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the state to any emissions trading market, **?

Without these signals from government about
the likely poliey direction, it seems much less likely that SFE would have devoted to it the

time and resources they did.

However, either these signals were illusory and the government merely wished to be seen
to be seriously investigating all policy options, or there was an internal policy baitle going
on inside government which the forces supporting emissions trading uitimately lost. Either
way, the pace set and sought on emissions trading by the SFE was far beyond that of the
Howard government’s and the initial stated enthusiasm for emissions trading soon
evaporated.” Signs of government reluctance were there in the government’s
establishment of the Bush for Greenhouse program which appeared to be based on
philanthropic foundations rather than the use of price signals which would be associated
with any genuine emissions trading (Hill 2000). Soon after came the death knell for
emissions trading with the announcement by then Industry Minister, Senator Minchin, that
Australia would have no emissions trading system sanctioned by government until at least
2008 (Counsel 2000:24; Taylor 2000:16). Such a definitive policy direction effectively
killed off any prospect for a successful carbon frading system by SFE as without
government approval such a system was unlikely to teceive the investor support it needed

to work,?

.. the impression T get is that yes, there was a very distinct interest just & couple of vears ago at the

possibility of providing a service for emissions trading, if I can just use that term genercally, that
emissions trading seemed to be building up a head of steam and it was quite likely that the government
would find itself in the position of the celebrated Duke of Parzitoro, that it would be leading gallantly
from the rear. In other words that there may well develop a market in emissions irrespective of any
official or formal adoption of emissions trading by the government, [47:136]

3 {(Re: Lobbying Canberra on SFE plans} What are your recollections on how that process weni?} A

bit early they thought. (Brian) Fisher was like , ‘good if you can get it going” but a bit sceptical that we
were in there before they had gotten their head around all the issues themselves, Probably a bit of a
nuisance wouid have been my impression ... {Why is that?} Just because we were pushing so early to
develop a secondary market in cestificates and the certificates hadn’t been designed and they were
worried that the *tail was going fo wag the dog,” the certificate was going to be designed by us as
opposed to thent, {So you were shead of the policy curve really # the time?} Most markets are. Most
peopie understand what their tisk is and they want a certificate to trade thai risk and bugper the
government, they’ll catch up and they’ll regulate that market. In actual fact that's the proper, natural
development of a market, God help us if markets are designed by governments because alf you'll end up
with is this four-sided camel that doesn’t actually drink water. Forget it. The Australian financial markets
and the Australian markets in general have been designed and developed by the risk takers in those
markets and the government comes along later and decides whether they’re fair and orderly and whether
customers should be protected, but don’t come in right up the front. No, that’s my comment to them. I
was consistent with that message... some (hearing the message} were a little bit more visionary than
others, but where there was a threat to their assigned duty of deciding how a carbon cedificate should
look and what it should entail, 8FE wasn't too welcome at that table because we had these market
practitioner ideas fhat didn’t £it with them ... [46;96—108}

P _.vou know they were verv active early on. Maybe, the fact that the government said that they
wouldn't introduce a domestic emissions trading scheroe until an international one might have been the
kitler. [2;132] ...all these people who are seeking rents or margins or whatever you might call it from
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Government and/or departmental processes

Ironically, as it turns out, the SFE push to establish a carbon trading market was given more
momentum by federal government processes. In the lead-up to and following the Kyoto
conference the federal government was increasingly aware of the relevance of emissions
trading programs as a potentially important component of a policy package aimed at
reducing Australian emissions.”” However, while emissions trading was well understood
as one of the more cost-effective approaches to reducing pollution—particularly given the
success of such approaches in dealing with environmental problems elsewhere—there was
little expertise or experience in such programs. The government was looking around for
expertise in anticipation that interest in emissions trading would only grow stronger as a
matter on the government’s agenda®®® and there was a realisation that sooner or later
government would be expected to take a position. The SFE sought to fill that policy

yacuum.

Informal and formal government processes provided the vehicle for greater SFE
engagement. Meetings were sought with them by ministers and bureaucrats and the SFE
sought as much as possible to participate in government activities on greenhouse matters
and to use these to promote the carbon trading role it saw for itself. The SFE sought and
obtained positions on government advisory panels related to emissions trading in the newly
established Australian Greenhouse Office, and when the AGO launched a formal public
consultation process on emissions trading the SFE was one of the most enthusiastic

participants.

emissions trading—1 think they are grossly overoptimistic about that or don't understand. So I think that
was the SFE position, and I think the government's decision was really the nail in the coffin really.
{11;130]

** For example, in July 1997, then Environment Minister, Senator Hill said, °...the Clinton
Administration supports the establishment of a system of trading greenhouse emission permits between
Annex 1 countries in an effort to achieve abatement at the lowest cost. Australia supports emission
trading in principle, recognising its possible contribution to improving the cost-effectiveness of emission
reduction, but there would have to be a satisfactory equitable allocation of initial emission entitlements’
(Hill 1997a).

¢ Senator Hill’s comments at the press conference the morning after the Kyoto Protocol was agreed
make this clear. He said: ‘As you know, we started with the 18 per cent figure because we knew that we
could deliver that, we knew that if we could get the land-use change into the protocol we could deliver
more and we knew that if the protocol provided for the setting up of an emissions trading regime, we
could deliver a bit more on that... the emissions trading doesn't officially start for 10 years although there
is already emissions trading taking place in anticipation of it. We would like to keep working along that
path and we will see how it develops over the coming months...” Hill, Robert Kyoto Climate Change
Conference—Daily Briefings, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, 1T December 1997
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Parliamentary processes

During the time in which the SFE sought to promote carbon frading, parliamentary
processes-——especially public  inquiries—were an  effective mechanism for greater
invelvement by the SFE in the greenhouse policy network. The SFE provided evidence to
parliamentary inquiries in 1998 and 2000. Certainly during this period they were looking to
promote the idea of a carbon trading market which they would run, so it is not as if these
inquiries spurred more involvement. Instead, they provided a platform for the SFE from
which to push an agenda. To the degree that this platform enabled greater allocation of time
and resources within SFE to the greenhouse policy task, indirectly these parliamentary

level activities may have resulted in greater involvement.
International processes

International processes and agendas were critically important to the story of the SFE’s
involvement in and subsequent exit from the policy network., Without the momentum of the
international negotiations under the FCCC to reduce greenhouse pollution, and the Kyoto
Protocol, it seems highly unlikely that they would ever have considered becoming involved
in climate policy.”” The pressure to reduce emissions in Australia has been driven heavily
by the international climate change policy agenda. In order for the conditions to be right for
SFE engagement, & number of preconditions needed to be met. The most important of these
was that Australia should make a serious commitment internationally to reducing domestic
emissions and more specifically set an actual emissions target with reference to a specific
future date. Such a commitment was provided by the Kyoto conference and Australia’s
signing of the Protocol that emerged from it. This gave the SFE sufficient confidence that
carbon emissions were likely io become more increasingly costly to the emitter as a result
of government commifments. Under the circumstances, the SFE could potentially play a

role.

" Well, this is a straight example of business opportunity if you like. The Kyoto protocol, and you can
see they start mmediately after that ... they in fact started 4 bit before that. {It was a bit before that.}
They started probably at least a year before that, but if the Kyoto protocol was going to become a reality
then this was a business opportunity and being first in carries with it some risks but it also carries with it
some pofential big gains if vou’re successful. They took a business decision that this was worth a go...
[19;155-91 That was all about the thought that Kyoto presented the possibility of creating a new carbon
trading market, [48;51]
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Unfortunately for the SFE, however, not all of the necessary preconditions for it to play a
major role were met. As it would turn out, international processes would ‘giveth and taketh
away’ to a large degree. Just as the international negotiations had spurred the SFE’s push
into carbon trading, the continued uncertainty in finalising the emissions trading rules to
apply under the Kyoto Protocol was to deflate much of the enthusiasm at the domestic
level. While this research finds that internal factors were more decisive in killing off the
SFE’s role in the greenhouse policy network, it seems certain that the lack of clarity in the

international emissions trading environment also played a damaging role,

Less specific to emissions trading, the continued uncertainty over whether the Kyoto
Protocol would come into force (let alone be ratified by Australia) also damaged the SFE’s
plans for carbon trading.”® It was impossible for them to sustain the commitment required
to push emissions trading, with such prolonged uncertainty in the regulatory environment

internationally—and by extension, in Australia.®’ While the SFE’s push was largely

3% __.at the end of the day it took longer for the nations of the world to figure out what they were going to
do than these people had in venture capital to keep it going. [19;155-9] I've noticed it would sort of come
in waves. Their influence and activity is dependent on how discussions about carbon sinks are going of
international level. [39;96] In dealing with this when it became clear that there wouldn’t be an easy
ratification of the Protocol coming into force globally or domestically they substantially lost interest.
You’d expect them to pick that interest up again if you got into an environment where that sort of trading
is likely to occur on a large scale. [54;98] ...everybody knew that knows anything about the greenhouse
negotiations that the markets were not going to be deep until—assuming that Kyoto flies—that the
markets were not going to be deep until at least 2008 anyway. Which is a long time to invest resources in
it. [48;63] :

9 I 1 was the Sydney Futures Exchange I would be thinking Kyoto is going to happen, there is going to
be international trading in carbon, someone is going to make a lot of money out of it we want to be in
that pool rather than standing on the side wondering why other people are having so much fun. So if 1
were the Sydney Futures Exchange I would be quite actively lobbying for Australia to be part of the
Kyoto Protocol. {9;174] :

8% fYou wouldn’t suspect that the government decision on emissions trading, about Minchin saying,

we’re not touching this until 2008, that wouldn’t have ... would that have made it harder to sustain an
interest in this?} Well, it obviously wouldn’t make it easier. So long as you continued to believe that you
were going to ratify the Kyoto protocol and have trading in 2008 it shouldn’t have made a difference
because the actual trading contract the SFE were developing was for 2008 commencement period with
sequestrations ... {Yes, so it’s the future. You’re taking a bet on the value of carbon in 2008 and beyond
that?} Yes, but you can have a market today taking that bet, so in principle, given the type of contract
they were setting up, a statement that you wouldn’t do anything before 2008 shouldn’t make it more
difficult unless there’s an implication in that statement that vow’re raising uncertainty as to whether
yow’ll actually honour the 2008 obligation. I mean governments that say, ‘yes, T really believe in this but
I'm not going to do anything for the next seven years,” obviously raise a question as to whether they’re
going to do anything after the seven years, so to the extent that you send signals that you might back oft
later on down the track with regard to the Kyoto commitment period by saying you won't do anything
before it then yes, that would have made it more difficult for Les. And certainly if the uncertainty that’s
now around as to whether we’ll ratify the Kyoto protocol would definitely make it difficult for these
characters. Had they still been trying at this stage, they’d have got knocked on the head now, I suspect.
[7;141-9] They {the SFE pulled out of emissions trading because they) probably got a word out of the
Greenbouse Office that it was not going to amount to much. And the fact is that it is and it is probably

going to end up being a government to government deal, [33;72-74]
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abandoned by then, the announcement by US President, George W Bush, that he would not
honour the Kyoto Protocol commitment of the Clinton administration killed off any

prospect that it would return to the SFE agenda.
Greenhouse media coverage and public opinion

Media coverage of the climate change issue, particularly in the lead-up to the Kyoto
conference appears to have been a significant factor which helped to drive SFE enthusiasm
for the carbon trading agenda. The publicly canvassed and intensifying interest in market-
based, cost-effective policy mechanisms to deal with what looked like an inevitable
tightening on greenhouse emissions in Australia highlighted the potential opporiunity for
the Exchange. The heightened media coverage was a signal which that well noted by the

SFE and strengthened their desire to get active on the issue.

Conversely, greenhouse media coverage also played an important role in the demise of the
SFE’s carbon trading push. Month after month ticked by with continued uncertainty about
the fiture of the Kyoto Protocol—whether it would come into force, whether Australia
would ratify, and what would be the emission trading framework internationally. Media
coverage steadily eroded the notion that a domestic emissions trading scheme in Australia
was inevitable. As media coverage played down the inevitability and urgency associated
with carbon abatement, investor enthusiasm for the SFE’s agenda steadily waned. When
the government finally announced its less than ambitious intentions in relation to emission
trading, the subsequent media coverage killed off any prospect of large scale carbon trading

in the near to medium term,

In these ways, media coverage of important developments in the greenhouse policy
network first exerfed powerful incentives for greater SFE involvement and later exerted

proportionate disincentives.
Selective incentives

Selective incentives were a significant but not decisive factor in the SFE’s engagement. To
the extent that they had succeeded in their objective of establishing the only government-

sanctioned carbon trading market in Australia, the income associated with running that
V market would have flowed exclusively to the SFE’s members. The benefits could be

excluded from all other potential competitors (like the ASX). The SFE also had much
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larger ambitions in the field. The carbon credits market based on sequestration by
plantation forests was seen as only the beginning of a much broader domestic emissions
market. There were even plans for the SFE to secure a wider regional leadership role as the
pre-eminent carbon emissions trading market in the Asia Pacific region. It is most unlikely
that the SFE would have embarked on such an ambitious agenda had the prospect of
exclusive access to the benefits of establishing such markets not existed. The establishment
of monopolies in futures markets in order that the SFE could fully capitalise on emerging
markets was a very powerful motivating force.®*! That said, it is also unlikely that this force
alone was sufficient to spur the SFE’s activities. As we have already seen, internal micro-
level forces (especially leadership) were far more powerful in this particular case in the

entry and exit of the SFE from climate policy.

