1987, pp.
94-96). There were fewer attempts to identify differences in the characteristics of the
functions of sub-cabinet level political executives. For most studies the key issue was
simply the extent to which sub-cabinet level political executives had their own functional
responsibilities. Theakston just stated that British junior ministers had increasingly been
granted their own functional responsibilities. He listed the functions of junior ministers at
particular times in two selected departments (1987, pp. 88-91).

The main exception consisted of Chenier’s (1985) study of Canadian ministers of state to
assist. This study argued that the bureaucratic units corresponding to the responsibilities
of ministers of state to assist were characterised by different ‘degrees of independence or
autonomy’. It also identified differences in the characteristics of interest groups associated
with the functions of ministers of state to assist. Some were narrow and well-defined
while others were larger and more diffuse (Chenier 1985, pp. 405-406, 411).

Research conducted for this thesis revealed three potential dimensions of variation in the
characteristics of the bureaucratic units corresponding to the functional responsibilities of
junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. The first consists of the “clarity” of the
division of responsibility. This refers to the extent to which the responsibilities of junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries corresponded with the boundaries of departmental
divisions and agencies. Junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries could be allocated
direct responsibility for entire divisions and agencies. Alternatively their responsibilities
could be scattered across different divisions or agencies throughout portfolios. This can

be described as a “fuzzy” division of responsibility.

The second consists of the size of the bureaucratic units corresponding to the functions of
Jjunior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. This has usually been measured by the size
of their staff and budgets (eg Rose 1987, pp. 55-61, 232-239).

The third consists of the strength of bureaucratic level overlaps between the functions of
Jjunior ministers and parliamentary secretaries and the remainder of the relevant portfolio.
Chenier simply noted variation in the ‘independence or autonomy’ of bureaucratic units
(1985, pp. 405, 411). This thesis distinguishes between variation in the strength of two
types of overlap. The first consists of the budget process. The second consists of policy
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development and program delivery overlap. The budget process was often a significant

source of overlap in the absence of policy development and program delivery overlaps.

Research conducted for this thesis also revealed three potential dimensions of variation in
the characteristics of the workloads of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. The
first consists of the overall size of their workloads. This includes all aspects of portfolio
management: interaction with senior officials, interaction with interest groups and clients

and broader public relations.

The second consists of the composition of their portfolio management workloads. This
refers to the balance between different types of work. Junior ministers and parliamentary
secretaries distinguished functions which were characterised by substantial policy change
and opportunities for national public relations work with functions which involved large
amounts of routine administration and representational work and interaction with regional,

local and specialist media representatives.

The third consists of the impact of coordination and priority-setting. This is a product of
bureaucratic level overlaps. Some functions were characterised by weak policy
development and program delivery linkages with the rest of the portfolio. The impact of
coordination and priority-setting was confined to the portfolio budget process. Other
functions were characterised by strong policy development and program delivery overlaps
with the rest of the portfolio. Processes of coordination and priority-setting within

portfolios impacted much more substantially on this second group of functions.

(b) Potential for Variation in the Vertical Dimension. The literature on the work
of sub-cabinet level political executives emphasised the extent of variation in the
approaches of cabinet ministers to the functions of their junior colleagues. Vanderhoft-
Silburt distinguished between Canadian cabinet ministers who treated their parliamentary
secretaries like an ‘errand boy’ and cabinet ministers who treated them ‘like a partner in the
department’ (1983/84, p. 8). Theakston similarly distinguished British cabinet ministers
who confined junior ministers to ‘administrative trivia’ from those who allowed them ‘real
authority over policy’ (1986, p. 22). The most important issue for these two studies was

the extent of the autonomy enjoyed by different sub-cabinet level political executives.
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A similar focus was evident in the literature on the work of Australian junior ministers.
Sinclair argued that junior ministers ‘were all, at least in theory, subject to the ultimate
authority of the senior minister in the portfolio’ (1996, p. 35). However some ‘enjoyed
almost complete autonomy’ while others ‘were under much tighter control’ by the senior
minister (1996, p. 35).

These studies each adopted a one dimensional approach to the roles of senior ministers.
This thesis argues that it is necessary to conceptualise the role of senior ministers in terms
of two dimensions. The first consists of the involvement of senior ministers in portfolio
management within the functional responsibilities of their junior colleagues. The potential
approaches of senior ministers can be located along a continuum between two extremes.
At one extreme senior ministers can adopt “limited” approaches and eschew involvement
in portfolio management within the responsibilities of their junior colleagues. At the other
extreme senior ministers can adopt “expansive” approaches and maintain extensive direct

involvement in the functions of their junior colleagues.

It is also possible to distinguish between different types of senior ministerial involvement
in the responsibilities of their junior colleagues. Senior ministerial involvement can be
either “supportive” or “antagonistic”. “Supportive” involvement is characterised by senior
ministers backing functional policy positions adopted by junior ministers or parliamentary
secretaries. “Antagonistic” involvement is characterised by senior ministers overruling or
bypassing junior ministers or parliamentary secretaries. This distinction was not evident

in previous studies of the work of sub-cabinet level political executives.

The second dimension consists of the extent to which senior ministers allowed their junior
colleagues to participate in coordination and priority-setting within portfolios. This second
dimension received little attention in the literature on the work of sub-cabinet level political
executives. Theakston simply noted variation in the attitudes of British cabinet ministers
to the purpose of formal meetings with their junior colleagues (1987, pp. 100-102). The
potential approaches of senior ministers can again be located along a continuum between
two extremes. At one extreme senior ministers can adopt “exclusive” approaches to their
coordinating roles. These senior ministers dominate coordination and priority-setting to
the exclusion of their junior colleagues. At the other extreme senior ministers can adopt an
“inclusive” approach and allow junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries to participate

extensively in coordination and priority-setting.



102

Cabinet Representation

The first part of this chapter argued that cabinet participation could be divided into cabinet
representation and cabinet coordination and priority-setting. It also argued that this work

could be performed within the general cabinet process and the budget/ERC process.

The pre-existing division of responsibility for cabinet coordination and priority-setting
remained in place following the introduction of teams of political executives. Coordination
and priority-setting in the general cabinet process was confined to full cabinet ministers.
Senior ministers were invariably appointed to cabinet. They served as permanent cabinet
representatives of their respective cabinet portfolios (as well as related “sub-cabinet level”
portfolios). Only five junior ministers were appointed to cabinet during the period under
review (although both non-cabinet junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries were
occasionally appointed members of cabinet committees) (Interviewee 38, p. 2, Interviewee
54, pp. 1-2, Interviewee 70, p. 2).

Most junior ministers had little involvement in cabinet coordination and priority-setting
within the general cabinet process. They only attended full cabinet meetings when acting
in the position of the substantive senior minister (Interviewee 04, p. 2, Interviewee 22, p.
4, Interviewee 35, p. 3, Interviewee 39, p. 3, Interviewee 66, p. 4). This was particularly
important in the Foreign Affairs and Trade portfolio because of the extent to which its
ministers were required to represent colleagues who were absent overseas. It was partly
for this reason that the Foreign Affairs and Trade portfolio was represented in cabinet by
two ministers during most of the period under review (Interviewee 18, p. 1, Interviewee
43, p. 1, 5). This lack of involvement in coordination and priority-setting emerged from
interviews as the most important distinction between the cabinet work of senior and junior
ministers. The significance of this distinction is reflected in the following statements. The

first is from a junior minister. The second is from a senior minister.

The portfolio minister is a regular "attender” at cabinet and so has a broader input into the overall
framework of government decision-making (Interviewee 44, p. 1).

They come in on any cabinet submission that’s in their area. They get co-opted to cabinet. In
some cases they go to cabinet when the senior minister’s not available, because they’re overseas
or on holiday or something else. But it is just a little frustrating for them at times that decisions
are being made across government . .. that they don’t have a say in (Interviewee 57, p. 6).
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Participation in coordination and priority-setting in the budget/ERC process was confined
to a select “inner” group of senior ministers. Most senior ministers had little involvement
in coordination and priority-setting in the budget/ERC process. Their roles were limited to

cabinet representation (eg Interviewee 51, pp. 8-9).

The introduction of teams of political executives necessitated the extension of the existing
division of responsibility for cabinet coordination and priority-setting to encompass
cabinet representation. This was an important departure from past practice. Prior to 1987
both cabinet and non-cabinet ministers had exclusive responsibility for representing their
portfolios within both the general cabinet and budget/ERC processes. The division of
responsibility for cabinet representation between senior and junior ministers can also be

conceptualised in terms of overlapping horizontal and vertical dimensions.

The horizontal dimension derived from the capacity of junior ministers to bring forward
general cabinet business from their direct functional responsibilities. Junior ministers who
were not full members of cabinet continued to be co-opted for business from within their
functional responsibilities. Junior ministers were not co-opted for submissions from other
parts of their respective portfolios. There was also evidence that they were not always co-
opted for relevant submissions from other portfolios. In these circumstances they were
forced to rely on the relevant senior minister to represent their functional responsibilities.
Parliamentary secretaries could not bring forward general cabinet business. This was an
important difference between junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. However
parliamentary secretaries were able to attend cabinet for the duration of discussions relating
to their direct functional responsibilities. It was also possible for parliamentary secretaries
to participate in cabinet committee discussions which impacted on their direct functional

responsibilities.

The vertical dimension derived from the formal powers retained by senior ministers.
Senior ministers usually retained explicit authority over the contents of general cabinet
submissions from their portfolios. This was described by a senior official: ‘Certainly in
this portfolio its not just implied, its express. Every cabinet submission must be cleared
by Crean’s office. And in areas of Free’s interest by Free’s office as well’ (Interviewee
07, p. 8). Most importantly senior ministers also retained exclusive formal responsibility
for carriage of portfolio budget submissions in the budget/ERC process.
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(a) Potential for Variation in the Horizontal Dimension. The literature on the
work of cabinet ministers focused on differences in the characteristics of the cabinet work
generated by different departments. Two aspects of variation were identified. The first
consisted of differences in the overall volume of cabinet business generated by different
departments. The second consisted of cabinet status or authority. This derived from the
responsibility of particular departments for cabinet coordination and priority-setting (eg
Headey 1974a, pp. 164-166, Weller and Grattan 1981, p. 112, Rose 1987, pp. 84-92).