Macro-level

Broad government ideology and culture

In a couple of important ways, the dominant culture and ideology of the Howard federal
government played a role in the rise and fall of SFE engagement in this policy network.
There was, for example, less enthusiasm for command and control environmental
regulation than existed under previous governments. Statements by the Howard
government on a range of environmental issues over time suggest a much greater
preference for market-based mechanisms to solve environmental problems, less reliance on
government to finance environmental repair, and less hands-on involvement by bureaucrats
in addressing environmental challenges. Against a background of generally negative

comment on greenhouse matters from its traditional business constituency, the government

1 1 think most at the other groups see greenhouse as just one of the portfolio of issues which they feel
they need to cover, but do not cover in any particularly special way—they sort of menitor it and put out
press releases and do a little bit of policy analysis when they think there is something specifically related
to their interests. Along with the whole range of other issues which they cover. The Futures Exchange is
probably-—they probably saw a competitive advantage in getting into this early. {...and they would be
the one group on this list which would be able to deliver something exclusively to their members—if
they were the only ones running the emissions market?} Yes—that's right. [33;161—5] {...had they got
the exclusive rights to that market, it would have been the Sydney Futures Exchange members that would
have been sharing the profits?} Yes, but I would have to say that that would have been a pretty naive
view if that’s what drove them and ["d be surprised if they were that naive in the sense that if all this got
off the ground, the notion of trading was going to be in effect that you would be able to trade worldwide
and there would be plenty of competitors to trade through ... {What, Chicago and London and...?}
Exactly, it would be a commodity. Now there’s a guestion about whether you can, as Chicago and
London have done for particular comumodities, whether vou could have been far enough in front to have a
consolidated position such that you became recognised as, yes, that’s the main place that you trade this
commodity, {You wouldn’t think of Australia?} Well, you wouldn’t think so, a big call. {But they may

have had the exclusive rights to the Australian market.?} Yes, | guess that’s possible. [19;289-305]
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was also hearing generally positive comments asbout the cost-effectiveness of emissions
trading. Therefore, the idea of establishing a carbon trading system as part of a suite of
measures aimed at reducing Australia’s emissions had an obvious ideological appeal to the

government of the day.

The ideological synchronicity is also well reflected in the advocacy of the initial carbon
trading idea to the SFE by two ex-bureaucrats. Both of tﬁ:zemm’l”cn}" Beck and Stuart
Beil—came from the elements of the bureaucracy which at least according to many
interviewed here dominated the Howard governmient’s greenhouse policy direction: the
Industry portfolio in general and ABARE in particular. Beck, as a consultant, and Beil, who
was headhunted by the SFE for the specific task of making carbon trading happen, were
both strong advocates of the idea. For them it fitted neatly in any effective government
response to greenhouse as a business-friendly, cost-effective, rations! response. It was the
sort of approach which the Howard government was assumed to find more palatable. Had
the notion not been seen as ideclogically and culturally acceptable, even desirable, to the
government of the day, it scems unlikely that the SFE would have supported it, nor that
Beck or Beil would have invested the time and effort they did to advance it. In hindsight,
more conservative forces won the day in cabinet by opposing both emissions trading as
well as alternative regulatory approaches. However, the SFE was certainly motivated by a
mistaken perception that the balance of government ideological sympathy lay with their

side, perhaps not factoring in the extent to which inaction was an alternative for cabinet.
Related policy networks

One important way in which the SFE’s activity in related policy networks drove its
dalliance with carbon trading is that, as we have seen, there was a strong push in the late
1990s for Sydney to become 2 financial centre for the Asia Pacific region, This had the
forceful backing of both the NSW government and the federal government. Ministers in
both Canberra and Sydney were promoting the idea that more and more companies ought to
establish regional headquarters in Sydney, and they alse strongly pushed the idea of a much
more expansive role for existing financial infrastructure in the city: including the ASX .and
the SIFE. This expansionist, and arguably over-blown, atmosphere certainly contributed to
the SFE’s carbon trading push—as an exciting new market in which the organisation could

play a key role in Australia and also in the wider rﬁzgim.‘Sﬂz Tt was also a notion embraced

%2 Look—yon have to remember that through that period of time we had a Treasurer in Australia who
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by them, something which is perhaps reinforced by Les Hosking’s decision in late 1999 to
resign from the Exchange in order to accept a job effectively promoting that concept on

behalf of the government.

The other way in which related policy networks had an influence on the SFE was that the
Exchange had been active in energy-related markets for some time in the lead up to the
Kyoto conference. Coal and oil futures were being picked up by the organisation along
with other energy opportunities. The establishment of the National Electricity Market
(NEM) had been a policy issue which elicited close SFE interest and involvement during
the Hosking era. The notion of a carbon trading market secemed a logical extension of their

existing engagement in emerging energy-related markets 503

Conclusions

Many micro-, meso-, and macro-level factors made it possible for the SFE to engage as it
did in the greenhouse policy network in the very intense way that it did from 1997-2000.
The R&D culture of the organisation was an important precondition and this was closely
linked to its mutval structure. Media coverage and government processes provided an
incentive and opportunity for the carbon trading agenda to be readily promoted. The
momentum flowing from climate change negotiations internationally provided impetus for

the SFE to get involved. However, while these and other forces made their involvement

to be the trading hub of Asia. If Sydney was going to be the trading hub of Asia, then by definition
Sydney was going to be the carbon trading hub of Asia as well. The reality is that Sydney was never
going to be the trading hub of Asia. Singapore would have done us hands down anyway. You know, our
capital market is just not big enough to do it. So there were some very unreal expectations. {So reality
finally jumped up and bit them?} Yes. [18;204-8] You had Michael Egan, you had on tap you could
basically call him up any time vou had something that was promoting or Bob Carr even came along fora
few gigs. Anything that was associated with promoting Sydney as a financial centre was very easy to put
a phone call to his secretary to get him up as a keynote speaker or to introduce a conference or even'a
semtinar session or press session. {And that hysteria has faded away do you think?} I think it’s dropped
off. Both the certainly of emissions trading but even the financial services hub has dropped off a bit in
terms of profile. {L.ess ambitious.} Less ambitious or everyone’s just heard it all before. I think it was a
new story there for a year or two and therefore it would get to the front of the paper rather than the back.
[22;299--307]

593 See previous quote [46;30] under footnote 585 describing this logical progression,

Tony (Beck) in the first instance was an information gatherer and provider of intelligence on the
marketplace and that relationship worked pretty well, but by no means, it wasn’t the initial stimulus of
SFE. I would accredit more of the work, the initial work, to a guy called Julian Fairfield. Julian didn’t get
directly involved in emissions but Julisn Fairfield, who was a principal of a company called Bach
Consuiting, did a lot of work for SFE and traveled with Hosking to Japan on a number of occasions en a
coal project. They had this connection. Hosking since 1997 had been a Director of the National
Electricity Market, NEMCQ, so for this coal they knew what the electricity market was doing and
emissions just ... as soon as they heard it they thought, well there you go, there’s the other leg to that.
{Yes, it’s not a big leap.} No, it’s just a natural progression. [46;58—62]
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possible, even probable, the leadership of Les Hosking drove it. This factor emerges as far

more significant than any other in the SFE’s engagement phase.

The disengagement is not so clear cut. Three main factors appear to have been most
important in the SFE exit from the greenhouse policy network. First, and most obviously,
was the loss of Les Hosking as CEQ at the Exchange. This removed the main patron for
SFE involvement and investment in a CSC market. Second, the demutuslisation of SFE in
2000 resulted in a change in the organisation’s balance of power and a marked shift in
priorities with tnore focus on short ferm results and less willingness to devote resources to
higher risk, longer term propositions. Finally, an uncertain policy environment meant that
the CSC market proposed by the SFE suffered from chronic lack of sufficient investors and
‘Hquidity” to be effective. Of particular importance were the uncertainty related to whether
Kyoto would come into force, the lack of clarity on what rules would apply to emissions
trading internationally, and the associated hesitation by Australian policy makers about
both ratification and emissions trading,
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10

Patterns across the case studies

Introduction

The previous seven chapters have aimed to present research findings in a way that focuses
heavily on the what drove group behaviour in the individual cases. What is not readily
accessible to the reader because of the case by case approach is the extent to which patterns
emerge across the seven case studies. It is not clear, for example, which if any of the micro-
, meso- and macro-level pressures analysed here are consistently important across the cases
and what noteworthy patterns if any emerge. With this in mind, this chapter looks across
the seven case studies. It considers the pattems and variations which emerge and enhance
our understanding of what shapes perceptions of group interest, and in turn, influences
- group behaviour. This enables us to appreciate which are the most commonly significant
pressures and which have proven to be relatively unimportant. It also enables us to consider
how rapid change in these influences can have major consequences in terms of group

behaviour,

Micro-level—patterns, exceptions and observations

The most overwhelming pattern which emerges from this seven case study is that micro-
level group pressures greatly shape perceptions of group interest and influence group
behaviour. Almost without exception, where a group has chosen not to engage in the
greenhouse policy network, all four major micro- influences were instrumental in
dissuading the group—culture, resources, leadership and membership structore.
Conversely, where a group has chosen to engage, these factors have all been significant
incentives. This pattern is similar irrespective of the extent to which external meso- and

macro-level factors have played a role.

At times, there have been major shifts in the level or nature of a group’s engagement—the
AGA, the NAFI, and the SFE are the clearest examples. Tellingly, in all cases this shift has

been linked to major change at the micro-level. It seems no coincidence that all three of
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these dramatic shiffs also all involve simultaneous changes in leadership, culture and

membership structure,

Micro-level organisational forces are found in this research to be critical to assessments of
group interest and consequential group behaviour. They are relatively the more powerful
forces (taking info account how much more often meso- and macro-level factors are found
here to have no impact). Most important, micro-level factors appear to be at the heart of
rapid changes to group involvement in the policy network. Not one of the four main micro-
level forces has been shown to be dominant in the 7 cases studied here, though the evidence
suggests that resources have been somewhat less relevant to rapid shifts in network

involvement than the other three,

The other important observation which can be made and is well illustrated by the AGA,
NAFI, and SFE is that there appear to be powerful feedback loops between the forces
shaping group interest and behaviour. This applies to all levels, but particularly between
micro-level pressures. The result found here is that there is a great deal of inettia associated
with the internal influences on perceived group interest, Consequently, change in group
behaviour in general and in relation fo greenhouse in particular often takes much longer
than might be expected by those looking in from the outside. It tends to occur all at once
after a ‘“tipping point” is reached internally—more often than not helped along by a new
chiel executive or board leader. Revolution under a new leader, rather than evolution
appears 10 be needed to drive significan! shifts in group behaviour and perceptions of
interest. This has certainly been the experience with the change in greenhouse policy
positions with the NAFL, the AGA, and the SFE. While revolution seems unlikely, there are
signs of change at NIF with Peter Corish’s recent comments on the seriousness of global
warming, and at ICA with the elevation of IAG's Michael Hawker to chair the board.
While on the surface this research might suggest that leadership is the most pre-eminent
internal factor, it seems impossible to make that conclusion given the strong evidence in
vartous cases that leadership changes were pre-empted by or co-incided with crucial
cultural and membership related shifis.

Organisational culture

Organisational culture has been a critical influence on group decisions about whether to
engage in the greenhouse network and on the level and type of engagement. In all seven

cases, the organisational culture was found to have played a major role in group decisions.
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The AAC is the only case where the culiure of the organisation exerted sustained pressure
for greater engagement in the network. As we have seen, the culture was aggressive,
ruthless, connected, professional and ‘ready for any fight with the greens.” Personal
ideclogical zeal for the couse was another important characteristic of the AAC. Its staff,
consultants, members and supporfers have been believers in Australian produced
atuminium first and foremost, proud enemies of the “pro-Kyoto brigade’ and true believers
in the AAC’s greenhouse policy position. Crucially, the AAC culture was also largely
homogeneous—a small group of like-minded people used to having their way. According
to all sources covered here—their culture was key to enabling the AAC to be perhaps the

pre-eminent sectoral player in the greenhouse policy network.

In the case of the SFE, the organisational culture has since mid-2000 changed dramatically
with the departure of Les Hosking and many staff along with the demutualisation of the
organisation. However, the Hosking era culture was a highly significant part of the story of
the SFE’s initial forceful engagement in the policy network from 1997-2000. The SFE in
those times was inherently supportive of investiment in potential new markets. The culture
valued a longer term focus, looking over the horizon to the potential of emerging markets
to pfovide the Exchange with an income stream in years to come. The overwhelming
consensus of interview comiments here holds that the SFE culture heavily drove their
greenhouse policy activity. Conversely, the shift towards a listed Exchange and a much
more short-termist culture less supportive of R&D in new market opportunities, helps a
great deal fo explain the SFE’s scemingly permanent departure from the greenhouse
network, Their entrance to and exit from the greenhouse network were both firmiy culture
driven.