The literature on the work of sub-cabinet level political executives has also focused on
differences in the characteristics of the cabinet work generated by different departments (eg
Theakston 1987, p. 120). Studies have not examined variation in the characteristics of
cabinet work generated by the functional responsibilities of sub-cabinet level political
executives. This is partly because Australian outer ministers had responsibility for
representing entire departments in the cabinet system while the cabinet work generated by
British departments remained the exclusive responsibility of the relevant cabinet minister.
British junior ministers could not bring forward their own cabinet business (Weller 1980,
Theakston 1987, pp. 116-117).

Australian junior ministers occupied a position between these two extremes. They were
able to bring forward their own general cabinet business. However senior ministers had
formal control over the contents of each cabinet submission from their portfolio. Senior
ministers also had formal responsibility for representing their portfolios in the budget/ERC

process.

Research revealed the potential for variation in the characteristics of the cabinet workloads
generated by the functions of junior ministers. Two aspects of variation were particularly
important. The first consisted of their general cabinet visibility. The second consisted of
their budget/ERC visibility. There was also potential for variation in the cabinet authority

of different junior ministerial positions.

(b) Potential for Variation in the Vertical Dimension. The vertical dimension
derived from the formal powers retained by senior ministers. Senior ministers retained
similar formal powers. However these powers could be used in different ways. Studies
of the cabinet work of British junior ministers emphasised the potential for variation in the
approaches of cabinet ministers. Theakston (1987, pp. 118-122) argued that cabinet
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ministers differed in the extent to which they allowed their junior colleagues to represent
their departments in cabinet committees. There was also evidence of variation in the extent
to which they allowed their junior colleagues access to cabinet information (Weller 1980,
p- 611, Theakston 1987, pp. 113-114).

This thesis argues that the roles of senior ministers can be conceptualised in terms of two
dimensions. The first dimension relates to their involvement in the presentation of general
cabinet submissions from within the functional responsibilities of junior ministers. The
approaches of senior ministers can be located along a continuum between two extremes.
At one extreme senior ministers can adopt a “limited” approach and eschew involvement in
the presentation of general cabinet submissions by their junior colleagues. At the other
extreme senior ministers can adopt “expansive” approaches and dominate the presentation

of general cabinet submission from throughout their portfolios.

The second dimension consists of the extent to which senior ministers allowed their junior
colleagues to participate in the budget/ERC process. The approaches of senior ministers
can also be located along a continuum between two extremes. At one extreme senior
ministers can adopt “exclusive” approaches and dominate the budget/ERC process. At the
other extreme senior ministers can adopt “inclusive” approaches and allow their junior

colleagues an extensive role in the budget/ERC process.

The second part of this chapter has set out a new framework for conceptualising the
division of responsibility between senior ministers and their junior colleagues for portfolio
management and cabinet representation. It has also emphasised the potential for variation
in the operation of this division of responsibility. The third part of this chapter uses this
framework to examine the portfolio management and cabinet representation work of junior

ministers and parliamentary secretaries.

The Work of Junior Ministers and Parliamentary

Secretaries

The third part of this chapter examines the work of junior ministers and parliamentary

secretaries. It focuses on their portfolio management and cabinet representation work. It
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also briefly examines the division of responsibility between senior ministers and their

junior colleagues for parliamentary work and party interaction.
Portfolio Management

(a) The Functions of Junior Ministers and Parliamentary Secretaries. The
functional responsibilities of junior ministers were set down in prime ministerial charter
letters. Under the Hawke government these were reproduced in Hansard. This practice
was discontinued under the Keating government. A few departments listed the functions
of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries in their annual reports. In other cases
lists were obtained by writing to the relevant departments. The functions of parliamentary
secretaries were set down in formal letters from the relevant senior minister. These were

also obtained by writing to relevant departments.

It is important to make two initial points about the functional responsibilities of junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries. The first is that junior ministers and parliamentary
secretaries were rarely allocated a single functional responsibility. They were commonly
allocated a range of different functional responsibilities. The number of different functions
allocated to individual junior ministers can be roughly illustrated by examining the number
of paragraphs necessary to list their responsibilities. In May 1990 the responsibilities of
14 junior ministers totalled 52 paragraphs (an average of 3.7 paragraphs for each junior
minister). The functions of one junior minister (Justice and Consumer Affairs) required
10 paragraphs. It is also important to note that a single paragraph could include up to three
different policy areas or six different agencies (CAPD, HoR, 8th may 1990, pp. 15-17).
The functions of parliamentary secretaries were often similarly numerous and diverse.
This diversity makes it difficult to generalise about the functional responsibilities of an
individual junior minister or parliamentary secretary. It is even more difficult to compare

the responsibilities of different junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries.

The second initial point concerns the extent of change and continuity in the responsibilities
of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. In some portfolios responsibilities were
regularly shifted backwards and forwards between senior ministers and their junior
colleagues. These changes were often reflected in changes to the official portfolio titles of
junior ministers (see Table 1.1). These changes could result from three sources. The first

was change in the importance of different functional areas. Interviews revealed that senior



107

ministers would target certain functions for reform before transferring them back to junior
ministers or parliamentary secretaries (Interviewee 15, p. 1, Interviewee 28, p. 2). The
second was the need to accommodate change in the size and structure of teams of political
executives (especially the expansion in the ranks of parliamentary secretaries). The third

source of change was the transfer of functions between departments.

Interviews examined differences in the characteristics of bureaucratic units corresponding
to the functions of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. There was evidence of
substantial variation in the “clarity” of the functions of junior ministers and parliamentary
secretaries. The functions of a few junior ministers corresponded to entire “sub-cabinet
level portfolios” and were therefore clearly defined. There were three “sub-cabinet level”
portfolios during the period under review (Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs,
Administrative Services and Veterans’ Affairs).

The responsibilities of other junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries were often less
clearly defined. Some of the functions allocated to junior ministers and parliamentary
secretaries corresponded to an entire division or agency. However many of their functions
corresponded to only part of a division or agency. It was common for junior ministers
and parliamentary secretaries to share responsibility for a single division or agency with
other political executives (particularly the senior minister). The division of responsibility

was much “fuzzier”.

Responsibility for a single division or agency could be shared by political executives in
two different ways. The first was for junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries to be
given responsibility for a distinct function performed by a division (or a branch within a
division). The second was for the responsibilities of junior ministers or parliamentary
secretaries to be explicitly confined to routine administration and representation. This type
of arrangement was particularly common in relation to large agencies. For example in the
list of the division of responsibilities between senior and junior ministers reproduced in
Hansard in May 1990, the Minister for Small Business and Customs was allocated
responsibility only for ‘issues involving the management of, and day-to-day decision-
making in relation to, the Customs Service’. Similarly the Minister for Higher Education
and Employment Services had responsibility only for ‘administrative/delivery aspects’ of
the Commonwealth Employment Service. In both these examples policy change remained

the explicit responsibility of the relevant senior minister. This approach to the division of
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responsibility can be contrasted with other portfolios in which junior ministers were given
responsibility for both ‘policy and administrative issues’ relating to particular portfolio
agencies (see CAPD, HoR, 8th May 1990, pp. 15-17).

The “fuzzy” nature of the division of responsibilities in some portfolios meant that junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries often lacked responsibility for distinct bureaucratic
units. Divisions and agencies fell within the direct responsibilities of multiple political
executives. This meant that it was often difficult to compare the size of bureaucratic units
corresponding to the responsibilities of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. In
the absence of precise measurements it is necessary to rely on interviews to illustrate the
extent of variation in the size of the functions of different junior ministers. One junior
minister stated that his budget had increased from ‘about half a million dollars to three or
four billion dollars’ following his transfer to a position in a different portfolio (Interviewee
68, p. 2). The “fuzziness” of the responsibilities of junior ministers and parliamentary
secretaries also had important implications for their relationships with senior ministers and

relevant senior officials. These are examined in the following two chapters.

There was also evidence of substantial variation in the strength of bureaucratic level
overlaps between the functions of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries and those
of other political executives. Senior officials were questioned about the strength of policy
development and program delivery overlaps between their functions and the remainder of
the relevant portfolio. Interviews revealed evidence of substantial variation in the strength
of policy development and program delivery overlaps. Some functions were characterised
by strong linkages while others could operate separately from the remainder of the relevant
portfolio. Senior officials often emphasised the extent to which the functions of junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries could operate separately from the functions of other
political executives. There was evidence of deliberate efforts to co-locate related functions
within the responsibilities of a single policy executive. However there were also examples
of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries with functions characterised by strong
policy development and program delivery overlaps (Interviewee 71, pp. 3-4).

Senior officials were also questioned about the impact of the budget process. Interviews
revealed less evidence of variation in the importance of the budget process. The budget
process was important even in the absence of policy development and program delivery
overlaps. The budget process was also important for addressing policy development and
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program delivery overlaps. It emerged as the focal point of coordination and priority-
setting within portfolios (Interviewee 14, p. 2, Interviewee 33, p. 2, Interviewee 46, p. 1,
Interviewee 57, p. 4, Interviewee 66, p. 3, Interviewee 68, p. 3). There was also limited
evidence of in the significance of budget overlaps. Most importantly junior ministers who
headed their own “sub-cabinet level” portfolios had direct access to the budget/ERC
process. Their budgets were not subsumed within the parent cabinet portfolio. This

pattern is described in the following quotation from a senior official.