Culture was also a powerful force in the five remaining cases; in the case of the Insurance
Council, Tourism Council and NFF exerting heavy pressure not to get too concerned wiih
the policy network. The role of organisational culture is even more instructive with the
AGA and NAFI because changes in the culture were so closely linked to big shifis in
perceptions of group interest and involvement in the policy network. In both cases, a major

break with the previous culture Jed to the groups taking a fresh look at the greenhouse

issue.
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Leadership

Individual leaders have been found repeatedly in this research to have a powerful influence
on the perception of group interest, This has been at the core of the extent, nature, and style
of engagement of groups in the greenhouse policy network in various examples. 801 As
might perhaps be expected there is no inherent correlation between strong leadership and
greater participation in the network—there are too many associated factors, not the least of
which are the likely policy implications for the membership. The NFF case under Wendy
Craik’s leadership provides a good example of a strong leader judging it best for the

organisation to play a watchful but peripheral role,

While there are multiple examples found here to suggest that leaders lacking confidence or
direction tend to be less likely to engage in the network (the TCA and ICA provide the
clearest examples), the opposiie does not appear to hold. Certainly there are good examples
where strong advecacy by a leader has been absolutely ceniral to group engagement-—as
was the case with Les Hosking’s personal crusade on carbon trading at the SFE. However,
even where there has been strong and effective leadership associated with a group which is
very active in the npetwork, that involvement is sometimes not a consequence of the
leadership but rather it has been ancillary to consistent engagement in the network—as has
been the case in the Aluminium Council where other driving forces have been far more

decisive.

However, some interesting patterns do emerge, Most important, dramatic shifts in group
engagement with the policy network do appear to be associated almost always with
changes in organisational leadership. These shifts can be associated with a move into or out
of the network or a significant move from one side of the network to another. The departure
of Les Hosking, for example, was clearly instrumental in the decision taken by the SFE to
abandon carbon trading and largely exit the policy network. The arrival of Bill Nagle was
without doubt isstrumental in bringing on the exit of the AGA from the AIGN and
facilitating a very different AGA position in the policy network. The arrival of Kate Cameli
had a similar effect at NAFL |

% | mean the overwhelming characteristic of involverent by the groups you've listed here in my own
experience is—ihe reading of the interests of the group concerned that is given by the personalifies
employed—is the chief driver. So, if you've got someone who is by nafure very aggressive and
confromuational, then that is the way their group behaves and is represented-they pick up their interest in
that way. If you've got people who are a bit more skilful and subtle then the group behaves that way. 5o,
the style in my observation is not dictated by their interest, it's really dictated by the personality. [2;44]
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This is not to suggest that leadership changes at interest groups always cause shifis—
sometimes they are symptomatic of shifts already under way. In all three cases—NAFI,
SFE and AGA— strong evidence was found to suggest that movement or conditions
conducive to it were already evident prior to the leadership changes.®®> What is clear,
however, is that new leadership can be a very powerful accelerant of change. New leaders
provide the opportunity for a reassessment of group interests, a reappraisal of the group’s

involvement in policy networks. Often, it appears, this opportunity results in quite dramatic
shifts.

However, all groups are not equal when it comes to the reassessment opportunity presented
by leadership change. This research finds that in many cases, there is significant flexibility
for leaders to take their organisations in different directions on greenhouse policy—-the
nature and extent of the group’s engagement are not necessarily pre-ordained in many
cases. Interviews conducted here suggest a great deal of leadership flexibility at the NAFI,
TCA, NFF and ICA (the last two of which may now be tested with Corish and Hawker
respectively). Conversely, there are some circumstances where leadership flexibility is
much more limited. The AAC provides the clearest case where it was almost universally
agreed that leadership change would never change the position of the group—something
probably also true of the AIGN.

595 1 think it has been vastly different since about 1998—and they (the AGA) have taken a whole new
strategic direction..., the Gas Industry has undergone a huge change... {Do you put that down to
individuals?} Yes--I think they have had some savvy individuals on the AGA Executive Board.
{...other people have painted it very much as this individual story with Bill Nagle coming into the
organisation and ever since then it has undergone this revolution?} It started before Bill Nagle, They
were off down that road... {27;28—44] {Do you think Kate Camell’s selection was premeditated by the
organisation recognising that there was a need for a change in direction?} Yes, and that’s not to be
negative 1o her predecessors at all, but you know times change and the industry ... you would have to say
the industry hasn’t won too many battles over the years and you could say that it means we haven’t
fought hard enough or altematively our approach has been wrong or over time has become wrong... It
might have been right once, but we as an industry can’t fight the surge towards environmental thinking
and nor should we... {A lot of people have commented to me about NAFI that there was a kind of siege
mentality... that over the years with this siege mentality there was just more and more of their resources
were dedicated to defending the hardwood guys from the greens ...} That’s why they've split. {...and
hence the split. And so they ended up with a shrinking organisation if they weren’t careful and so it
sounds like what was left of that organisation decided that they needed to have a decisive change in
direction. Would that be ...} I think that’s ... look 1 know that’s what happened. A number of the
principals got together and decided that they had to make some pretty definite decisions here on what
they wanted to do with NAF and [ think the decision was that it had to become more involved in the
debate, you know not just the punch up the greenies debate. [4;88-102] I guess by mid 1999 there were
two areas of slowdown. SFE was totally distracted by its merger discussions with the Australian Stock
Exchange, its demutualisation discussions and se on and we probably, because of those distractions... the
process of development, of driving towards a contract being listed, slowed down. {46;134]
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Two conditions appear to be instramental to leadership flexibility, First, the fewer the
number of issues on the group’s agenda the harder it appears to be to move the position.””
Second, the stronger and clearer the perceived interest of the membership, the less scope
there is for a new leader to change course.®” In the case of the AAC, the group deals with
very few issues and the perceived greenhouse interest is very clear. As such, it is generally
accepted that no new leader could shift the position. With the NAFI, NFF, AGA and others,
however, neither condition has been met and ag a result there has been much greater scope

for movement.

Membership structure

Membership-related characteristics have been central to the participation of all seven case
study groups in the greenhouse policy network. The effect has been mixed. With the
Aluminium Council the structure of the membership generated consistent pressure to play
the strongly active role we have seen over many years. For the NIF, TCA and the ICA,
over many years the membership structure was an obstacle to greater involvement. Then
there are the cases involving major shifts—the NAFI, the AGA and the SFE. In this final
category, changes in the membership structure have been closely connected to major shifts
in the groups’ role in the policy network. This diversity of impact allows various
observations to be made,

First, membership is vitally important as an enabler of group engagement as it helps to

establish a perception of group inferest, which is a necessary precursor of meaningful

5% See previous quote [1;93-97] under footnote 430 in relation to the many issues confronting the TCA
and the difficulty it created in addressing longer term challenges fike climate change.

(Also, with the TCA) ...there were other priorities that strategically were more important. [14;213] (In
relation to the AAC) And that’s because we’re engaged in priority aress, I highlighted those priority
areas as this energy/ greenhouse bit. We do & nomber of other tasks, but they're [ was going to say
peripheral, but they’re not peripheral but they are certainly at a level of magnitude below the focus the
Couneil has in this area. [34;58]

%7 At the end of the day the industry organisations are representative of their constitnencies. And as such
you won't find the head of the Coal Industry Association arguing for the displacement of soal as an
energy source. And you'll always find ESAA and the Aluminiura Council wanting atiention to the
adjustment the economic adjustment implcations, the commercial adjustment implications for their
constituents. Yowll never get away from that reality, {51;190] (For exampie, the AAC) {Do you think
it’s conceivable that there might have been a CEO of the Aluminium Council that would have taken a
significantly different direction on greenhouse ...} No. {Or would you say that the direction is fairly
constrained by the mvierests of the membership on this issue?} I think it’s that. And [ think that any
incoming CEO would find it difficult if he had a positton that was different to that. {So you're not going
o get a John Brown suddenly taking the Aluminium Council off on a boldly different direction on this
issue.} No. Or a Meredith Helicar! (then advocating a greener position within the BCA than the AIGN
would like 10 have seen) [34;142-52]
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participation in a policy network. The fewer members a group has, the easier it is to
perceive common interests and establish consensus, and similarly the more homogeneous
the membership, the easier it is to reach agreement.*® The more democratic, hierarchical,
ot federalist the membership structure, the harder it is to reach consensus on group interest
and network involvement. ®® Finally, it would also appear that the larger and better
resourced the individual members, the more direct the representation, and the more

complete the sectoral coverage, the easier it is for groups to engage effectively. °1°

A comparison between the AAC and the TCA illustrates all of these findings well.
Excluding its associate membership, the AAC has 27 very large corporate members with
many running the same sort of business. They have common interests and shared priorities.
They have a simple group structure at the AAC which allows for quick decisions and
delegation of work to the secretariat. Conversely, the TCA had tens of thousands of
members operating hundreds of different types of businesses—many of them individual

small businesses. The hugely diffuse membership had few perceived common interests and

8% See previous quote [9;238] under footnote 398 regarding the diversity of TCA’s membership and the
organisational problems this creates, and the similar problems encountered by NAFI due to split interests.

{The same interviewee went on to say) ...whereas at the other extreme, the Aluminium Council we talked
about the fact that the small group of members and obviously singing from the same song sheet. [9;238]

809 .. with greenhouse it is much more diffuse and difficult to deal with 100,000 farmers out there who

are your constituents on greenhouse than it is on lamb exports. Whereas with the Aluminium Council,
they are a much closer knit organisation with just a few CEQs and they all know what their interests are.
[48;75] As soon as you start to get into what I would call a representative model where you have one
person representing interests of many—so many—then that one person can obviously represent their own
interests well but not necessarily represent the views or the expectations or behavioural responses of
everyone else they represent. And as the model cascades out from a Council where you have the whole
industry represented by the chief executive officers—the next model would be the whole industry
represented by people two or three tiers down in the organisation who aren’t in a position to make
decisions without reference back to head office or to the top. The next one is where you have only some
of the industry represented on the board and that is by design or some of the companies opting not to be
involved. That becomes sort of a further step away from a coherent response. Then I think you have
some of the Tourism Council of Australia type models—and there are probably two categories there—
onte where you have got nominated representatives in an elected sense—and the other one where you
have people from state based organisations representing everyone in that State whether they are elected
or whether it is part of the state based Council with its own agenda. You are starting to bring together a
set of totally different representational agendas I think as opposed to a direct company decision-making
ability, {40;230]

819 See previous quote [54;122] under footnote 61 regarding the correlation of power and influence with
groups which have relatively small rich memberships—or ‘the five star membership.’

{Perhaps—contrasting the different types of membership arrangement with say the Aluminium Councii
for example whether only § or so very large players all of a similar mind versus—and I do not want to
put words into your mouth here but just by way of example-—say the Tourism Council where they're
representing 40,000 or so members, mostly mum and dad bed and breakfast owners?} I think you've hit
on the main thing. Where you have direct company representation, and you have full sector coverage on
the board of an association you have probably got the most effective response, the most effective ability
to address greenhouse and greenhouse response strategy. [40;228--30]
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priorities. Decision making by the TCA was alse complicated by the role of state chapters

and various internal commitiees. The consequences in greenhouse policy have been stark.

While groups fike the TCA have battled to reach member consensus partly because of their
organisational structure, the membership arrangemients have acted to accelerate consensus
in other groups like the AAC and enabled them to play an effective role in the network, The
NFF, and for many years the AGA, provide other good examples where the membership

coverage and structure contributed to a slower establishment of group consensus.

The other observation to be made is that membership changes have been central factors in
major changes in greenhouse network involvement by the groups studied here, In every
case where there was a big shift in the extent and/or nature of a group’s engagement (AGA,
NAFI, SFL) there has also been a big change in the membership arrangements. At the
AGA, the departure of the large gas producers led to a much more proactive AGA position
and the organisation’s very public fallout with the AIGN. The departure of the plantation
industry appears to have shaken some in NAFI, and laid the ground for the arrival of Kate
Carnell and a more proactive stance. Conversely, the demutualisation of the SFE was

central to the exit of the Exchange from carbon trading and the greenhouse network.

As these examples show, the impact of membership change can run in either direction.
Dilution of membership in the case of the SFE facilitated less involvement, whereas
concentration of membership led to increased and changed engagement for the AGA and
NAFT (perhaps because it is easier to achieve AAC-like consensus). These membership
issues, however, are intricately tied up with ¢hanges in leadership and organisational
culture with none being clearly dominant. Like these other changes, they would appear to
be pewerful in paving the way for reappraisal of group interest and involvement in policy
networks.

Resources

The results of this research confirm that interest group resources are an influence on the
extent of group engagement. Whilst they have the benefit of significantly more resources
(particularly financial and political) than most public interest groups, for example, the
seven cases examined here demonstrate that limited resources remains a perennial problem

for business interest groups. Every organisation considered-—with the possible exception of
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the Aluminium Council-—had considerably more work to do than its resources would

allow.

For those who have not been consistently engaged in the greenhouse network but might
reasonably have been expected to be (based on the views of network players, or indeed by
their own public remarks) there would seem to be a superficial argument at least to suggest
that lack of resources has been a factor. Heavy commitments elsewhere and the comparably
very high information barrier to entry and consistent engagement in the greenhouse debate
have arguably made it more difficult to justify the allocation of scarce resources to serious
involvement in the greenhouse network. This has arguably been a factor in the case of the
TCA, ICA and to a lesser extent NAFI and NFF—with the TCA perhaps the strongest

example.

However, upon closer analysis, the argument appears fragile. The clear implication of the
‘we didn’t have the resources” argument is that *had we had more resources we would have
been more engaged.” Upon closer scrutiny it would appear that more resources would have
- made little difference in the above-mentioned cases.®!! In this way, resources are somewhat
different to the other micro-level factors considered here. That is, while changes in
leadership, membership and culture have driven big shifts in greenhouse network

involvement this is not true of changes in resources.

Clearly for the AAC, their access to virtually limitless resources has underpinned their
strong and effective engagement. So, to the extent that plentiful resources enable groups to
fund effective campaigns, they are obviously an important influence on behaviour.
However, plentiful resources do not necessarily lead to close and consistent engagement as
is evident from the ICA example. Judgments about the relative priority of the issue are far

more important than the level of resources available to a group. °*?

Where resources appear to have a significant role is in influencing a group’s capacity to

even consider the relative priority of a new or unfamiliar issue. Where an organisation is

11 When you go down their list of priorities industry associations can only deal with the top 10 per cent
of their priorities properly and if the issue’s not in that top 10 per cent then it falls off. {But it’s not that
they don’t have the resources, it’s ...} They devote them somewhere else. {If they had ten times the
resources would they get to greenhouse?} Probably, {What about twice?} No. {Probably not?} Probably
not. [19;267--83]

8121 think that’s true and 1 think that for many of the industry organisations where the interest has not
been centre stage, front of mind, a key priority concern, they find they simply cannot afford to commit
the resources required to fully appreciate what’s at stake...
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pre-occupied with high profile battles {as with ICA and NAFT} or fighting a huge range of
issues (as with NFF and TCA) they appear to be inherently disinclined to take more on.
This tendency seems even more pronounced where the issue in question is considered
complex, not immediately threatening, and resource intensive. Thus, it would sgem that
lack of resources has fed into organisational inertia and indifference towards the
greenhouse network, Groups like the ICA, TCA, NAFI and NFF have appreciated the
significant resources required o be a major player in the greenhouse debate and
consistently made the decision to stay on the periphery. The long term, complex, resource
intensive nature of the issue has made that decision easier and prevented a deeper
assessment of group interest.*™ Thus, lack of resources does appear to be connected to

feedback loops with other micro-level forces strengthening the status quo. *

Meso-level—patterns, exceptions & observations

A wide range of factors operating at this level were influential. In particular this research
finds that the key meso-level factors are: policy implications, policy Himitations, coalition
activity, and scientific uncertainty. Less important but at times significant in eliciting
activity have been government processes, parliamentary processes, international processes
and government greenhouse paolicy. This is not to say that no other factors have had an
influence; however, beyond what has already been said in the case study chapters the ones

covered below have had a broader significance.

41 ¥ don't know that in that sense that environment issues are intrinsically different than say health issues
ar others. {Do you think, though, that greenbouse as an issue has a higher information barrier to entry
and other environmental issues?} Oh—yes it dogs—1I'm sorry-—the difference between greenhouse and
most other environment issues is that # has mueh broader ramifications pofentially much bigger
ramifications. One way of putting that, if you like, is that greenhouse impacts on the macro-economy—I
can't think off hand of another environment issue that could really be said to have perceptible impacts on
the macro-economy over a long period of time. They obviously have bnpacts on the micro-geonomy.
And it js international much much more—so yes—it Is much bigger and more complex than almost any
other environment issue, {43;198-20G2] :

812 .there’s another factor that’s relevant in all this and that is the complexity of the agenda. If you track
back the history the way you've been doing and recognise what's been involved in keeping pace with Rie
itself in 792, followed by the whole COP process, followed by the negotiation in Kyoto, followed by the
detailed work that’s been done in arcas like new and rencwables and emissions irading, you're talking
about a very complex agenda that for many people sees their eves just glaze over. {So the information
barriers to enter into the debate are so high that many of them just walk away?} 1 think that’s frue and I
think that for many of the industry organisations where the interest hos not been centre stage, front of
mind, a key priority concern, they find they simply cannot afford to commit the resources required to
fully appreciate what's at stake. [51;130-34]
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Policy implications

Policy implications should not be confused with notions of ‘vested interest,” Here, the term
refers to the perceived consequences of government policies which might be used to
address an issue. As has been explored in Chapter I, the concept of vested interest is
constructed out of many elements. It is a perception which is not quantifiable in any
meaningful sense because it incorporates financial and non-financial costs and benefits
which are in turn shaped (and arguably distorted) by a range of micro-, meso- and macro-
forces.’® A group’s perception of the likely implications of policies available to
government would logically seem to heavily drive the assessments of group interest, and in
turn the extent and urgency of network engagement. The case studies certainly support the
idea that policy implications for a group can sometimes be clear. A carbon tax resulting in
higher electricity prices would in all likelihood hurt the Australian aluminium industry.
Yet, more often than not policy implications are not clear cut—they may be multi-faceted

given the complexity of issues involved.

An issue may present both positive and negative implications. This was clearly the case
with the TCA who recognised that policies aimed at reducing global warming might lessen
very long term damage to the barrier reef and snowfields, but also lead to higher jet-fuel

and electricity costs in the near term. It was similarly the case with the NFF for whom

®15 See previous quote [54;122] under footnote 61 highlighting small, rich *five star” memberships.

...they represent what they see as the interests of their members [9;66] All the associations have their
Board of Directors made up of their members or represents some of their members on their Board so they
can’t deviate too far away from the core interests of their members they’ll get pulled into line very
rapidly... {29;37]The minute you start to represent a diverse group of people, unless you’re somewhat
suicidal in your approach to these things and there have been some examples of that, you must have
cognisance of the varying interests that you have to represent and it creates a significant problem in terms
of being able to have an impact in the public debate ... [37;187] At the end of the day we basically
articulate the wishes of our members and it depends. If you would have had someone that was more
interested in greenhouse as opposed to profitability issues yes, sure, but they wouldn’t have been in the
job for too long because they weren’t actually making member businesses tick, so while certainly you
could have had someone different it’s all about balancing diverse interests that are confronting the
industry and there were a massive number of diverse ones confronting the industry over that time. {So
you think to a large extent the position of the group on the issue is just preordained by the perceived
interests of the members?} Oh well certainly you’re constrained by that. You’re constrained by their
interests. [1;149—153] {can you conceive that there might have been a different leader of one or more of
these groups who could have taken the group in a very different direction in greenhouse or is the
direction of leadership pretty much constrained by the interests of the group or is the answer to that
question different in different industries. Is there more flexibility in say the farmers’ response to say
Aluminium?} At the end of the day the industry organisations are representative of their constituencies.
And as such you won’t find the head of the Coal Industry Association arguing for the displacement of
coal as an energy source. And you’ll always find ESAA and the Aluminium Council wanting attention to
the adjustment the economic adjustment implications, the commercial adjustment implications for their
constituents. You'll never get away from that reality. [51;188-90]
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policy proposals for carbon credits from agro-forestry were an opportunity while policy
measures to reduce livestock methane emissions was likely to be a threat, For the Insuranice
Council, policy to reduce giobal warming is clearly a positive as it reduces the long term
risk of damage from extreme weather events, but greater insurance industry involvement
risks throwing an unwelcome spotlight on existing c¢ross-subsidisation practices and
threatens insurer investments in carbon intensive industry. The seven cases are full of such
examples of mixed policy implications which have to be weighed up by interest groups.5®
Inevitably, judgments on each facet are laden with assumptions, many of which are
themselves open to debate. For example, various models endeavouring to caloulate the
costs and benefits to individual industries and the nation from Kyoto Protocoi ratification,
have generated vastly dissimilar results by using different and highly contested
assumptions.’”’ As a result, it would appear that policy implications are not cut and dried
most of the time. They are complex, often mixed, and highly debatabie-—as has cerfainly

been the case with climate change.

The reflexively anti-green movement culture of the NAFI was, for example, an important
influence on that organisation’s long-term negative perception about climate change policy
implications. The similarly conservative, anti-green culture of the NFF drove sceptical
assumptions about the seriousness of climate change as a policy threat to Australian
agriculture for many vears. The financial sector comfort zone of the ICA--a culture simply
not at home in the climate change network—continues to foster policy implication
assessments which discourage network engagement. The domination of the AGA culture
by large gas producers with interests in coal and oil provides another good example. In that

case, cultural and membership issues drove inertia on greenhouse policy—feeding

B (For example — in relation to the AGA) {What do you put that fack of activity down 07} [ would
imagine internal conflicting interests, short and long term within the group. {The fact that some of their
players have got coal interests as well as gas and that sort of thing?}Yes. [54;32~8] I suspect that some
of their members see greenhouse as a double-edged sword really, | mean they probably feel that white
there might be some medinn term benefits there might be some long term risks of being too proactive on
greenhouse. And even within their member companies there might be some contlicting interests anyway.
[53;15] {In relation to the Tourism Couneil) I think it probably is still a mixed interest story really, Again
you have the problem of long term interests versus short term costs. {53;55] (Re: NFF and NAYT) NAFL
and the NFF are probably fadrly similar—mixed interests [53;173] (in relation to other organisations} the
BCA and most of the umbreila groups suffer from split interests. They suffer from internal contradictions
on the issue. [50;36] (Regarding the ICA) Again [ think there’s, the industry overall ruaybe has been a bit
tactical again because again they do have Interests on both sides of this, [29;113]

817 ¥or example, the Howard government has heavily promated one study which was prepared using the
ABARE GTEM (global trade and environment model) model and Warwick McKibbin's G-cubed model.
This study found that Australia’s economy would be twice as badly off if Australia ratified the Kyoto
Protocal than if it stayed out of the protocol. Conversely, a report by the Kyoto Protocol Ratification
Advisory Group found that Australia’s economy would be more than twice as badly off it Australia
chose not to ratify compared with a scenario in which Australia did ratify (Kemp 2002b; 2002¢; Cabinet
Office of NSW 2063:12).
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assessments which had less to do with the policy implications for Australian gas and more

{0 do with those for coal and oil.

The assertions made here are also reinforced by the examples of change found in the case
studies. As we have scen with the AGA, NAFI, and SFE, there have been significant shifis
at times in the forces which impact on the subjective assessments by groups about the
implications of greenhouse policy. Where this has occurred it has not been uncommon to
see completely different assessments of group interest. This was the case at the AGA post-
Nagle, and with NAFI post-Carnell.5'® This reinforces the notion that policy implications
are not set in concrete and that that group behaviour is not driven by clear objective
interests. Rather, it is the likely implications arising from government policy action that are
part of a group’s assessment of its interests, and this assessment is in twn strongly
nfluenced by (}théf factors at the micro- , meso- and macro-levels, which, as the cases here

show, are not always static.
Policy limitations

As might be reasonably expected, policy limitations are also found here to have an
important influence—more often than not as a disincentive to group engagement. Possibly
the most obvious example of that was the NFF, which took some advantage of the reality
that policy measures to reduce greenhouse emissions in the agricultural sector would be
difficult in a technical and practical sense when compared with other sectors like transport
and electricity generation. The NFF, therefore, was able to ‘sit on the sidelines’ of the
greenhouse policy network much of the time, knowing that there was little serious risk of

government policy attention to them.

Conversely, the very same policy limitations acted as an incentive for involvement by the
Aluminium Council—that is, the comparative ease with which the electricity sector eould
be targeted in policy terms made intensive electricity consumers fike the Aluminium sector

even more vulnerable to government attention. Interview data strongly supports the notion

18 1t is also interesting to note that the NFF has now made a completely different assessment of climate
change to that which dominated during this research. The new NFF president, Peter Corish told the
National Press Club in 2004, ‘Possibly the biggest risk facing Australian farmers in the coming century is
that of climate change, Australis is a country of climatic extremes, with around B0 per ceni of farm profit
made in around 30 per cent of years. Climate change predictions for South-Eastern Australia forecast
more frequent extreme drought events, higher temperatures, lower rainfall and possibly increased
aevaporation as 4 vesult. The mmplications of such changes for agricultursl production, particularly
cropping, are obvicus and we must take action to manage the business risks that are posed by these
changes’ (Corish 2004:7).

306



that the same policy limitation incentive applied strongly to others representing high energy
use sectors— for example. the Minerals Council of Australia, the APPEA, the ESAA, the
CIF and the AIGN coalition.

In the case of the SFE, policy limitations alse ultimately proved to be a catalyst for
disengagement. The bulk of the SFE story is associated with the leadership and departure
of Les Hosking, and to a lesser degree changes in membership and culture at the
organisation soon afterwards. However, there is no question that the continued lack of a
legal framework and certainty required for a carbon trading market was a factor in the SFE
decision to disengage from the greenhouse policy network. Notwithstanding the debate
over whether Australia might have unilaterally introduced an emissions irading system in
the absence of an international system (just as it has unilaterally committed to meeting its
Kyoto target without ratifying the protocol) the international uncertainty limited options
considered viable within the federal government. ** This limitation contributed to the lost

greenhouse opportunity at the SFE.