The Minister for Veterans’ Affairs has in practice been treated as a portfolio minister, and so
consequently has the department. So we haven’t had to work like a junior minister woulid through
the structure of a major portfolio department. We’ve submitted our own budget, and our minister
has dealt with the ERC and the cabinet on that (Interviewee 48, p. 1).

Interviews therefore revealed that the responsibilities of junior ministers and parliamentary
secretaries could be divided into three basic categories. The first consisted of functions
which were characterised by strong policy development and program delivery linkages and
formed part of a larger portfolio budget. Small business was a good example of this type
of function. It was characterised by strong linkages with many other areas of the relevant
portfolio (Interviewee 71, p. 3). The second consisted of functions which were discrete
but still formed part of a larger portfolio budget. Local government was a good example
of this type of function. It could operate separately from the rest of the relevant portfolio
(Interviewee 29, p. 8). The third consisted of ““sub-cabinet level” portfolios which had
direct access to the budget/ERC process. Veterans’ Affairs was a good example of this
type of function. Variation in the strength of bureaucratic level overlaps determined the
impact of coordination and priority-setting on the responsibilities of junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries. This in turn had implications for their relationships with both
senior ministers and relevant senior officials. These implications are examined in the next

two chapters.

There was also evidence of substantial variation in the size of the workloads of both junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries. It was argued that some junior ministers had
larger jobs than their colleagues. There was some evidence of a hierarchy of junior
ministerial positions. The location of different positions in this hierarchy was determined
by the scope and the content of corresponding portfolio management workloads. Junior
ministers distinguished ‘selling jobs’ from ‘substantial policy jobs’ (Interviewee 38, p. 1,
see also Interviewee 04, p. 7, Interviewee 66, p. 6, Interviewee 68, pp. 1-2). There was

less evidence of a hierarchy of parliamentary secretary positions (Interviewee 54, p. 6,
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Interviewee 65, p. 8). There were more similarities in the size and composition of the
workloads associated with these positions. Most importantly they were each associated

with a large proportion of routine administration and representation work.

Interviews compared the scope and importance of the functional responsibilities of junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries. There was evidence of a distinct “pecking order”
between different categories of political executives within a single portfolio. This meant
that junior ministers had larger and more important responsibilities than parliamentary
secretaries (Interviewee 44, p. 7). However interviews also revealed evidence of overlap
between the two categories of political executives. Parliamentary secretaries in some
portfolios had larger workloads than junior ministers in other portfolios (Interviewee 54,

pp. 3, 6). This overlap is described in the following statement by a senior minister.

There were two or three junior ministers who were basically a waste of space because they were
given very little to do. Jobs at parliament and so on. My parliamentary secretary for Defence,
Roger Price, being the first contact point for defence industry, had a far bigger workload, a far
bigger budget than some junior ministers. But that’s not the junior minister’s fault. Is just the
way we divided things up (Interviewee 57, p. 3).

(b) The Functional Autonomy of Junior Ministers and Parliamentary
Secretaries. Interviews examined the extent of senior ministerial involvement in the
functions of their junior colleagues. There was evidence of considerable variation in the
approaches of different senior ministers. Junior ministers often contrasted the approaches
of different senior ministers with whom they had worked. One junior minister argued that
some senior ministers ‘kept a much tighter rein’ on their junior ministers than others. He
described the approach of one of the senior ministers with whom he had worked as ‘more
hierarchical’ than the other two (Interviewee 68, p. 3). Two other junior ministers with
extensive experience in different portfolios also contrasted between the approaches of
different senior ministers. They both argued that some had allowed them almost complete
autonomy while others remained extensively involved in their responsibilities (Interviewee
35, pp. 1-2, Interviewee 66, pp. 2-3). These findings support Sinclair’s assertion that
some junior ministers had ‘almost complete autonomy’ while others ‘were under much
tighter control’ (1996, p. 35).

Interviews revealed that the approaches of different senior ministers could be clustered
around three points along the continuum between “limited” and “expansive” approaches

described in the second part of this chapter. One group of senior ministers adopted pure
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“limited” approaches to the functions of junior ministers. They focused entirely on their
own functional responsibilities. They had no involvement in portfolio management within
other functional areas . Their wider involvement across their portfolios was confined to
coordination and priority-setting. This meant that junior ministers had complete autonomy

over all aspects of portfolio management within their direct functional responsibilities.

This approach was most clearly evident in the case of junior ministers with separate “sub-
cabinet level” portfolios. These were formally attached to a particular cabinet portfolio.
However interviewees emphasised the lack of involvement by relevant senior ministers
(Interviewee 48, p. 1). However this approach was not confined to “sub-cabinet level”
portfolios. It was also evident in relation to a few junior ministers who worked alongside
senior ministers in a single cabinet portfolio. This first approach is described by a senior

official and a junior minister.

In this portfolio, with the two individuals that are in there at the moment, it doesn’t really operate
as portfolio minister/junior minister. The way it operates is that the issues have been broadly
split. And while Collins is the portfolio minister, he basically looks after a set of issues and
Beddall looks after another set of issues (Interviewee 31, p. 1).

The way in which [the senior minister] and I divided our responsibilities was such as to
essentially mean we each took the independent management of sections of the overall portfolio
(Interviewee 44, p. 1).

A second group of senior ministers adopted approaches which could be located at the
“expansive” end of the continuum. These senior ministers remained both extensively and
“antagonistically” involved in portfolio management within the functional responsibilities
of their junior colleagues. This direct involvement was most clearly evident in relation to
functional policy change and national public relations work. The autonomous sphere of
junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries was limited to routine administration and
representation along with less important public relations work. This “expansive” approach

is described below by two senior officials.

You’ve got a junior minister who is subject to more intensive probing and scrutiny by the senior
minister to the extent that he or she might not be sure whether they have the authority to do
things (Interviewee 74, p. 6).

Crean perceived that he ran things and ran any aspect of things that he chose to run. And that Free
was to be given simply no latitude on any area where Crean wanted to have any influence. Down
to individual project level. If Crean wanied something funded, then Crean would get it funded.
And there was simply no consultation with Free on it (Interviewee 07, p. 1).
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Interviews with junior ministers revealed evidence of “expansive” approaches. One junior
minister stated that he had been confined to routine administration and representation. He
described his portfolio management workload as comprising ‘whatever the senior minister
wanted to off-load’ (Interviewee 35, pp. 1, 2). A second junior minister similarly argued
that the senior minister had dominated policy change and public relations throughout the
portfolio. This junior minister had been unable to make public announcements in relation
to his direct functional responsibilities without the senior minister’s approval (Interviewee
19, p. 2). A third junior minister stated some senior ministers adopted the attitude that the
views of the junior minister were ‘only a secondary consideration’ and that they had the
right not only to be consulted about issues beyond their functional responsibilities but also
to continually ‘second guess’ the junior minister (Interviewee 66, p. 2). There were also
examples of junior ministers who were explicitly confined to routine administration and
representation within their portfolios. This approach to the division of responsibility was
described by a senior official.

Dawkins had a huge agenda in terms of international development, education exports and higher
education reform, with some concern also about schools and vocational education reform. That
meant that in the portfolio he took charge of the policy side, but the delivery side was pretty
much left to Peter Duncan who had the sort of Austudy, CES, labour market programs thing
(Interviewee 28, p. 1).

Interviews also revealed examples of parliamentary secretaries who found themselves in a
similar position. Interviewees argued that several parliamentary secretaries were confined
to routine administration and representation across their portfolios. This second approach

was described by two senior ministers.

I know it has happened with regard to some parliamentary secretaries. Effectively they’ve had no
substantive work to do at all. Simply process things. Letters. They sign letters etcetera, which
is worthwhile and it eases the burden on the portfolio minister. Its not a worthless thing to do,
but its not as satisfying as more substantive areas of administrative responsibility (Interviewee
51, p. D.

Two or three [parliamentary secretaries] were told to just sign-off all the letters and do all the shit
work (Interviewee 57, p. 9).

The third and largest group of senior ministers adopted approaches between these two
extremes. These senior ministers did adopt pure “limited” approaches. They monitored
the functions of their junior colleagues and expected to be consulted on important issues.

However direct involvement in the functional responsibilities of their junior colleagues
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was usually confined to a handful of issues. This approach is described in the following

quotations from senior officials.

You have a junior minister who’s got an area of activity basically carved out pretty much by
himself ... In large part the junior minister is able to do what he thinks is appropriate as long
as he talks to the senior minister on more important matters. And the senior minister is not
continually delving into the work of the junior minister (Interviewee 74, p. 6).

Cook’s preferred style is to delegate fairly heavily and allow Schacht to get on with the job in all
of the areas that he has responsibility for as a junior minister. Mind you, if there are issues of
sensitivity, if some issues become politically hot, that interest level will rise and he’ll start
taking ... a much closer interest in what’s going on (Interviewee 71, p. 2).

Interviews with junior ministers emphasised the extent to which senior ministers adopted
this approach. They emphasised the extent of their autonomy over portfolio management
within their direct functional responsibilities (eg Interviewee 08, p. 1, Interviewee 14, pp.
1, 2, Interviewee 59, p. 2, Interviewee 68, p. 3). However they also described limits to
their functional autonomy. Their functions were monitored and they were also expected to
brief the senior minister on key issues within their responsibilities (eg Interviewee 35, pp.
1, 2, Interviewee 59, p. 2, Interviewee 68, p. 3). One junior minister explicitly stated that
he had been expected to clear all policy changes within his functional responsibilities with

the relevant senior minister (Interviewee 30, p. 1).

Interviews revealed that many senior ministers adopted similar approaches to the functions
of parliamentary secretaries. Several parliamentary secretaries also argued that they had
enjoyed considerable functional autonomy although they had been monitored by the senior
minister and had been required to obtain senior ministerial approval for functional policy
changes (Interviewee 20, p. 1, Interviewee 51, pp. 5-6, Interviewee 53, p. 1).

Senior officials who reported directly to parliamentary secretaries emphasised similarities
between the approaches of senior ministers to these two categories of political executives
(Interviewee 08, p. 2, Interviewee 49, pp. 1-2). One of these two officials argued that the
only difference between the two categories political executives had been that parliamentary
secretaries were unable to exercise some ministerial powers because of their “irregular”
status. This had necessitated more frequent contact with the senior minister than had been

necessary under a junior minister (Interviewee 49, p. 2).
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Finally it is important to stress that the involvement of the senior minister could take one of
two forms: “‘supportive” or “antagonistic”. Direct involvement did not necessarily mean
that senior ministers overruled their junior colleagues. This distinction was emphasised by
a ministerial adviser who argued that senior ministers could become more closely involved
in issues within the responsibilities of junior ministers or parliamentary secretaries without

overruling them.

The senior minister will ensure that he or she keeps in pretty close contact. And they tend of
course on [controversial] issues to express a view more readily than on more minor issues or
things that are just not flaring up. But I can only remember a couple of occasions when we were
basically given what amounted to orders. The rest of the time, even on those issues where we
differed, we would sit down and argue things through. And sometimes Gareth would say: “All
right, do it your way”. And other times we would say: “All right Gareth, you’re probably right,
lets do it your way” (Interviewee 52, pp. 1-2).

Interviews did not just examine the extent of direct senior ministerial involvement in the
functions of their junior colleagues. They also examined the routine involvement of junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries in portfolio management within the responsibilities

of their senior colleagues.

Most junior ministers argued that their direct involvement in portfolio management within
the functional responsibilities of the senior minister was confined to short periods in which
they had acted in the senior minister’s position (Interviewee 04, p. 2, Interviewee 22, p.
2, Interviewee 35, p. 3, Interviewee 38, p. 2, Interviewee 59, p. 4). This was particularly
important in the Foreign Affairs and Trade portfolio because of the senior minister’s
frequent absences overseas (Interviewee 04, p. 2, Interviewee 43, p. 2, Interviewee 51, p.
4). In the words of a senior official from this portfolio: ‘since the Foreign minister will
be travelling a lot and the Trade minister will be travelling a lot, half the time you’re acting

in the other bloke’s position anyway’ (Interviewee 34, p. 1).

At other times the direct involvement of junior ministers in portfolio management within
the responsibilities of their senior colleagues was confined to small amounts of routine
administrative and representational work (Interviewee 59, p. 2). One junior minister
stated that he had sometimes been consulted by the senior minister on important issues
within the wider portfolio (Interviewee 04, p. 2). However most junior ministers argued
that they did not seek to become involved in functions beyond their direct responsibilities
(Interviewee 08, p. 1). One junior minister stated that he had been ‘too busy’ and ‘didn’t

bother sticking his nose in’ (Interviewee 68, p. 3). Another argued that he had not sought



115

to become involved in the wider portfolio in return for the senior minister not intervening

in his own more limited functional responsibilities (Interviewee 04, p. 3).

This was a significant difference between junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries.
Interviews with parliamentary secretaries revealed that they usually had a greater share of
routine administration and representation work from throughout their respective portfolios.
This was particularly evident in relation to ministerial correspondence (Interviewee 12, p.

1, Interviewee 13, p. 1, Interviewee 20, p. 1).

(¢) Involvement of Junior Ministers and Parliamentary Secretaries in
Coordination and Priority-Setting. Interviews finally examined the extent to which
senior ministers allowed their junior colleagues to participate in coordination and priority-
setting at the portfolio level. Interviews focused on the role of junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries in the budget process. The budget process was described as a
focal point of coordination and priority-setting at the portfolio level. Its impact on the
functions of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries was evident even in the absence
of strong policy development and program delivery overlaps. The only exception
consisted of junior ministers with their own “sub-cabinet level” portfolios. These junior
ministers were able to determine budget priorities without senior ministerial involvement.
They also had direct access to the budget/ERC process (Interviewee 36, p. 2, Interviewee

48, p. 1, Interviewee 70, p. 3, Interviewee 74, pp. 5-7).

Senior ministers had formal authority over each portfolio budget submission. Their most
important role consisted of the determination of overall portfolio priorities. Interviewees
argued that this was a key role of all senior ministers regardless of different approaches to
portfolio management within the functions of their junior colleagues. This is reflected in

the following quotations from two senior officials.

The common thread among all senior ministers was that they took a critical interest in the
department’s total new policy proposals and the allocation of resources across functions, where the
savings would be, where the new policies would rest (Interviewee 02, p. 2).

Even with the attitude that Collins takes to being the portfolio minister, he certainly directs all
those processes. The Minister for Resources presents his own new policies [to the ERC]. But
they’re only ones that the Minister for Primary Industries and Energy has agreed. So the portfolio
minister acts as the complete portfolio minister in that case (Interviewee 31, p. 4).
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Senior ministers differed in the extent to which they involved their junior colleagues in the
budget process. The approaches of senior ministers could be located at three different
points along the continuum between “exclusive” and “inclusive” approaches. One group
of senior ministers adopted “exclusive” approaches. These senior ministers did not just
determine portfolio-wide priorities. They also determined priorities within each functional
area of their portfolio. Junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries were excluded from

direct participation in the portfolio budget process.

Interviewees argued that it was common for parliamentary secretaries to be excluded from
the portfolio budget process (Interviewee 12, p. 1, Interviewee 13, p. 2, Interviewee 54,
p. 2, Interviewee 65, p. 2). One parliamentary secretary described his role in the budget
process as ‘very minimal ... non-existent really’ (Interviewee 54, p. 2). Interviews also
revealed evidence that junior ministers were also excluded from the budget process (even
in relation to their functional responsibilities). This “exclusive” approach is described by a

senior official.

It’s been Crean and Crean’s office, not simply running the budget, but running it in a way in
which Free’s office regularly had no input whatsoever (Interviewee 07, p. 2).

A second group of senior ministers adopted an approach closer to the “inclusive” end of
the continuum. These senior ministers allowed their junior colleagues to determine budget
priorities within their functional responsibilities. They also allowed them to represent their
responsibilities in negotiations concerning overall budget priorities. Interviews revealed
that most senior ministers adopted this second approach. Many junior ministers stressed
the extent to which they had been able to determine budget priorities within their separate
functional responsibilities (eg Interviewee 04, p. 1, Interviewee 22, p. 3, Interviewee 35,
p. 2, Interviewee 38, p. 5, Interviewee 64, p. 3, Interviewee 66, p. 3). Junior ministers
also stressed the importance of representing their functions in negotiations with the senior
minister. This is termed “functional advocacy” at the portfolio level. It is examined at
greater length in the next chapter.

Finally there was some evidence of a third more “inclusive” senior ministerial approach.
The involvement of junior ministers extended beyond simply determining priorities within
their own responsibilities and representing their functions in negotiations with the senior

minister. Junior ministers were jointly involved in the determination of budget priorities
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across the entire portfolio. Interviews revealed only one example of this arrangement. It

is described in the following statement by a junior minister.

The whole process of the ERC both [the senior minister] and I did jointly. We’d always meet
with the department jointly. Basically we were sort of a two-headed team (Interviewee 44, p. 2).

This section has made five points about the portfolio management work of junior ministers
and parliamentary secretaries. Firstly junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries were
often allocated a large number of different functional responsibilities. Secondly there was
substantial variation in the characteristics of both their bureaucratic units and their overall
workloads. Variation was most evident in the case of junior ministers. Thirdly there was
substantial variation in the approaches of senior ministers. Some senior ministers adopted
“limited” and “inclusive” approaches. A few others adopted “expansive” and “exclusive”
approaches. Fourthly the approaches of most senior ministers could be located between
these two extremes. They monitored the functions of their junior colleagues but usually
allowed them considerable functional autonomy. They also played a leading role in the
portfolio budget process but usually allowed their junior colleagues to determine their own
functional priorities and negotiate over their share of portfolio resources. Fifthly there was
evidence of overlap between junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. Parliamentary
secretaries in some portfolios had larger workloads as well as more functional autonomy

and a larger role in the budget process than junior ministers in other portfolios.
Cabinet Representation

(a) Cabinet Workload of Junior Ministers. Interviews examined variation in the
general cabinet visibility of the responsibilities of junior ministers. Junior ministers were
questioned about the frequency with which they attended cabinet. Interviews revealed
some evidence of variation in the general cabinet visibility of junior ministerial functions.
Most junior ministers argued that they attended weekly meetings of cabinet at a rate of
between once per month and once every two months. There was also evidence of much
Jower levels of attendance. One junior minister stated that he had only attended cabinet
three or four times during his entire three year term of office (Interviewee 19, p. 3). The
Status of Women portfolio was described as having a particularly high cabinet visibility.
This was because of the extent of its concern with the business of other portfolios rather

than the volume of its own submissions (see Interviewee 14, p. 1, Interviewee 22, pp. I-
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6, Interviewee 59 pp. 2-3, 5). None of the 11 parliamentary secretaries interviewed for

this study reported attendance at a full cabinet meeting.

Interviewees emphasised the impact of the budget/ERC process on the functions of most
junior ministers. This was evident even in the case of junior ministers whose functions
accounted for only a small portion of their respective portfolio budgets (eg Interviewee 05,
pp. 2-3). However there was evidence of variation between junior ministers in the relative
importance of the general cabinet and budget/ERC processes. Junior ministers with large
budgets emphasised the primary importance of the budget/ERC process. They argued that
the most important cabinet decisions about their functions were taken in the context of the
budget/ERC process. This emerged as the focal point of their involvement in the cabinet
system. These junior ministers had much less involvement in the general cabinet system

between budget cycles (Interviewee 14, p. 3, Interviewee 68, p. 4).