§1% {There weren’t any regulatory measures in the *97 package for anybody except the electticity sector

and minbmum energy petformance standards for equipment. And objectives for the car indusiry which
haven't yet been actually agreed and defivered. But nonetheless agriculture wasn’t exactly singled oul
with what you would say would be a proportionate attention given its coniribution to the inventory.
Perhaps that takes into account the relative contributions to emissions growth?} It’s both & combination
of contribution 0 emissions growth and the ease with which, in that *97 package, you could identify
measures. The technical ease, the technical ability. One of the great advantages from a regulatory point of
view of the energy intensive sector and, athough agriculture is relatively energy intenmsive, is the
concentration. You can move upstrean in the carbon use or carbon production cycle and you end up with
fewer and fewer plavers that are concerned. [54;66-701 (In relation to the relative ease of imposing
greenhouse costs on business versus consumers) There is an anti capitalist element In the greenhouse
debate that is real. However when it starts to get in the way of trying to take decisions that can lower the,
reduce the environmental footprint of energy intensive industry and energy supply sectors, then iCs a
nonsense and that’s-~the example par excellence of this is the inability of this country to come up with
an end use energy officiency program that would deliver us an outcome that’s world’s best practice or
equivalent to workd’s best practice, We've caloulated that by 2010 that could reduce emissions in this
country by 20 to 30 million tonnes a year. I’s not a particularly popular issue with business or with
government and not feast becanse it fits into this area of well, who do you impose it on? A bunch of
refiners or power stations or anything of that sort are a bloody sight easier to impose a regulation or a
command or whatever it is on than 900,000 busipesses, 8% million electricity customers and all the rest
ofus. [37;2271]

20 For example, on the one hand the federal government said that emissions trading in Australia would
only be considered if there were an international emissions trading system in place, See, for example, the
LNG Action Agenda launched by then Industry Minister, Senator Minchin, which stated that “The
Government will only implement a mandatory domestic emissions frading scheme if the Kyoto Protoco]
is ratified by Australia and enters into force, and there is 2n established international emissions trading
regime’ Liquefied Natural Gas, Action Agenda 2000, Depariment of Industry, Science and Resources,
Canberra, 2000 p.6; On the other hand, the governunent also implied that Australian pardicipation in the
Kyoto Protocol was conditional wpon US ratifying. As Senator Hill told media in July 2001 We accepted
the Kyoto Protocol, we've signed i, we accepted our target... it's more complicated now because of the
US wanting to reconsider its policies but we just have to accept that complication and work out the best
way forward... what we do know is that we need the US if we're going to get an effective global
response. They are as T said a quarter of global emissions, they are about a third of developed country
esmissions, and this whole process is cnly going to work effectively if evervbody aceepts their fair share
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There are many other examples among the case studies analysed here where policy
limitations contributed to group interest and group decision-making. Without question, they

appear to play a very important role in determining how organisations responded.

Coalition activity

Coalition activity has been another very important force in shaping group engagement.
Some groups have seized an opportunity to be involved in coalition activity in order to
convey to government and the wider community the impression that their position carries
more clout. This could, for example, be said of the AAC, which, while it engaged directly
in negotiations with government, also saw great value in being a part of the AIGN and a
narrower coalition with the Cement Industry Federation and the Australian Paper Industry
Council. ‘Strength in numbers’ and ‘presenting a larger front,” in a context where interests
are sufficiently similar not to discourage association, appear to have been the primary
reasons why groups have made use of coalition opportunities. In most cases (TCA, NAFIL,
AGA, ICA, NFF and SFE), opportunities have been missed in spite of apparent shared
group interest because cultural baggage and other factors precluded collaboration with

potential allies.

Saving resources has certainly been an issue for some members in that for example the
AIGN puts on regular meetings and sends out regular information and this saves each
member some resources in keeping up with the issue. Resources can also be saved where
the AIGN lodges submissions to government and this saves some members doing one of
their own. However, for the core members of the AIGN (for example, AAC, MCA, ACA,
APPEA, CIF) saving resources has been more of a fringe benefit than an explanation for
group involvement in coalition activity. For these groups, it appears unlikely that different
membership costs and resources savings associated with AIGN membership would have
significantly altered their involvement. In fact, there is some evidence to suggest that the
AIGN has cost rather than saved resources for the core members, because they have had to

contribute a disproportionately great share on occasion—especially in funding research. To

of the burden. Hill, Robert Transeript of Interview with ABC Radio, Bonn July 18 2001, Taking the two
together, US disengagement from the Kyoto Protocol effectively limited any policy move to a domestic
emissions frading scheme,
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the extent that this has occurred there has been a free riding factor at play for the less

prominent AIGN members, even some organisations outside the ATGN. %!

For some groups, the costs of involvement in coalition activity provide a convenient reason
for non-participation buf usually disguise deeper reasons not to engage. The NFF is a
perfect example. While it cited financial reasons as a reason for its ¢ventual decision not to
be active in the AIGN, this research conclusively finds that it was a perception of separate
interests which dissuaded the NFF-—a feeling that they did not want the agricultural sector
to be “used’ by the AIGN to share the costs of what was perceived as an environmental
policy probiem largely created by others in the energy sector. The NFF was better off with
its tendency to ‘catch and kill its own’®* rather than enhancing the credibility of the AIGN
by being a part of it

Overall, decisions on group activity in coalitions come down to judgments about the value
to be gained from involvement. These judgments are less about cost and more about the
perceived degree of shared interest, strategic relevance and group compatibility. The
decision of the AGA to opt into the AIGN, and then to withdraw was based on two such
judgments taken before and after a significant shift in the make-up of the AGA membership
and a change in leadership. The AGA’s on-again, off-again decisions in and out of tentative
cooperation with green groups like the ACF reflect continuing oscillation in judgments
about shared interest and compatibility. The assessment was that these factors were not
sufficiently aligned to warrant more formalised, lasting collaboration. While the TCA was &
group under serious financial pressures their decision not io be part of the AIGN or any

other greenhouse coalition was again shown here not to be money-related. While money

#1 See previous quote [37;951 under footnote 440 regarding the reluctance of some groups to forroally
join AIGM when it was “put your money on the fiidge time.’

When the AIGN does work, or it gets some consultancy work done, it has to rzise extra funds, so the
funds that it has to exist as ap organisation are quite minimal. They are operational just in the sense of the
people and the necessary infrastructure and whatever, operating expenses, so whenever they want to do
some research they have o say to the members, look, who's prepared to throw some money i, and 1
think without fail the Coal Association would have put in the hat every time and [ would think so has the
Aluminium Council every time. Those two probably every time, and it is alse true that the Coal
Association has helped in other ways. I said to you before that it's had a representative at these
international meetings, every one of them, and that's partially to also bolster the AJGN’s presence at
those meetings, so 1 guess that’s ... so I guess that’s the perception, but the perception that the ACA
funds the work for the AIGN is not right. [ mean all those projects would have eight, nine or ten people
chucking money in. [19;379] ...the perceived benefits of a group of associations working together
through the Australian Industry Greenhouse Network is a good example of where people belicve they can
collectively gain more than individually---but even there you have got up in some people who would say
that the groups who continue to sit outside the AIGN despite approaches are prepared to five ride on the
back of the ATGN achievements, [40;262]

2 137:31)
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was a constant and ultimately fatal problem for the TCA itz decision to remain outside the
AIGN was based on an assessment about whether such coalition activity was sufficiently

refevant and compatible with TCA inferests.

This research also finds that cultural affinity can be another major factor in the cmergence
of coalition activity and the decisions by individual groups to participate. In the case of the
AIGN, as will be expanded upon later, there was a crucially important cultural affinity
story associated with this coalition activity in that the individual players involved came
from a very close similar career background, had known and worked with each other for
years, and had broadly very similar ‘world views’ on matters either directly or indirectly
associated with climate change. These individuals were powerful influences upon their
organisations and they have played a major role in succeeding 1o engage their respective
industry associations in coalition activity, Without their advocacy, and the previous
relationships built with each other over many years, it seems unlikely that the AIGN would

have been anything like as active or effective.

The final important finding about coalition activity made here is that it can act as a very
powerful disincentive for organisations which are considering a role in the network. Where
a poliey network is dominated by a powerful coalition of interest groups it would appear
that other groups considering a contrary role can be intimidated by the coalition and
ultimately dissuaded from heavy involvement. This scarecrow effect certainly appears to
have been an important factor in Australia’s greenhouse policy network. For the TCA and
ICA the collective power and overwhelming edge entoyed by the AIGN appears to have
made close involvement in the network on the green side of the debate all too hard. For
others, tike the NFF and the NAFI, this was also a problem but perhaps more significant
was a cultural disinclination to take on fellow industry associations. The intimidation factor
of the powerful AIGN coalition also appears to have for many years succeeded in keeping
the AGA in line. Beyond the group of cases studied bere, there is also strong evidence
discussed further below to suggest that umbrella groups such as the BCA and AIG (which
toyed with greener positions than the AIGN) were also discouraged from straying from the
AIGN line in part because of the latter’s intimidating presence. In short, where there has
been a powerfia coalition other groups have thought twice about whether taking them on is
worth the fight.
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Related government policy agenda

There is little doubt that government policy—especially where either policy change occurs
or it appears that it might—has been influential in contributing to group decisions about
their level of engagement. The influence is generally not a decisive one except for major
government decisions which can occagionally cause a shift in the centre of gravity of the

policy network.

These shifts in centre of gravity occurred, for example, when the Hawke government
announced serious emission reduction commitments (as opposed to the previously vague
targeis) following the establishment of the FCCC in 1992, Without question, this drove
rapid and sustained participation from precursors to the AAC and AIGN. Similarly, in
1997, when the federal government unexpectedly won a deal which it believed it could live
with in Kyoto, the AAC shifted its position to conditional support for the protocol.” Then
in early 2001, when the US announced it would not participate, and the Howard
government followed suit, AAC support for the Protocol evaporated and their opposition
bardened. The same is true of most of the resources sector represented by the AIGN in the
debate.

These examples demonstrate that government policy can move, and has partly moved, the
centre of gravity of the network with major decisions. However, most of the time it would
appear that government policy amnouncements have a minimal impact—generally not
making the difference between groups deciding to engage or not, and generally not
influencing the policy position of a group. Government policy appears fo have two
recurring impacts: it reinforces group trends already under way, and sometimes it leads tc a
re-ordering of priorities in a group’s network activities in terms of how and what they seek

to influence by their involvement in the network.

Where government policy reinforces existing trends, these trends are already being driven
primarily by other factors—most commonly policy implications and limitations along with
micro-level factors. The trends can be in either direction, heartening the position of those

groups which agree with the government and adding momentum to their efforts, or

¥ According to a September 2000 AAC submission to a parliamentary inguiry into the Kyoto Protocol
{AAC2000:3), ‘The aluminium industry has consistently made clear that it supported the government it
the outcome achieved at the COP3 negotiations i1 Kyoto, even though the final result has some flaws
from the aluminburn industry’s perspective.. Some vital principles were incorporated indo the Protocol,
partly as a result of the Australian government’s stance.’
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dampening the level of enthusiasm among those who disagree. They can foster greater or
lesser engagement depending on the circumstances, but what appears 1o be clear is that
most government policy movement does not directly determine whether groups act or not

and it appears to have only a marginal impact on the extent of engagement.

The case studies provide some good support for this argument. For example, the Howard
government had a long-standing policy of supporting differentiated targets for FCCC
countries which were likely to have binding obligations to reduce emissions under the
Kyoto Protocol. If this could be achieved, there was in-principle government support for
both a domestic emissions trading system and for Australian participation in international
emissions trading. With Australia obtaining approval for differentiation and a Kyoto
Protocol emissions reduction target acceptable to the Howard government, many saw a
green light for emissions trading—including the Environment Minister. In a media release
titled, ‘Kyoto Agreement a Win for the Environment,” Senator Hill (1997¢) said: “The
Kyoto Protocol protects Australia’s export competitiveness and employment prospects in
Australia’s substantial mineral processing and energy export industries... The agreement to

establish a greenhouse gas emissions trading regime will be an essential component of
this.’ |

For groups like the Sydney Futures Exchange, this was a powerful signal which reinforced
their efforts to play a role in any trade. However, it is important to appreciate that this
campaign was already under way. It was not driven by government policy movement,
rather it was reinforced. Conversely, when the government signed on to the Kyoto Protocol
(as distinct from ratifying it) some groups like the TCA misunderstood the issue to be
resolved and not requiring any further attention on their part. However, once more, the
TCA disengagement was not new—it was a trend already under way and the Howard

government’s initial enthusiasm for the Kyoto Protocol only reinforced this existing trend.

Then, when the Howard government steadily backed away from this position it added
significant credibility, momentum, and enthusiasm {o the AAC’s efforts, whilst delivering a
series of blows to the hopes of environmental organisations. This hardened the campaign of
the AAC and its allies in the AIGN. Conversely, the green movement’s campaign has lost
momentum and floundered. However, on both sides it is difficult to see that the government
policy change led to any major change in the level of engagement by either side. It might
be argued that the NAFI is one such example. The government’s decision to acquiesce in

certain rules appears to have changed the position of NAFI from one of interest and

312



cautious optimism about opportunities to indifference, scepticism and cynicism (a position
which has changed significantly again under Kate Carnell’s leadership). For NAFI,
government endorsed movement in the internaiional process meant the debate did not
Jjustify allocation of significant resources. However, it could be argued that this trend was
already under way with NAFIL, Meanwhile with the backing away from Kyoto and the
unambiguous announcement by Senator Minchin that Australia would not have any
emissions trading before 2008 the SFE could see that the writing was on the wall for their
short to medium term hopes of running a nationally-sanctioned carbon trading market,
Once more, though, the SFE retreat was already under way because of other factors—

government policy announcements reinforced rather than caused it.

The second way in which government policy appears to influence group activity is to re-
order the list of priorities for groups which are engaged in terms of where they allocate
their resources in the network. That is, where government policy moves it may necessitate a
reallocation of time and effort on the part of participants in the network. For example, after
the Kyoto deal was reached, groups like the AAC rapidly devoted resources to the technical
aspects of the Protocol and the international negotiations to finalise these. Por them this
was the policy arena of greatest importance. Then, when the government decided to
proceed with an MRET, the AAC and others in the AIGN rapidly repositioned and diverted
resources to attend to what they viewed as a clear and immediate domestic greenhouse
policy threat.