Finally there was no evidence of variation in the cabinet status or authority of different
junior ministerial positions. Junior ministers have been appointed to cabinet and cabinet
committees from a range of different portfolios. No junior ministerial or parliamentary
secretary positions had important cabinet coordination and priority-setting roles (although
junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries in the Prime Minister and Cabinet portfolio
were often charged with oversighting the passage of business between caucus, cabinet and
the Federal Executive Council and were also able to approve minor legislative amendments
(Interviewee 38, p. 2, Interviewee 54, p. 1). This has changed to some extent under the
Howard coalition government with the appointment of the Assistant Treasurer to the ERC
(Interviewee 55, p. 2).

(b) General Cabinet Autonomy of Junior Ministers. Interviews revealed little
evidence of systematic attempts to exclude junior ministers from the general budget
process. However one junior minister stated that he had attended cabinet ‘by leave and not
right” and could have been excluded by the relevant senior minister (Interviewee 08, p. 2).
A senior official also provided evidence of the exclusion of junior ministers: ‘I believe
there’s been a number of times when Free hasn’t been invited into the cabinet room while
they’ve been discussing his submission’ (Interviewee 15, p. 7). However senior officials
commonly argued that junior ministers were routinely co-opted to attend cabinet for their

own general business.
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If you have an initiative coming from an area that is the responsibility of the junior minister it
would be almost unheard of for the junior minister not to be co-opted and not to be expected to
actually carry that. Whether it be Jeanette McHugh or Frank Walker you’d always expect them to
be there presenting, or Senator Schacht, presenting their case (Interviewee 02, p. 6).

Its theoretically possible that the junior minister might not attend cabinet when some of his
issues were being discussed, but it is unusual ... The junior minister would be co-opted more
as a matter of course (Interviewee 69, pp. 4-5).

There was more evidence of variation in the attendance of junior ministers in relation to
relevant submissions from other portfolios. It was argued that junior ministers would not
always be co-opted to cabinet for these submissions. This meant that they were forced to

rely on the relevant senior minister to represent their functional responsibilities.

Interviews examined senior ministerial involvement in the general cabinet business of their
junior colleagues. They revealed that the approaches of senior ministers could be clustered
around three different points along the continuum between “limited” and “expansive”

approaches described in the second part of this chapter.

One group of senior ministers adopted “limited” approaches. They eschewed involvement
in the general cabinet business of their junior colleagues. Senior and junior ministers
assumed exclusive responsibility for the presentation of their general cabinet business.
Senior ministerial involvement in the general cabinet business of their junior colleagues
was confined to relevant submissions from other portfolios when the junior minister was
not in attendance. Interviews revealed that this first approach was most clearly evident in
relation to junior ministers who headed their own ‘“sub-cabinet level” portfolios. This is
described in the following quotation. However it was also evident in relation to junior

ministers who shared a cabinet portfolio with a senior minister.

You’ve got the Veterans’ Affairs circumstance, where you’ve got a junior minister in name but
not in practice. Little contact [with the senior minister] and matters were taken into the cabinet
room by the Minister for Veterans’ Affairs with very little knowledge on the part of the senior
minister (Interviewee 74, p. 7).

A second group of senior ministers adopted approaches which could be grouped further
towards the “expansive” end of the continuum. These senior ministers did not completely
eschew direct involvement in the submissions of their junior colleagues. They expected to
be consulted in the development of junior ministerial submissions. They were also more

likely to become involved in their presentation. These senior ministers usually confined
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themselves to a supporting role. However they could also assume a leading role in the
presentation of junior ministerial submissions. They also retained the capacity to oppose
submissions lodged by their junior colleagues with which they disagreed. It is therefore
also necessary to distinguish between “supportive” and “antagonistic” senior ministerial
involvement in the general cabinet business of their junior colleagues. The approach of
this second group of senior ministers is described in the following quotation from a senior

minister.

Any decent junior minister would come to you and say: "We need a submission on this particular
thing". We’d sit down and discuss the basis of the submission. It’d then go through the
departmental approval process . . . The junior minister would approve it then come back and
say: "Are you happy with the form?" Because we’d already have a copy of it. And we’d say:
"Yes, terrific". And I'd usually say: "Look, you present it but tell me what arguments you want
to run, what interference you want me to run in support of you" (Interviewee 57, pp. 6-7).

A third group of senior ministers adopted “expansive” approaches to the general cabinet
business of their junior colleagues. They maintained extensive direct involvement in the
development and presentation of general cabinet business from throughout their portfolios.
The relevant junior minister would usually be co-opted for their submissions. However
presentation was dominated by the senior minister. Junior ministers were relegated to a
subordinate role. This “expansive” approach is described in the two following comments

from senior officials.

With Simon Crean that’s how it would operate . . . I can’t remember any situations where it
was different. He would have put forward all cabinet submissions. And he would have co-opted
the Minister for Resources to sit in on the cabinet discussion. But he would have presented the
submission, where ever it came from, which ever part of the department (Interviewee 31, pp. 5-6).

We worked extraordinarily intensively for six weeks pulling it together with probably 20 different

bits of contact with people in Crean’s office every day. There was never any contact . . . with
Free or Free’s office on it until the day of the cabinet meeting to give it all the tick (Interviewee
07, p. 3).

(c) The Role of Junior Ministers in the Budget/ERC Process. Interviews also
explored the extent of variation in senior ministerial approaches to the involvement of
junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries in the budget/ERC process. Once again the
approaches of senior ministers could be clustered around three points along the continuum

between “exclusive” and “inclusive” approaches.
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The first group of senior ministers adopted “exclusive” approaches to the division of
responsibility for the budget/ERC process. They represented their entire portfolio in the
budget/ERC process. Interviews revealed that this approach was most clearly evident in
relation to parliamentary secretaries. It was uncommon for parliamentary secretaries to
participate in the budget/ERC process. Only two of the 11 parliamentary secretaries
interviewed for this study reported involvement in the budget/ERC process (Interviewee
51, p. 10, Interviewee 53, pp. 1-2). There was also evidence of the exclusion of junior
ministers. Several junior ministers stated that they rarely participated in the budget/ERC
process. The relevant senior minister usually represented the entire portfolio (Interviewee
08, p.2, Interviewee 19, p. 3, Interviewee 30, p. 3, Interviewee 39, p. 5). This approach
is described by a senior official.

Dawkins was ruthless in those first days as I recall. Tickner never got in. I don’t think Duncan
went into the actual Expenditure Review Committee of cabinet. Dawkins ran that. He had his
charis and in he’d go and have a little bit of theatre and then do his trade-offs (Interviewee 28, p.
2).

Other senior ministers adopted more “inclusive” approaches to the involvement of their
junior colleagues in the budget/ERC process. Junior ministers were allowed to participate
in discussions relating to their functional responsibilities. A handful of senior ministers
also invited parliamentary secretaries to discussions relating to their direct responsibilities
(Interviewee 51, p. 10, Interviewee 53, pp. 1-2). Many senior ministers adopted this
second approach. The prevalence of this approach is reflected in the following comment
from a senior official.

Mostly portfolios in my experience would have the junior ministers in there ... They generally
made an effort to ensure that they were there for discussion on matters affecting them (Interviewee
61, pp. 3-4).

However it is important to stress that both junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries
were confined to a subordinate role. Senior ministers played a leading role in representing
their entire portfolios (Interviewee 33, p. 4, Interviewee 43, p. 5). The subordinate roles
of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries are described in the following recollection

from a senior minister.

They were there to support me. I'd lead off, but at that point where they’d finally argued you
down over a number of areas and you’re starting to get a bit exhausted and tired, the junior
minister would come in and create a diversion and argue the case, and I'd get all the material ready
to once again wear them down on it. So we worked as a team (Interviewee 57, p. 7).
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A third group of senior ministers adopted more “inclusive” approaches. Most importantly
they allowed junior ministers a much more substantial role in representing their direct
responsibilities. This approach to the division of responsibility was described by several
junior ministers (Interviewee 14, p. 3, Interviewee 22, pp. 2-3, Interviewee 59, p. 3).
One junior minister stated that his functions had been acknowledged as his responsibility
by the relevant senior minister and that he was best placed to function as their advocate in
the budget/ERC process (Interviewee 68, p. 4). This third approach is described in the
following statement by a senior official.

Beddall will actually present for his new policies and argue that out. And if he loses, then the
portfolio loses. They lose that bit out of the portfolio bid . .. That’s the way that Collins
operates. And he says that quite publicly. He says: "I don’t operate like the traditional portfolio
ministers. We’ve split the resources and that’s his problem" (Interviewee 31, pp. 5-6).

This section has made four key points about the cabinet representation work of junior
ministers. Firstly there was considerable variation in the overall cabinet visibility of the
functions of junior ministers. There was also variation in the relative importance of the
general cabinet and budget/ERC processes. However there was no evidence of variation
in the cabinet authority or status of different junior ministerial positions. Secondly there
was considerable evidence of variation in the approaches of senior ministers. Some senior
ministers adopted “limited” and “inclusive” approaches. Others adopted “expansive” and
“exclusive” approaches. Thirdly most senior ministers adopted approaches in between
these two extremes. The most important distinction was between the general cabinet and
budget/ERC processes. Most junior ministers were allowed to represent their functions in
the general cabinet process. Senior ministers were more likely to represent their entire
portfolios in the budget/ERC process. Junior ministers were more likely to be confined to
subordinate roles. Fourthly there was evidence of overlap between junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries. This was less evident than in the case of portfolio management.
However some junior ministers had responsibilities characterised by very low general
cabinet visibility and were excluded from the budget/ERC process. Two parliamentary

secretaries reported participation in the budget/ERC process.
Parliamentary Work

Interviews examined the division of responsibility between senior ministers and their

junior colleagues for parliamentary work. They focused on the division of responsibility
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for the oversight of government bills and question time. Previous studies of the work of
sub-cabinet level political executives have devoted considerable attention to this component
of their work (eg Majeau 1983, p. 6, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, pp. 7-8, Theakston
1987, pp. 125-138). Theakston examined the division of responsibility for parliamentary
work between cabinet and junior ministers. He found that cabinet ministers had a leading
role in major debates as well as the introduction of government bills. Junior ministers had
primary responsibility for minor debates and the committee stages of government bills as
well as routine backbench interaction. Junior ministers also answered more oral questions
than cabinet ministers (1987, pp. 126-136). Finally Theakston contrasted the size and
composition of the parliamentary workloads of junior ministers in the House of Commons
from that of their counterparts in the House of Lords. He concluded that Lords junior
ministers had larger and more diverse workloads than their House of Commons colleagues
(1987, pp. 136-138).

Two Commonwealth parliamentary committee reports have also examined the division of
responsibility for parliamentary work between different categories of political executives in
the House of Representatives (HoORSCP 1993, 1995). They examined the division of
responsibility for the oversight of government bills. The first report concluded that senior
ministers ‘had delegated many of their House tasks to junior ministers and parliamentary
secretaries’ (HoRSCP 1993, p. 26). The second report highlighted the growing role of
parliamentary secretaries. It found that during 1994 nearly 43 per cent of government bills
were introduced by parliamentary secretaries. Parliamentary secretaries were more likely
than ministers to make second reading speeches (52 per cent of government bills). Finally
parliamentary secretaries were more likely to conclude second reading debates. A total of
76 were concluded by parliamentary secretaries compared with 51 by ministers (HoRSCP
1995, p. 11). Two other studies also noted the growing role of parliamentary secretaries
in the government’s parliamentary business (Healy 1993, pp. 46, 56-57, Sinclair 1996, p.
35).

These two reports also examined the division of responsibility for question time between
senior and junior ministers. This was an important difference between the work of junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries. Parliamentary secretaries were not permitted to
participate in question time. They were permitted neither to ask questions of government
ministers nor to answer questions relating to their portfolios. The first report argued that

question time in the House of Representatives was dominated by a few senior ministers
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(HoRSCP 1993, p. 25). The second report also examined the involvement of ministers in
question time. It presented data on the number of questions without notice directed to each
minister in the House of Representatives between 1992 and 1994. This data emphasised
the dominance of senior ministers. However it also revealed an increase in the question
time visibility of junior ministers. In 1992 junior ministers received a total of 43 questions
without notice (7 per cent). In 1993 they received 73 questions without notice (17 per
cent). In 1994 they received 176 questions without notice (nearly 20 per cent) (HoRSCP
1995, pp. 22-23).

Interviews examined the division of responsibility for government bills between different
categories of political executives in both the House of Representatives and the Senate.
Interviews revealed important differences between the two chambers. They revealed that
oversight of government bills in the House of Representatives was dominated by junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries. The involvement of senior ministers was usually
confined to the introduction and second reading of a few particularly important pieces of
legislation (Interviewee 20, p. 3, Interviewee 30, p. 3, Interviewee 33, p. 8, Interviewee
44, p. 7, Interviewee 55, p. 1).

Interviewees argued that parliamentary secretaries had acquired a particularly large role in
the oversight of government bills. Parliamentary secretaries had initially been aliowed to
act as “duty minister” and oversight the passage of government bills through the committee
stage of debate (Beazley 1990). Their roles were soon extended to the introduction of bills
on behalf of ministers (Beazley 1991, SPC 1991). In the words of one junior minister:
‘inevitably parliamentary secretaries do a lot of the less glorious work, the slogging work
in the parliament’ (Interviewee 44, p. 7). This was most clearly evident in the work of the
Main Committee of the House of Representatives. This was established in February 1994
to facilitate the consideration in more detail of less controversial legislation (Interviewee
13, p.3, Interviewee 20, p. 3, Interviewee 33, p. 8, Interviewee 44, pp. 7-8, Interviewee
53, p. 2). The Senate was characterised by a different division of responsibility from that
evident in the House of Representatives. Most importantly senior ministers had a much

larger role in the oversight of government bills.

Interviews examined how senior and junior ministers shared the task of representing their
portfolios in question time. This was a significant issue because both senior and junior

ministers could be questioned about their entire portfolios. Interviewees argued that the
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division of responsibility for question time depended on the distribution of senior and
Junior ministers between the House of Representatives and the Senate. There were two
basic patterns. The first consisted of senior and junior ministers who were both based in
the same chamber (usually the House of Representatives but occasionally the Senate). The
second consisted of senior and junior ministers who were based in different chambers.
This second pattern can be further divided into two variants. The first consisted of junior
ministers who represented their entire portfolios in the House of Representatives. The

second consisted of junior ministers who represented their entire portfolios in the Senate.

Interviews revealed that teams of ministers who sat alongside one another in the same
chamber were almost invariably questioned about their direct functional responsibilities.
Most importantly junior ministers were not questioned about the functional responsibilities
of their senior colleagues (Interviewee 44, p. 8, Interviewee 55, p. 5). There was some
evidence of “one-way overlap”. Senior ministers were sometimes questioned about the
functional responsibilities of their junior colleagues (Interviewee 44, p. 8, Interviewee 55,
p- 5).

Interviewees argued that ministers sitting together in the same chamber had considerable
discretion in dealing with questions on their portfolios. One junior minister argued that he
could respond to questions relating to issues beyond his direct functional responsibilities.
Alternatively he could refer the question to the senior minister. Finally the senior minister
could take over and answer the question (Interviewee 44, p. 8). A second junior minister
described how his senior minister would decide on an ad hoc basis whether to respond to
questions directed to the junior minister or whether he would leave the question for the
junior minister to answer. This junior minister argued that he usually answered questions
relating to the routine administration of the agency for which he had direct responsibility.
The senior minister would take questions related to wider government policy (Interviewee
68, pp. 1-2).

House of Representatives junior ministers uniformly emphasised their low question time
visibility (Interviewee 04, p. 5, Interviewee 08, p. 3, Interviewee 22, p. 6, Interviewee
30, p. 3, Interviewee 35, p. 4, Interviewee 36, p. 5, Interviewee 38, p. 6, Interviewee 66,
p. 6, Interviewee 68, p. 5). Interviews revealed little evidence of the impact of the
mtroduction in February 1994 of a roster system for House of Representatives question

time. One junior minister argued that the roster system had further reduced the visibility of
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ministers rostered alongside the prime minister (Interviewee 70, p. 1). However a
ministerial adviser stated that the roster system had created greater opportunities for junior
ministers rostered on other days because they no longer operated in the shadow of the
prime minister or as many other senior ministers (Interviewee 33, p. 1). The second of
the two reports cited above reached a similar conclusion (HoRSCP 1995, pp. 22-23).

Interviewees argued that question time placed greater demands on junior ministers who sat
in a different chamber to their senior colleagues. They could no longer confine themselves
to their direct functional responsibilities. They were also likely to be questioned about the
functional responsibilities of their portfolio colleagues. This meant that junior ministers
had to be briefed about their entire portfolios (Interviewee 46, p. 8, Interviewee 57, p. 3).

This arrangement is described by a senior minister.

If they’re in two different chambers there’s a higher responsibility on the junior minister because
they will represent the senior minister to be right across the portfolio and be the public face there.
So when Gary Punch was a junior minister in Defence he’d be right across all the other issues so
if he got a question he could answer in my area, and vice versa (Interviewee 57, p. 3).

This additional responsibility was not usually a problem for junior ministers in the House
of Representatives because of their low parliamentary profiles. Questions on other areas
of their portfolios were directed to the senior minister in the Senate (Interviewee 04, p. 5).
However it imposed far greater demands on junior ministers in the Senate because of their
higher parliamentary visibility. Interviewees also argued that Senate junior ministers did
not just represent their own portfolios. They were also required to represent the portfolios
of colleagues in the House of Representatives (Interviewee 14, pp. 2, 4, Interviewee 59,

pp- 1, 6, Interviewee 64, p. 4).

Interviewees therefore emphasised differences between the parliamentary work of different
categories of political executives in the House of Representatives and the Senate. In the
House of Representatives there were substantial differences between the parliamentary
work of senior ministers and their junior colleagues. Oversight of government bills was
dominated by junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. They often had responsibility
for bills from other parts of their respective portfolios as well as from the portfolios of
other senior ministers. By contrast question time was dominated by senior ministers.
Junior ministers had little involvement in question time even when they represented entire

portfolios in the House of Representatives.
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This division of responsibility between senior ministers and their junior colleagues was
much less evident in the Senate. Senior ministers were more extensively involved in the
oversight of government bills. Junior ministers had much higher question time profiles
than their House of Representatives colleagues. This was most clearly evident when they
represented their entire portfolios as well as the portfolios of their colleagues in the House
of Representatives.

Party Interaction

Interviews focused on the division of responsibility between senior ministers and their
junior colleagues for routine portfolio representation. This consisted of interaction with

individual backbenchers, caucus committees and full caucus meetings.

Interviews revealed limited evidence about the division of responsibility between senior
ministers and their junior colleagues for routine party business. Interviewees argued that
all three categories of political executives were involved in party interaction in relation to
their direct functional responsibilities. There was also evidence that junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries gradually acquired responsibility for representing the functions of
their senior colleagues. This was an important aspect of the work of several parliamentary
secretaries (eg Interviewee 12, p. 3, Interviewee 13, p. 3, Interviewee 20, pp. 2-3,
Interviewee 33, p. 9, Interviewee 37, p. 5). A key distinction to emerge from interviews
was between interaction with individual backbenchers and relevant caucus committees and
interaction with full caucus. The first two aspects of this work were commonly delegated
to parliamentary secretaries (Interviewee 20, p. 3, Interviewee 54, p. 2). However senior
ministers usually retained direct responsibility for the business of their functions in full

caucus meetings (Interviewee 13, p. 3, Interviewee 20, pp. 2-3).