Similarly, when the government asked the AGO {o conduct a series of discussion paper
consultations on emissions frading, this caused a rapid shift of resources to communicate
the different inferests of various groups (for example, AAC and AGA). The NFF’s reaction -
to the government’s Safeguarding the Future statement in 1997 is another instructive
example. Because the statement involved no significant policy attention to agriculture, it
created an incentive for the NFF to continue to be relatively disengaged. There was a
minimal allocation of resources to the sequestration opportunities, but the prospect of any
*taxes on cows’ was gone along with any serious government attention to emissions from

agriculture. Again, this reinforced an existing trend.
Government and/or departmental processes

Government processes and agendas have at times driven a great deal of activity by groups.

This is perhaps hardly surprisingly given that government decisions to launch a process are
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viewed in the policy network as often being a sign of government concemn and/or
indecision—at the very least they are often a prelude to government policy decisions and
actions. Therefore, they can be expected to raise the level of interest among groups and
possibly heighten the tempo of the debate. While there have been partial exceptions which
are discussed below, generally government processes have not been major influences on
group decisions about their greenhouse position or level of engagement. Similarly,
government processes {(as distinct from government policy) have in the main not been
decisive in making or changing an interest group’s mind or steering them in a different

path.

This is an important finding given the wide variety of government processes on greenhouse
over many years. However it is not to suggest that the processes are all irrelevant. While
these processes have not been decisive in eliciting a major change in course they have
driven greater group activity and made an incremental contribution to advancing group
decisions and policy positions more rapidly than might otherwise have been the case.
Perhaps the most widely noted impact of these processes (for example, AGO Emissions
Trading Discussion Papers, Business Dialogue, the COAG Energy Markets Review, the
ESD process, the MRET review, the NGAP and others) is that they have forced some
groups to look more closely at the issue than they otherwise would. In this research, the
comment has regularly been made that government processes forced groups to work their
position out where previously greenhouse had languished in the too hard basket. Awareness
of a time-restricted government process can make a group to form a view, particularly

when there is an explicit invitation from government for input from the group.

In some cases, whilst perhaps not decisive, this has been a catalyst for some evolution in
group positions. While the influence is not direct, there is evidence to suggest that
government processes did contribute to a crystallization of the policy positions in the NFF
and the AGA. In the case of the NFF, this better understanding contributed to a decision not
to participate in the AIGN, nor to play a prominent role in the debate. Similarly, the AGA
found after its own internal greenhouse policy review, and following a change in leadership
and significant membership shifts in the late 1990s that it was no longer comfortable
signing on to AIGN submissions purporting to represent the interests of the AGA. The

mere existence of government processes presented decision points which helped to bring
this {o a head.
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As to why government processes have not been more successful in broadening the range of
groups playing an active role in the policy network (in spite of government efforts to
achieve this) there appear to be a few reasons. One factor has been the lack of
persuagiveness on the part of government officials who have not been able to convince
groups not central to the debate 1o get involved. Another factor has been the relatively high
information barrier fo entry into the debate. Groups that have not devoted the resources to
the issue are not going to ‘make fools of themselves® by submitting something they know is

*half-baked’ on an unfamiliar issue.

However, the most overwhelming reason is that the way in which the government frames
its processes has significant consequences. Tt would seem that these processes are usually
associated with a government agenda such that a process is only launched when the
government has something in mind in terms of the views it seeks and often the policy
options it wants to pursue. This, not surprisingly, limits the range of input and the process
outcomes. Invitations may be issued far and wide and announcements made in all the
newspapers. However, the message does not always get through to the decision makers at
group level that government genuinely wants their views. Even when the message does get
through it can go ignored because of a perception that the game is rigged and the outcome
predetermined anyhow. This problem is linked to the way government frames the process:
the make-up of any advisory board, the timeframe, the terms of reference, the type of input
sought, the process by which input is considered and so on. Decisions on all of these issues
can have a powerful effect, skew the process in one way or another, and have significant
influence on which groups take part.

I the greenhouse network, it could be argued that these decisions merely reflect the reality.
AIGN members are undoubtedly among the most consistent and enthusiastic players in the
network and, it could be argued, they put themselves in a better position to take advantage
of government processes, even as they are being formulated. The ubiquitous presence and
unflinching attention of organisations like the AAC to these processes ensures that they are
always represented and their view is always taken into account. An alternative argument is
that the government is biased towards the AIGN view on climate change. Whatever the
explanation, the view of many interviewed here is that government decisions about

greenhouse policy processes have gone the way of the blockers.5*

% 1 think you could also say it’s fair to say that the let's say the carbon club have been very instrumental
in making sure, if vou like, they're always af the table and there hasn't been equitable representation for
other parts of the industry, including, in particular, renewables, | mean | participated in some meetings
from time to time, but [ mean i°s the AJGN and their ik that have been driving these processes. [23;56]
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For example, the work of ABARE has at various times reflected perceptions by groups
which reinforce this point—with some groups devoting time, activity, and significant sums
of money to the ABARE process because they sense an opportunity to boost their position,
while others view it as being rigged against them.®”* The best documented example is the
funding of the MEGABARE climate change model for which interest groups (inchuding
companies) reportedly paid $50,000 or more for a seat on the steering commitiee
overseeing the ABARE modelling work. The steering committee included core AIGN
members and major coal and petroleum producers. %*° The renewables sector was not
represented, and requests by the ACF to have the fee waived in order to grant it a seat on

the steering committee were reportedly denied (Hamilton 2001:57-8).

Interview data collected here would suggest that most greenhouse related government
policy process have tended to favour the AIGN side of the debate. The COAG Energy
Market Review is a good example. The review was led by former Howard government
minister and long time coal industry advocate, Warwick Parer. The review panel included
former Woodside Petroleum executive, David Agostini, and Mr Paul Breslin. Previously a
director-general of the Queensland Department of Minerals and Energy, Mr Breslin was a
director of ACIL consulting. ACIL’s client list includes a long list of coal companies®,
petroleum companies®®, and aluminium producers®®, along with core AIGN members, the

ESAA, the AAC, and the MCA (ACIL 2005). The COAG panel included no-one from the

625 . the new entrants can’t see the justification to actually fund a lot of effort. Whereas if you stand to
lose, you’ll but a lot more effort in. And we’ve seen that’s what happens. You can see it on some of the
consuitants’ reports. The ABARE thing too. Why the hell do all these companies want to steer and throw
up a whole of money to steer ABARE’s analysis. I mean I’ve worked for big companies. [ used to work
for two large mining companies (not named here in order to protect interviewee identity). You don’t
spend the money unless you think unless it’s going to achieve some outcome. You just don’t do it!
[23;80] I mean it just looked terrible and ABARE really ruined its credibility. I mean others had been
plugging away at the modeling and saying that the modeling was crap and a few people were listening
but as soon as it became apparent that they had been taking money from the oil companies, their
credibility was just shot. Now the oil companies and the coal association and the Aluminium Council
thought they were on to a winner because they thought they could influence modeling which was going
to determine government policy. But as scon as it became public—you know it turned into a public
relations disaster [31;127].

526 Australian Coal Association, Australian Aluminium Council, and the Electricity Supply Association
of Australia, CRA Ltd, Exxon Corporation, Mobil Oil, Texaco, BHP Billiton.

627 Anglo Coal, Allied Queensland Coal, BHP Billiton, Coal and Allied Industries, Curragh Queensland
Mining, Macarthur Coal, Pacific Coal, Wesfarmers Premier Coal, and Xstrata.

628 Chevron Texaco, Exxon Mobil, North West Shelf Gas, Shell Australia, Southern Pacific Petroleum,
and Woodside Petroleum.

%29 Alcan, Alcoa, Comalco, Rio Tinto, WMC Resources, and BHP Billiton.
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renewables industry, The review’s general manager was Brad Page, of the federal Industry

Department—he has since been recruited to run the ESAA, a core member of the AIGN.

Similar analyses are arguably appropriate for a range of other government processes. The
MRET Review was chaired by former Howard governunent parliamentary secretary and
senator, Grant Tambling, and led to a government decision which was viewed as a major
victory for the coal industry and AIGN. The Greenhouse Challenge Joint Consultative
Committee was chaired by then APPEA boss and prominent AIGN figure, Barry Jones and
included a large numnber of members drawn from AIGN member associations (AGO 2002).
The Greenhouse Challenge Evaluation Steering Group was chaired by former ABARE
head and Kyoto Protocol sceptic, Stuart Farris, and had all three non-government members
drawn from AIGN member associations: John Tilley of the Cement Industry Federation,
John Eyles of the AIGN, and Barry Jones of APPEA (AGO 1999:81). The demise of the
National Greenhouse Advisory Panel is another example where the AIGN’s interests were
well served-—in this case, the gradual phase-out of a process which was less amenable to

the AIGN line, without government ever actually announcing its abolition. *°

One final important observation is that internal government processes cannot be ignored.
The workings of cabinet committees, the AGO ministerial council, and the processes by
which cabinet submissions are prepared are such examples. These processes are intended to
be confidential and not influenced by lobby groups. The evidence accumulated here
suggests that this is far from the case. While internal processes do not shape the position of
most players in the policy network, they are crucial to the activities of the most influential,
Cabinet processes are where the decisions are made. For those with an inside track into
these processes, all other government processes are a low priority by comparison. This
research finds ample confirmation that AIGN members have had unrivalled access to
internal government processes—reverse-managing the AGO’s minisierial oversight and

influencing submissions to cabinet.™" It is a crucial advantage. **

550 .well NGAP's never been abolished, it's just that it was never asked to meet again after a certain

period of time... the govermment didn’t actualy know that it actually had quite an effective consensus
organigation there but groups like the Aluminium Council, through the Business Council decided they
were better off doing it themselves, that is the lobbying. That is they could achieve their objectives more
effectively by not necessarily being in this consensus group. [6;51,87]

31 1 think that with the downsizing in the public service — to some extent that the deskifling in some
areas... on a lot of public policy issues if you take the industry department we {an AIGN member
organisation} were doing the public policy work that used to be done in the depariment. Because they
did not have the capability... {on issues like this?} Ch ves. And guite seriously there would only be
about four or five occasions I suppose over 10 years, but seriously, I have sat inside {one fedepal
department—aot named for reasons of confidentiality) and helped to draft cabinet submissions in that
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Parliamentary processes

The impact of parliamentary processes has been similar to that of government processes—
they generate more activity, they can catalyse group consideration of issues so that a
position is reached more rapidly than might otherwise be the case, but they do not seem to
be decisive in changing a group’s position or level of engagement in the policy network.
They can create a spike of activity but do not lead to ongoing involvement, and their impact

on policy has been incremental and modest. ***

period on things like (issue not named for reasons of confidentiality). 1 bave sat inside (another federal
department---not named to protect confidentiality) writing briefs -- you know... (Due to our past
experience) we knew about it and we knew the detailed knowledge and they didn't. {On greenhouse?}
On some aspects of greenhouse. .. that is mutual trust type of thing. It is high-value and not to be abused.
And you know, people who abuse those relationships and confidences badly do not survive. Because
you end up with no network. {13;560-8] {Reverse-managed?} Reverse-managed that ministerial
committee—you know, the AGO was frying to run things up through Robert Hill-——and very stupid
things because the process was like a sieve. And we knew exactly what was going on so at critical points
we would produce other pieces of consultants’ work which we thought they should have been doing or
we would advise the Prime Minister's office and various other people about the fact that these things
were going on. {When you say we-—you mean people from the AIGN?} Oh—sort of the executive
directors really. I mean we are always in contact, and some us have better links in there than others. You
know, I used to read the cabinet papers, you know, I know what was going on. And it was a question of
using those “ins’ carefully and protecting sources, and you never go public on it. It is about fixing the
outcomes. But at times there are some quite critical political games going on in there-power games,
information games. You know, | could speak forever on this—but Robert Hill was sending letters to the
Prime Minister trying to say that certain actions that he was about to take were consistent with previous
cabinet decisions and so on and the Prime Minister is about to go overseas and we get wind of it—we get
a copy of the bloody letter, and then show it to Anderson and other people on the ministerial committes
who Robert hadn't bothered to copy in. And then, you know uproar breaks out because what Hill was
trying to do was to slide it by the Prime Minister. You know, to say that ‘this is consistent with previous
cabinet decisions, Prime Minister, you know—so 1 am going off to the United States now to do a deal.’
And you know—the rush of paper and everything that goes through people's offices—I mean Robert Hill
had a Jot of trust with the Prime Minister after 1997, but then he started to over-play his hand and in the
end he lost the trust of the ministerial committee and the backbench because he was seen to be arguing
his own book..[13;170-76] {A number of them have said to me that they remember various occasions in
the last decade or so where the governments bad them in, in some cases to the department, to look at
Cabinet submissions?} Yes, we used to do it. {It’s not uncommon?} No. [36;291-7] I don’t think P'd
want to go into whether we draft Cabinet submissions. But I think anybody who is attuned to
bureaucracy, and at a leve} that they can do it might talk to a group of individuals or talk to a number of
contacts to get a feel for how various industries might react to certain possibilities. {34,368} {They even
say to me -- we know better about greenhouse the government does, if they want to know what they think
they ring us and we tell em.} ...that is true. {they say they had been involved in writing Cabinet
Submissions.} Yes. {Or in veiting cabinet briefs before they go up?} Yes. sure. {Or even in writing the
policy?} Yes -- that is all true. That is how it works. [45;307-21]

2 For further discussion of the implications of interest groups and social movements bypassing
parliament to deal primarily with the government of the day, see Abbott (1995:2)

3¢ have they made any real difference one way or the other to policy direction or do you think that

policy sort of chugged along?} ...1 don’t know if the parliamentary inquiries have... there has been quite
remarkable change and it’s attitude more than anything else, that greenhouse is now real, it’s part of
policy direction, it’s something you take into account, it’s something you don’t argue about. We don’t
see 30 many arguments now about greenhouse science which not that many years ago most of the debates
on greenhouse ended up debating the science... Now the debate is at a very different level and it is what
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Parliamentary inquiries are probably effective in generating group activity in the
greenhouse policy network because they are an ideal platform for groups to get their
message heard-—especially groups that are not generaliy listened to by government.®** Just
as the framing of government processes (who is invited, terms of reference, who sits in
judgment/writes the report) is important, the same is also true of parliamentary inquiries. In
the case of senate inguiries, because they have tended to be used by non-government
senators to promote more aggressive greenhouse emission reduction measures they have
been fertile ground for groups with views in conflict with those of government. This has
two consequences. First, it provides an incentive for those on the green side of the debate to
use the platform fo their advantage. Second, it behooves those on the other side of the

debate to defend their policy turf and in so doing support government members at the
inquiry.

The long series of parliamentary inquiries into greenhouse policy in Australia over the past
15 years shows repeated evidence of this pattern. Whilst appreciating that the government
pays little attention to the outcome of parliamentary inquiries®~especially those
instigated in the senate by opposition parties—groups on both sides recognise an obligation
either to take advantage of the platform it gives to get their pro-emissions reduction
message into Hansard and the media or conversely to be on the record defending against

that very message. *

we o sbout it. Now that's huge, that is 4 big change. {And von think that those public Inguiries have
added to that process of getting us bevond the scepticism debate sbout the science?} I do... It's true that
evary time you push an envelope shall we say, you don't end up back where you started. Debate,
compmnity perception, community debate, business debate just takes another step. It might not take a
step all the way up to where say a purliamentary inguiry reportad or other inquiries got to, but you just
move the perceptions every time a little bit 1 think. {Do you think though in terms of their impact on the
policy they've bad much impact?} I think the change has been in perceptions as | have said, that it is now
real. We have debates about what we are going to do about it and what the outeomes might be and what
abatement might really look like and a whole range of things like that which is a step forward, but are we
findamentally changing anything about the way we operate in our society? [ have to say ne, and that's
very, very tragic and it°s not just at higher levels,, [4;372-382)

4 (From a senior adviser jn the Howard government) most parliamentary inquiries on greenhouse were
political exercises and they achioved only very small steps. 50,247

95 fPurliamentary Inquiries on Greenhouse, we’ve had sbout six of them?} Yes, time consuming. {Have

they made any difference one way or the other?} No, they never do... In my view they’re largely a waste
of time but you're going to have to front up. A ot of people put out & press release too. You've got to get
your point across, {5;294-304]

% What a government inquiry allowed you to do was fo put cerizin statements on the table which
prosroted vour position which you could then use in the media, so we'd often use 2 parliamentary inquiry
if we wanted particularty to get a message out as a bit of a focal point for a media release, for a doorstop
or an iterview 50 if we had 2 big inquity (0 o to you'd often have the president and the ED on the back
doorsiep of Parliament House before or afterwards saying, this is what we're taking ... gave a bitof a
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The other interesting thing about these inquiries is that generally they involve much the
same groups and much the same message from either side. This includes the ‘usual
suspects;” groups on the energy intensive resources sector side (AIGN, AAC, ACA,
APPEA, MCA), the umbrella groups they have persuaded to their view (ACCI, BCA,
AIG), renewable energy associations (like the Business Council for Sustainable Energy)
and the hard core green groups (Greenpeace, ACF, Friends of the Earth). However, it also
includes what might be called Canberra’s permanent part-timers—those groups which feel
the obligation to take an interest for whom appearing at the inquiries is enough to “tick the
box’ in the eyes of government (this includes groups like NAFI and the NFF). While for
these groups parliamentary inquiries have helped to force a finalisation of a group position
on greenhouse issues®’, there is little if any evidence that the inquiry itself changed a

group’s position or led to more engagement.

Moreover, the parliamentary inquiries have been on the whole very unsuccessful in
attracting interest, activity or engagement on the part of those groups not fitting into either
the usual suspect or permanent part-timer categories. This is true for example of the TCA
and the ICA. While they have been partially or indirectly engaged through the Greenhouse
Challenge program, by and large government and parliamentary processes have been
unsuccessful in catalysing significant attention to the greenhouse issue, let alone significant

action,
International processes

International processes have been an important factor in some of the cases examined here.
More often than not they impel a reduction in involvement by interest groups, either
because of the high costs associated with being involved in the international negotiations,
or as a consequence of the continuing uncertain international policy environment associated
with them. That is, for many groups, policy uncertainty internationally—and more

specifically the lack of certainty on whether Australia would ratify the Protocol and

focus, because the media gallery at parliament house do vaguely follow them, they keep half an eye on
them, so they are a potential conduit to get a message out. [36;213]

7 {It’s been suggested to me that the main way that these inquiries help is actually helping the group
internally to work out a position, because when they front up to these inquiries they have been bouncing
around on an issue but they haven’t really worked out what they think and having a deadline forces them
to put something on paper?} I think that is a very, very reasonable statement. .. fronting up to committees
and all the rest of it does force your hand a little shall we say. {Focus the mind?} Focus the mind on what

it is we really, really, really want and not just the rhetoric. [4;392—98]
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whether it would come into force—contributed to a sense that the problem was not one

sufficiently urgent to justify devotion of serious resources to it,

In the case of the SFE, while the Kvoto Protocol negotiations had initially sparked a frenzy
of activity and optimism about the potential for a greenhouse emissions trading system in
which the Exchange could play a leading role, the entbusiasm and willingness to devote
resources declined as the ratification process and finalisation of emissions trading rules

internationally bogged down.

In the case of the ICA, the international negotiations were regularly being attended by the
European offices of many multinational insurers, particularly reinsurers like Munich Re
and Swiss Re. However, this appears not to have facilitated greater involvement by
Australian offices in the domestic policy process, Rather, it appears that a ‘let’s leave it fo
head office’ mentality took hold in Australia®s multi-national insurers. Meanwhile,
Australian own Insurers were by and large indifferent about climate change until the recent

emergence of companies like TAG taking a leadership role.

In the case of the NAFI, very specific technical decisions taken as part of the finalisation of
the Kyoto Protocol rules led directly to a pulling back in the level of interest in carbon
sinks. In the case of the TCA, the leadership of the organisation erred badly by assuming
that Australia’s agreement to a Kyoto target would automatically lead to Australian
ratification and eniry into force. For the TCA, therefore, a deliberate decision was made
that there was no need following Kyoto to devote resources to greenhouse. For the NFF and
the AGA it is not clear that the international processes associated with the FCCC and

Kyoto Protocol have significantly affected on the groups” decisions either way.

The clear exception to the pattern described above, however, is the AAC, for which a great
deal of activity and involvement has been driven by the international greenhouse
negotiations. Unlike all of the other case study groups the AAC has invested heavily in
ensuring that its interests are represented at most if not all COP negotiations and meetings

in between. In the mid 1990s this was sometimes achieved via a BCA or AIGN

% See previous quote [48;63] under footnote 398 regarding the slow pace of regotiations towards an
international emissions trading, and the cost of devoting resources until it materialised.

(The SFE, for example) In dealing with this when it became clear that there wouldnt be an easy
ratification of the Protocol coming iato force globally or domestically they substantially lost interest.
[54;98] (Similarly with the NFF) we just sort of be in there and po along with the game sort of thing,
because there’s this big international thing going on. Oh look, on the Kyoto Protocol where are we at
now-—well we don’t know if it’s ever going to be signed anyway, [36;53]
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representatives while in more recent times the AAC has had its own consultants at most
international meetings, monitoring, lobbying, and issuing a regular stream of media
statements. Unlike the insurers who could leave monitoring of the international climate
debate to their overseas counterparts, the Australian Aluminium Council appears to have
had the opposite problem. In their case, their international counterparts were significantly
‘softer’ on greenhouse policy because of their better capacity for fuel switching (in
particular, to nuclear) in order to reduce emissions. The constraints on the AAC’s
membership meant that they had to do the international work themselves to be comfortable

about it.
Greenhouse science

The next important meso-level pressure in the greenhouse policy network has been
scientific uncertainty. Again, the influence has been predominantly to discourage network
engagement. In all but one case where it has been an influential factor over the past 15
years or so, it discouraged involvement by interest groups. This can be said of the Tourism

Council and the Insurance Council for example.

In the case of the TCA it was difficult to justify group focus on issues such as coral
bleaching, receding snowfields, and the spread of insect-borne disease when there were
plausible alternative scientific explanations for year to year impacts other than climate
change. In the case of the Insurance Council, there was similar scepticism of climate
change science for many years in spite of clear patterns of warmer and more severe weather
conditions here in Australia and abroad. Until scientific certainty could be established
around the impact of human activity on the climate, insurers as a group could afford to
postpone attention to the issue. This has been particularly so when other factors, such as
higher property prices and building in areas more prone to weather damage, are also known
to contribute at least some of the increasing insurance losses due to severe weather.
Indications of ICA scepticism are still apparent in contrast to the positions of insurance
industry peak bodies abroad.

Another good example is the NFF, for whom the interviews establish clearly that there was
a high level of inherent suspicion among members as to the legitimacy of greenhouse
science. While lack of scientific certainty did not encourage the NFF to play a very active
or sustained role on the AIGN side of the debate, as might have been expected, it certainly

killed off any prospect that the NFF might play any significant role on the green side of the
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debate. For that to occur, farmers had to be convinced both about the problem and that
© respording to the problem would not threaten their livelihoods. While farmers remained
unconvinced about the problem, and also unconvinced that solutions might not harm them,

the WFF was never going to be heavily engaged.

Similarly, the NAFI under the leadership of Warren Lang took advantage of the lack of
complete scientific clarity on the greenhouse issue to express very sceptical views in policy
communications with government. The impression gained is that during this period NAFI
used scientific uncertainty internally as a reason to justify inaction. One exception to this
pattern is the AAC, While for some vears they have not explicitly questioned the science of
greenhouse in public communications, apparently a sirategic decision related to being
perceived as more proactive, this research confirms very strong scepticism in the AAC's
support base as a crucial underpinning of inaction.®® Bevond the seven cases examined in
most detail here, this research suggests that while few other than the Lavoisier Group have
explicitly challenged the science in recent years, scientific uncertainty has been widely
used 25 an excuse to postpone interest group engagement and reduce the pace of
govemmest policy response. More recently, those opposed to stronger measures to reduce
greenhouse poliution have found alternatives to explicitly questioning the science. Instead,
they have questioned the economic assumptions involved in the IPCC’s projections.®*” The

most prominent example, 2 critique by Australia’s Ian Castles® has been seized by the

%7 This is reflected in the comments of third parties highly supportive of the AAC agenda. Hugh
Maorgan, for example—former boss of Aluminium giant, Western Mining—noted soon after the BCA
decided to abandon efforts to arrive at consensus, “You won't find a uniform view that global warning
exists® (Garnaut 2004). Morgan’s close colleague from WMC, Ray Evans, who is also an office bearer
with the Laviosier Institute, sod strong supporter of the Australian aluminium industry, makes no attempt
to hide his scepticism in repeated public forays. For example, in 2003 he said the following: *...the
IPCCs policy makers” summaries of 2001, 1995 and 1991, are based on junk science... an econonist,
well advised by scientists who are internationally and nationally recognised, can drive a horse and cart
through the nonsense which the BUJ and its green friends in other countries, have been parading as the
advice of 2,500 eminent climate scientists. There are some immediate steps which the Australian
govermment can now take, The Australian Greenhouse Office, with an annual budget of $230 million
can be closed. The scientists who have mis-spent many years justifying their research budgets by
dressing up their projects in global warming clothes can address a very real climate problem in Australia
— how to predict E]l Ninos. Solving that problem would save Austealia hundreds of billlons every
decade.” (Evans 20033,

% You see the brilliance of the fossil fuel lobby is that they do not debate the science. If you even look
at half the evidence that is given to these bodies it is all about the science, the minutiae, the science and
whether if's good or whether it's bad, and what you need to do more on and so on. The fossil fuel lobby
debates the policy outcomes instead. And the economics. And that is much more difficalt for the Greens
to counter, [18;488]

4 Castles was secretary of the federal department of finance and the official Australian statistician prior
to his etrrent role at the ANU. In articles published by the Anti-Kyoto Protocol think tank the Institute of
Public Affairs (2001) he has strongly defended controversial Danish author, Bjorn Lomborg. He has
spoken out repeatedly against the IPCC, and made numerous coniributions to conferences and journals
organised by the blocking forves in the Australian greenhouse debate.
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1.avoigier Institute, the IPA, the APEC Studies Centre, ACCI, and a wide range of interests
opposed to a stronger greenhouse response by Australia (Fyfe 2004).