Conclusion

This chapter has examined the work of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. The
first part of the chapter set out a new framework for conceptualising the work of political
executives. It has argued that their work could be divided into six components. These six
components were grouped together under four headings: portfolio management, cabinet

participation, parliamentary work and party interaction.
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The second part of this chapter focused on two aspects of the work of political executives:
portfolio management and cabinet representation. It argued that the introduction of teams
of political executives necessitated the introduction of a new division of responsibility for
portfolio management and cabinet representation. It also set out a new framework for
examining this division of responsibility. It argued that the division of responsibility for
both portfolio management and cabinet representation could be conceptualised in terms of
overlapping horizontal and vertical dimensions. It also argued that the vertical dimension
could itself be divided into two dimensions. It finally argued that there was substantial
potential for variation in the division of responsibility for portfolio management and

cabinet representation between senior ministers and their junior colleagues.

The third part of this chapter applied this framework to examine the portfolio management
and cabinet representation work of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. It found
that the responsibilities of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries often consisted of
a large number of different functions. There was substantial variation in the characteristics
of the bureaucratic units allocated to junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. There
was also substantial variation in the size and characteristics of their portfolio management
and cabinet workloads. Finally there was evidence of overlap between the workloads of

junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries.

This chapter has argued that there was substantial variation in the approaches adopted by
some senior ministers. This was evident in relation to portfolio management and cabinet
representation. Some senior ministers adopted “limited” and “inclusive” approaches.
Other senior ministers adopted “expansive” and “exclusive” approaches. However it has
also argued that most senior ministers adopted approaches between these two extremes.
There was also evidence of overlap between junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries.
This was most clearly evident in relation to portfolio management. Most junior ministers
and parliamentary secretaries had considerable autonomy over portfolio management
within their functional responsibilities. However they were monitored by the relevant
senior ministers and experienced occasional direct intervention. Most junior ministers also
had a leading role in presenting their own general cabinet business. By contrast senior
ministers usually played a leading role in coordination and priority-setting within their
portfolios. This was particularly evident in the portfolio budget process. Many junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries were either excluded from this process or confined

to a subordinate role. Senior ministers were also much more likely to play a leading role
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representing their portfolios in the budget/ERC process. Again many junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries were either excluded from the budget/ERC process or confined to
a subordinate role.

The next chapter examines these different approaches to the division of responsibility for
portfolio management and cabinet representation from the perspective of senior ministers
as well as junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. It also examines the management

of the division of responsibility within teams of political executives.



Chapter 5

Relationships Between Senior Ministers, Junior

Ministers and Parliamentary Secretaries

Introduction

The previous chapter set out a new framework for conceptualising the work of political
executives. It also set out a new framework for approaching the division of responsibility
for portfolio management and cabinet representation between senior ministers and their
junior colleagues. It applied this framework to examine the portfolio management and
cabinet representation work of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. It described
similarities and differences in the operation of the division of responsibility for portfolio
management and cabinet representation in different portfolios. It identified variation in the
characteristics of the responsibilities of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries as

well as the approaches of senior ministers.

This chapter examines this variation in greater detail. It explores different approaches to
the division of responsibility for portfolio management and cabinet representation from the
perspectives of senior ministers as well as junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries.

It also examines the management of the division of responsibility.

This chapter is divided into three parts. The first part examines different approaches to the
division of responsibility from the senior ministerial perspective. It begins with the senior
ministerial perspective because of the capacity of senior ministers to shape the division of
responsibility within their cabinet portfolios. It focuses on the division of responsibility
for portfolio management. It examines the costs and benefits of different approaches to
the division of responsibility for portfolio management. The second part of the chapter
examines different approaches to the division of responsibility for portfolio management
and cabinet representation from the perspectives of junior ministers and parliamentary

secretaries. It focuses on the implications of different senior ministerial approaches. The
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third part examines the management of the division of responsibility. It examines the roles

of senior officials, political executives and ministerial offices.
Perspectives of Senior Ministers

The first part of this chapter examines different approaches to the division of responsibility
for both portfolio management and cabinet representation from the perspective of senior
ministers. It focuses on the division of responsibility for portfolio management. It first
emphasises the capacity of senior ministers to shape the division of responsibility and
marginalise their junior colleagues. It describes two different approaches to the division of
responsibility for portfolio management. It examines the costs and benefits of these two
approaches. It then examines obstacles to delegation. It emphasises the importance of
relationships between senior ministers and their junior colleagues. It examines the impact
of wider “environmental factors” on the capacity of senior ministers to shape the division
of responsibility for portfolio management within their portfolios. It also briefly explores
the division of responsibility for cabinet representation from the perspective of senior
ministers.

Senior Ministerial Dominance and Capacity to Marginalise

Junior Colleagues

The literature on the work of sub-cabinet level political executives in Canada and the
United Kingdom emphasised the capacity of cabinet ministers to shape the work of their
junior colleagues. This capacity derived from their formal constitutional responsibility for
the entire workloads of their respective departments. Cabinet ministers had considerable
discretion over how much of this work was delegated to their junior colleagues (Weller
1980, pp. 611-613, Majeau 1983, pp. 3, 5, Randle 1983, pp. 12-13, Vanderhoff-Silburt
1983/84, pp. 8-9, Theakston 1987, pp. 92-96, 113-115, 127). The small literature on the
restructuring of the Commonwealth political executive also emphasised the dominance of
senior ministers and their capacity to marginalise their junior colleagues (Weller 1987, p.
22, Halligan, Beckett and Earnshaw 1992, pp. 16-17, Aucoin and Bakvis 1993, p. 401,
Gruen and Grattan 1993, pp. 45-46).
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Interviews conducted for this study similarly emphasised the capacity of senior ministers
to shape the division of responsibility for the work of their portfolios. This was clearly

evident in relation to both portfolio management and cabinet representation.

(a) Portfolio Management. Interviews revealed three key dimensions of the capacity
of senior ministers to shape the division of responsibility for portfolio management. The
first consisted of their influence over the division of functional responsibilities within their

portfolios.

The allocation of direct functional responsibilities to junior ministers was formally the
responsibility of the prime minister. However interviews revealed that prime ministers
were often not extensively involved in this process. They determined the official titles and
hence often the core responsibilities of junior ministers. They sometimes also directed that
certain functions either be retained by the senior minister or given to a junior minister
(Interviewee 73, p. 1). However detailed decisions about the responsibilities of junior
ministers were usually left in the hands of the relevant senior minister. The involvement
of the prime minister was usually confined to the ratification of arrangements determined
by senior ministers within their respective portfolios. This pattern is described by a senior
official.

The actual nomenclature is determined by the prime minister and then there’s a division of
responsibilities letter which will go from the portfolio minister back to the prime minister. At
least that’s how we do it. And that letter sets down the parameters, you know, I will be looking
after Commonwealth-state relations, appointments, budget policy, international relations,
memorandums of understanding ... and Mary’s going to be doing Youth and Bill’s going to be
doing as little as I can give him because I think he’s an incompetent dud. It doesn’t say that. It
says Bill’s looking forward to developing employment programs for the prickly pear growers
association and other good works (Interviewee 62, p. 4).

The absence of prime ministerial involvement was even more clearly evident in relation to
the functions of parliamentary secretaries. These decisions were usually left entirely to the
discretion of the relevant senior minister (Interviewee 40, p. 1).

The junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries interviewed for this study described the
central role of senior ministers in the allocation of functional responsibilities within their
portfolios (eg Interviewee 12, p. 1, Interviewee 22, p. 1, Interviewee 43, p. 2). One
Jjunior minister stated that senior ministers had been free to divide their portfolios as they

pleased. They could usually chose which functions they wanted to retain themselves and
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which they were prepared to allocate to their junior colleagues (Interviewee 68, p. 1).
Interviewees repeatedly emphasised the discretion of senior ministers over the allocation of
functional responsibilities within their respective portfolios. They also highlighted the
existence within each portfolio of a distinct “pecking” order between senior ministers,
junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. These two points are reflected in the
following statements by a senior official and a ministerial adviser.

Fundamentally the senior minister gets first choice and then there’s a bit of negotiation at the
margin and the junior minister would have a say, but not I think a great deal of say, about what
they’re actually going to do (Interviewee 15, p. 1).

The role of the parliamentary secretary in all of that was that basically he got the dregs of what
was left. If no one wanted something then the parliamentary secretary might be given a range of
things to go ahead and look after (Interviewee 40, p. 1).

Interviewees therefore emphasised the dominance of senior ministers over the allocation of
functional responsibilities within their portfolios. They also emphasised their capacity to
marginalise junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries by confining them to a narrow
range of functional responsibilities.

The second dimension consisted of the capacity of senior ministers to “antagonistically”
intervene in portfolio management within the responsibilities of both junior ministers and
parliamentary secretaries. One senior minister interviewed for this study differentiated
between junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. This senior minister argued that it
was always possible to intervene within the functions of parliamentary secretaries because
of their lack of formal ministerial status. Their functions were explicitly delegated from
the relevant senior minister and could be taken back at any time. However junior ministers
had the same formal status as senior ministers. This meant that their decisions could not
be overruled in the same way by the senior minister. This distinction is reflected in the

following statement.

To the extent that there was intervention, it was basically a cooperative intervention to try and
improve the outcome, not that we had some statutory right to intervene. In fact ultimately the
sign-off was with the so-called junior minister. I didn’t have the right to sign-off the minutes
(Interviewee 46, p. 5).

This distinction between junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries was not reflected in
any other interviews. These emphasised the capacity of senior ministers to intervene in

portfolio management within the functional responsibilities of both junior ministers and
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parliamentary secretaries. This was evident regardless of differences in their formal
constitutional status. One junior minister described the position in the following terms:
‘As a junior minister ... you’re a second class citizen. You’re there at the discretion of

your portfolio minister and their staff’ (Interviewee 05, p. 1). A second junior
minister put the position more succinctly: ‘junior ministers basically have no rights’
(Interviewee 19, p. 2). The following statements by a ministerial adviser and a senior
official highlight the capacity of senior ministers to “antagonistically” intervene in portfolio

management within the functional responsibilities of their junior colleagues.

The senior minister’s got the capacity to work on whatever it is he or she wishes. Politics
doesn’t work on the basis of patches. It works on the basis of competition for influence and
power, constantly, and there’s no difference in the minister to minister relationship (Interviewee
07, p. 9).

If minister Brereton had a strong view on something, then its unlikely that Gary Johns wouid
pursue a different line. He might have been pursuing a different line. But he would change
course. He was a very junior minister. It was his first appointment (Interviewee 25, p. 2).

The third dimension consisted of the formal authority of senior ministers over coordination
and priority-setting within their respective portfolios. Most importantly senior ministers
retained formal control over the portfolio budget process. They could determine overall
budget priorities within their portfolios (subject to the approval of ERC). They could also
determine budget priorities within different functional areas of their portfolios. Control
over the budget process was described as the most important formal power retained by
senior ministers (Interviewee 33, p. 4, Interviewee 44, p. 2). The following statements
by senior officials stress the significance of the capacity of senior ministers to determine
budget priorities throughout their portfolios.

It gave the portfolio minister even more authority to live within a portfolio budget. If there were
to be offsets made in terms of finding savings to fund expenditure or you had to prioritise which
expenditure would go up, then the portfolio minister ultimately was the arbiter (Interviewee 28,

pp- 1-2).

If you’re taking about ordinary budget rounds, at the end of the day the senior minister's got to sit
down and say: “Do I want another station for Triple J, or do I want X or Y on land transport, or
do I want to spend a bit more on the local airport?” At the end of the day only the senior minister
can make that decision about what he’s going to bid for (Interviewee 02, p. 7).

Interviewees therefore emphasised the dominance of senior ministers over the division of
responsibility for portfolio management and their capacity to marginalise their junior

colleagues. Senior ministers could limit their junior colleagues to a narrow range of
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functional responsibilities. They could also adopt “expansive” approaches and remain
both extensively and “antagonistically” involved in portfolio management within the direct
responsibilities of their junior colleagues. Finally senior ministers could adopt “exclusive”

approaches to coordination and priority-setting within their portfolios.

(b) Cabinet Representation. Interviews also revealed three dimensions to the
capacity of senior ministers to shape the operation of the division of responsibility for
cabinet representation. The first consisted of their influence over the cabinet visibility of
the functions of junior ministers. This derived from their role in the allocation of
functional responsibilities within their portfolios. Senior ministers could retain direct
responsibility for functions characterised by high cabinet visibility and allocate less visible

functions to their junior colleagues.

The second dimension derived from the formal powers of senior ministers. Senior
ministers retained formal authority over the contents of general cabinet submissions from
throughout their portfolios. This is described by a senior official: ‘Nothing can ever go
forward under our arrangements without it going in the name of the senior minister
(Interviewee 15, p. 7, see also Interviewee 07, p. 8). Senior ministers also retained
formal responsibility for carriage of their portfolio budget submission in the budget/ERC

process.

The third dimension derived from the informal powers of senior ministers. Interviewees
argued that senior ministers almost invariably had the capacity to ensure the defeat of
junior ministerial cabinet submissions to which they were opposed (Interviewee 30, p. 2,
Interviewee 52, p. 4, Interviewee 69, p. 6). Interviews revealed this situation could arise
when senior ministers had not been adequately consulted prior to the lodging of a general
cabinet submission by the junior minister. In the words of a senior official: ‘its unlikely
to get very far if the senior minister doesn’t support it’ (Interviewee 02, p. 5). It was also
argued that junior ministers were often also dependent on the active support of the relevant
senior minister. This was evident in both the general cabinet and budget/ERC processes.
It was particularly evident in the budget/ERC process. The importance of active senior
ministerial support in the budget/ERC process is emphasised in the following comment by

a senior official.

Unless the junior minister is a particularly strong junior minister or particularly capable of
compelling argument, its the portfolio minister at the end of the day that will mostly sway the
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ERC. They tend to listen to him more than the junior. So the junior actually needed to portfolio
minister on side. And if you had the support of the portfolio minister, and the portfolio minister
was able to speak for you, that often was crucial in getting an outcome you wanted (Interviewee
61, p. 4).

Interviews therefore emphasised the dominance of senior ministers over the division of
responsibility for cabinet representation. Interviewees argued that senior ministers could
exploit their formal and informal powers to dominate the development and presentation of
general cabinet submissions from across their portfolios and exclude both junior ministers

and parliamentary secretaries from the budget/ERC process.

Two Approaches to the Division of Responsibility for Portfolio

Management

Interviews examined the division of responsibility for portfolio management from the
senior ministerial perspective. Interviews revealed evidence of two sets of constraints on
the capacity of senior ministers to delegate work to their junior colleagues. The first was
the requirement for senior ministers to retain a leading role in coordination and priority-
setting within their portfolios. This was a key point to emerge from the previous chapter.
Senior ministers argued that it was not possible for them to delegate responsibility for
coordination and priority-setting to their junior colleagues. Most importantly they had to
retain a leading role determining priorities in the portfolio budget process (Interviewee 46,

p. 1, Interviewee 57, pp. 1, 4). This constraint is described by a senior minister.

The critical ones had to do with budget decisions, which were entirely those of the [senior]
minister in consultation with the cabinet .. . You had to finally have somebody who was
responsible for the whole portfolio. You couldn’t delegate that (Interviewee 46, p. 1).

The previous chapter argued that senior ministers remained involved in coordination and
priority-setting across their respective portfolios. It described variation in the extent to
which they allowed their junior colleagues to participate in these processes. There were
ohly two exceptions to the dominance of senior ministers. The first consisted of policy
development and program delivery overlaps between the functions of a junior minister or
parliamentary secretary (eg Interviewee 52, p. 3). The second consisted of the budgets of
separate “sub-cabinet level” portfolios.
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The second constraint on senior ministers derived from their ultimate accountability for
their respective portfolios. This meant that they had to remain involved in key functional
issues throughout their portfolios (including within the direct functional responsibilities of
their junior colleagues (Interviewee 18, pp. 1-2, Interviewee 46, p. 1, Interviewee 57, p.
1). This was a second important constraint on the capacity of senior ministers to delegate
to their junior colleagues. The previous chapter argued that only a few senior ministers
were willing to completely eschew involvement in the functions of their junior colleagues.
Furthermore this approach was most common in relation to separate “sub-cabinet level”
portfolios. This second set of limitations was described by two previous studies of the
work of sub-cabinet level political executives (Headey 1974a, pp. 105-106, Theakston
1987, p. 79).

Within these constraints senior ministers could adopt two different approaches to the
division of responsibility for portfolio management. The first consisted of the “expansive”
approach. Senior ministers who adopted the “expansive” approach remained extensively
involvement in functional policy change and public relations throughout their portfolios.
Junior ministers were sometimes granted large and important functional responsibilities.
However in common with parliamentary secretaries their workloads consisted of routine
administration and representation as well as less important aspects of public relations. The
previous chapter described several examples of this “expansive” approach. One junior
minister described his portfolio management workload as comprising ‘whatever the senior

minister wanted to off-load” (Interviewee 35, p. 1, see also Interviewee 28, pp. 1, 13).

The second senior ministerial approach was the “limited” approach. Senior ministers who
adopted the “limited” approach focused on their own functional responsibilities. Junior
ministers and parliamentary secretaries had extensive functional autonomy. The previous
chapter argued that a handful of senior ministers eschewed direct involvement in portfolio
management within the functions of their junior colleagues. However most continued to
monitor their junior colleagues and would occasionally become more extensively involved
in key issues within their wider portfolios. However it is important to emphasise that this
involvement could take two possible forms: ‘“‘supportive” or “antagonistic”. Senior
ministers would not always overrule their junior colleagues or take over responsibility for
public relations work (Interviewee 52, p. 1-2).
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The previous chapter argued that most senior ministers adopted the “limited” approach. It
also emphasised the extent of variation in both the scope and composition of the portfolio
management workloads of junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries. This variation
was most evident in the case of junior ministers. It was less evident in the workloads of
parliamentary secretaries. Their workloads almost invariably included large amounts of
routine administrative and representational work. However parliamentary secretaries in
some portfolios had larger and more important workloads than junior ministers in other
portfolios.

Costs and Benefits of Different Approaches to the Division of

Responsibility for Portfolio Management

Interviews examined the costs and benefits of these different approaches to the division of
responsibility for portfolio management from the senior ministerial perspective. The most
important point to emerge from interviews was that senior ministers could derive two
important benefits by adopting “limited” approaches and by allocating a large range of
functional responsibilities to their junior colleagues.

The first of these benefits related to the capacity of senior ministers to cope with portfolio
management workloads. Interviewees argued that the workloads of most portfolios were
far beyond the capacity of a single senior minister (Interviewee 43, p. 2, Interviewee 57,
p. 10). This was particularly evident when senior ministers also had important cabinet
committee and parliamentary leadership responsibilities (Interviewee 60, p. 1). This made
it necessary for senior ministers to delegate responsibility for portfolio management to
their junior colleagues. These arguments were evident in previous studies of the work of
sub-cabinet level political executives (Majeau 1983, p. 5, Vanderhoff-Silburt 1983/84, p.
9, Theakston 1987, pp. 94-96). The importance of this workload imperative is refiected
in the following statements by two senior officials.

Most of the mega-departments are beyond the capacity of one minister to give detailed attention to
all the matters in the department (Interviewee 61, p. 9).

Given the sophistication and complexity of policy and administration, it seems to me that it’s
unreasonable for a modern senior minister to do it ail himself. So you're left with the pragmatics
of how you do it (Interviewee 58, p. 5).
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The advantage of the “limited” approach was that it enabled senior ministers to use their
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