Selective Incentives

For all the focus on selective incentives in the literature, there is little evidence that this has
been a major force in the decision making of groups in the Australian greenhouse policy
network. As we have seen, the desire to secure selective incentives was an important
element in the TCA’y unsuccessful fight for survival, given the competition to represent
that sector. Greenhouse policy was not an issue which could help to secure such benefits
for such a diffuse membership. The SFE is probably the best example of selective benefit
potential influencing engagement in the network. For some time, the exchange saw an
opportunity to secure the exclusive rights fo carbon t%ading for itself. This was a strong
incentive for engagement, particularly before demutualisation which diluted the ownership

of the organisation—reducing the concentration of such benefits.
Macro-level—patterns, exceptions and observations

It is possible to mount an argument that a wide range of macro-level pressures all play
some role in shaping the response of interest groups engaged in the greenhouse policy
network. It could be argued that factors as different as the state of the domestic economy
and the very system of government in Australia each exert some influence. It could be
argued that a re-ordering of international policy priorities following the September 11
attacks on the United States in 2001 have in some way shifted the parameters in which the
greenhouse policy network operates. The rapid economic growth in the past five years in
China and India (with consequent rapid increase in greenhouse pollution) might also be
seen as something which has hardened the Australian greenhouse policy network against
the Kyoto Protocol. The rise of ‘affluenza’ in our society might be seen as another
important macro-level influence (Hamilton and Denniss 2005). There is an almost
inexhaustible list of developments beyond the bounds of the policy network which have
influenced it. However, while it is arguably legitimate to assert that these forces have
exerted subliminal influence, they were not raised in the interviews. Of the macro-
pressures raised here, only two stand out as being consistently influential in shaping group
inferest assessment and decisions on engagement: activity in related policy networks, and

the broad government ideology and culture.
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Broad government ideology and culture

Just as the cultural and ideological baggage of network activity affects how groups respond
to the emergence of new networks, these same properties in the government of the day also
exert significant pressure. This is a macro-level factor which has been important in shaping
the direction of Australia’s greenhouse policy network. As has been mentioned previously,
the greenhouse policy trajectory has been fairly consistent and progressively less ambitious
ever since consideration of 40 per cent cuts in emissions by former Senater Graham
Richardson and state governments and federal Liberal Party commitment in 1989 for at
least a 20 per cent cut in emissions by 2000. This was followed in 1990 by ALP support for
an interim planning target to stabilise by 1988 and reduce by 20 per cent by 2005. In 1992
there was bi-partisan (but conditional) support for stabilisation, and by 1995 the federal
govermment under Keating proposed policy measures equivalent to a 3 percent increase.
Under the Howard governiment this has increased to an emissions increase target of § per

cent.

This is mentioned again here because it reflects major shifts in ideology and government
culture at both the bureaucratic and the political levels. These shifis have had significant
implications for the greenhouse policy network in that thev redefine the bounds of what
policy is considered realistic and what policy is considered out of bounds. This research
reveals various instances where a change in government ideology and culture has
contributed to major shifts in the range of greenhouse policy considered politically viable
in Australia.

The decisions by the Hawke and Keating governments to initially support a very ambitious
emissions reduction target by Australia provide a good example. This was posited,
according to evidence found here, in no small way upon an ideological and cuitural habit
for Australia to sign on to multilateral agreements in order to reap domestic political kudos,
with litile thought being given fo meeting any consequent obligations. Headline
commitments by then Environment Minister, Ros Kelly, would simply not have occurted

without this government tendency. *° While this gave enormous encouragement to green

2 H was called the Gareth Evans Doctrine that you basically agreed within the intemational protocol or
treaty going because it was costless and what happened, happenad later on—and generally most of the
treaties were put forward by soft left liberal Democrats who were probably fellow travelers with the
Gareth Evanses of the world anyway. So atl that fime there was a view by the government that issues fo
do with human rights, the environment, international treaties were all good things to support strongly
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groups, it also led to a rapid engagement in the newly emerging greenhouse policy network
by Australian industry-—particularly those active in the energy intensive sectors who would

go on to be represented by the AIGN. *¥

The emergence of the political sacredness of rural and regional Australia provides another
good example. In the 1990s rural and regional Australia became politically more potent due
to a confluence of factors as diverse as the commercialisation of government entities, the
loss of bank branches, depressed commodity prices, drought and flood, proposals to
privatize Telstra, and the rise of the Pauline Hanson’s One Nation Party. The importance of
various rural and regional marginal electorates only served to highlight the political clout of
the bush, fuelled by prominent media figures like Alan Jones and John Laws (Farmhand

Foundation 2002). Doing anything which might be perceived as unfair to rural and regional

because they were trying to get the issues on the agenda. The practical implementation of some of these
treaties was secondary and that became a very different picture from about the mid 90s onwards. So at
that time the view was that if there appeared to be something crook in greenhouse and there was an
interim planning target then there was very little discussion within government. It went through and the
Environment Ministers were allowed to go off and sign up from what I can tell and that was all OK and
then they came back and we realised that was what had happened... The environment groups focused
much more strategically and I think pretty effectively on the various international conferences and the
treaties and began to look at the specifics of the words while the government tended to skirt over the
surface so the green groups were much, much more effective in a way of reading the role of international
treaty stufi ahead to the government. So therefore Ros Kelly and people were allowed to sign stuff and
they did. The government always expecied to always lose the next election anyway and they didn’t
expect really to win the 1990 election but they did. The ‘93 election was a fuckin’ miracle as everybody
knows and then in ‘96 reality caught up with everything so ... {So that made it even more costless?} It
was definitely costless, definitely costless and there was this strong view... [41;171-79].

#3 The Rio Conference was seen by business at the time as pure pandering to the green movement. But
business took it seriously because it posed very serious implications. Boral and North had both been
burned by the greens before. Business’ response to greenhouse post Rio was a damage limitation exercise
and there was a perception in business that business did not have access to the government to the same
extent that the greens did. In the early business response to greenhouse, the coal industry was in the
vanguard against it early, along with Shell and BHP. Companies were looking to their own sectors. BCA
helped to organise an energy/electricity users’ group covering the big energy users this was to promote a
business greenhouse reform agenda; the BCA dedicated some money to it. There was a levy on members
on greenhouse matters post Rio. Post Rio BCA then actively involved in Megabare model held a position
on the steering group but there was no intervention. The Aluminium industry then got active with Noel
Bushnell and John Hannagan—who had until then been Public Affairs Officer with Alcoa. Alcoa had
been tuned into the issue early. Western Mining was also there early with Ray Evans—a guru from the
IPA circles. He was tuned into the dangerous environment for business which was emerging because of
the greenhouse issue. Alcoa moved to invest in defending their interests on the issue. Hannagan set up a
consulting business. Hannagan and Bushnell were then funded by the energy intensive interests to go to
the COPs at Geneva and Kyoto as observers; this sort of co-erdinated activity would have started in
about 1995... and was funded by AIGN [25;16-20] ... it was only in the early 90s when, after the reality
of the 20 per cent cut one was enshrined in the Rio doctrine that people began to think, shit, we could be
here and responsible for implementing this... Ros was basically was given her head. Again people had
the view that it really didn’t matter. We were making commitments that were going to be somebody
eise’s problem in ten vears’ time. And that all went on and then 1 think people began to do calculations
about what it meant to cut emissions by 20 per cent by 20035 and people began to shit themselves and
there was two schools of thought; don’t worry about it, we can sign every UN freaty on earth and no
other country is going to pay or do the right thing anyway so we won’t have to do it or people took it a
little bit more seriously. {41,183, 199]
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Austiralia became a much greater political rigk in Australia in the 1990s, By proxy, not
fooking out for the interests of farmers became ‘un-Australian.” The election of the Howard
government elevated the political clout of rural Australia to a new zenith—something not
lost on the NFF as it pondered its engagement in the greenhouse policy network.** While
there were other factors involved which have already been discussed in depth in a previous
case chapter, it is clear that the NFF was extremely confident that the ideology and culfure
of both burcaucracy and governing Liberal/National Party coalition would prevent
agriculture being targeted over greenhouse emissions. Hence, they felt, they could largely
coast along in the network, limiting their engagement primarily to keeping out a watchful
eye.

Ancther very significant cultural and ideological trend with major implications for the
greenhouse policy network has been entrenchment of the view that the health of the
Australian economy is inseparable from that of the Australian coal industry. While it is not
often expressed in this way, the canonical faith of bureaucrat and minister in the notion that
Australia’s competitiveness in a global economy depends upon continued availability of
fossil fuel energy at a very low price can be accurately summarized thus. While there has
long been a group of bureaucrats who have advocated this position within sections of
government, it was a position which took on an almost religious whole-of-government

fervour during the 1990s. **¥ Under the Howard government in particular it has become

84 ¥£ you ook at it from both this country, but also from other countries, what you find is that | can be
very, very cynical on this, and that is the political process is such that those groups that have voting lobby
powez, and 1 really truly mean voting power in the sense of they can change a marginal electorate here
and there are in an incredibly strong position, Those businesses and industries that don’t have that are in
a weak position, 8o what you seg, I think, is you see groups like aluminium and coal being very vocal but
there’s not too many electoral issues in there. Some of the coal areas perhaps, but not so much in the
aluminium. But you take the farming groups, it is such a powerful lobby and particularly in rural and
regional Australia, particularly in today’s political climate. You could almost say they can stop anything.
And one of the arguments that a lot of us have sald in that whether vou lock at this country or other
countries certain groups have mamaged to abinost opt out of having to do very much, but what it does is it
passes the burden onto those groups that don’t have that voting potential behind them et cetera, There is
an argument which says basheally the burden is going to more Hkely lie on companies like some of the
mining industry companies, some of the oil industry, even the aluminlian industry and even coal, than it
will fie in other sectors, Because people wilt be able to opt out in a sense. The consumer will iry and opt
outl in 4 sense. And therefore, what 1 believe we’re seeing is the vocal ones are the ones who are saying
that the burden is going to land on them for the straight scientific reasons but also from this
magnification effect that occurs from the politics of it all. {52;23]

5 One of the myths is that the business community has—whichever of the major parties have been in
office — (had) a band up (the government’s) back and really treats it as a glove puppet. If you actually
have & look at all the things that have happened over 20 years that’s not necessarily true. The finest
exaraple of it actually predates your timetine. In 1986 Gareth Evans as Minister for Minerals and Energy
established a thing called Energy 2000 and it was the last throw of the big summits, it was a child of "8§3
and Gareth had his very own summit in 1986 in the Lakeside 200 or 250 of the captains of industry and
others, including vour humble servant... Gareth looked at energy policy and said, vou cannot do this, you
have 10 have a view of energy policy that’s integrated, coherent and all the rest of it and Gareth caused
this thing fo happen. By the time the product of this thing was published Gareth had moved on, and if

327



scriptural which has meant that the bounds of thinkable greenhouse policy have been
relatively narrow. Policy options which might result in an increase in the price of energy to
| industry are almost all considered out of bounds—a dynamic amplified by the longstanding
political unacceptability of nuclear power in Australia. To point out the relative
insignificance of increased energy costs compared with fluctuations in interest rates,
commodity prices or exchange rates verges on being un-Australian. The sanctity of energy
pricing has had a range of impacts on group engagement in the network. For example, it
has made the job of the AAC and its colleagues in the AIGN significantly easier in putting
the brakes on greenhouse policy. It has enabled the NFF to stay on the margins confident
that diesel prices will not be subject to any greenhouse cost. It also appears to have
discouraged some non-resources sector business interests not to bother engaging in the
network.

The cultural and ideological affinity between the Howard government and the Bush
administration in the United States is another important influence on the policy network.
While the Bush decision to opt out of the Kyoto Protocol commitments entered into by his
predecessor had a direct impact on Australia’s own decision to opt out, it would appear that
the closeness between the two governments on a broader range of issues has further limited
the capacity for Australia to revisit its decision. With Russia ratifying the Protocol,
enabling its entry into force, it seems less likely that Australia would change its mind than
it was in a pre-9/11, pre-Iraq invasion world. For groups which might see opportunities in
Australian participation in the Protocol (for example, the SFE) this adds further incentive to
stay out of the polcy network for the foreseeable future.

These are some obvious examples, but there are others which cannot be covered in any
depth here. The clear finding, however, is that the ideological and cultural markers of

government have a significant influence on the direction and bounds of policy network

you go and get a hold of a copy of Energy 2000, which you can from the Parliamentary Library, you will
find, and I forget how many chapters it is—I think it’s 12 chapters—it’s very obvious that one’s missing,
and the one that’s missing is the one on greenhouse and the reason the chapter on greenhouse is missing
is that the then senior public servants perceived it as their patriotic duty to prevent the coal industry from
being undermined by an untoward focus on something that in their thinking was a load of cobblers. {So
this was presumably DPIE at the time7}...It had just become DPIE, and their perception, and I don’t
think you could even argue that it was because they were under intense lobbying pressure from the coal
industry. 1 think it was very much a matter of some senior and quite strong public servants taking it into
their heads that having a whole chapter in something like this on greenhouse was just plain wrong, so
they took it out, or they persuaded the minister of the day who was Peter Cook. {Was the chapter
written?} Oh yes. {Really?} Oh yes. It was, as I understand it, although I’ve never seen the aforesaid
piece of paper, it was in the original draft and it got removed. [37;187--99]
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activity. It also seems likely that there is a good deal of two way feedback between network
activity and government ideology .5

Related policy networks

The most significant macro-level influence on group behavicur in the Australian
greenhouse policy network has been the activity ocourring in other related policy networks.
In order to appreciate how, it is first necessary to understand that interest groups have
multiple commitments which almost invariably require them to dedicate resources to
monitor and/or participate in a range of policy networks. The resource requirement varies
as issues rise and fall on the political agenda of relevance to the membership. What issues
are judged relevant also varies as the leadership, culture and membership of the interest
group change over time. It is almost an inevitability of interest group behaviour—certainly
reinforced by the seven cases examined here—that groups have more commitments than
resources allow them to accommodate as fully as they would like. Consequently, decisions
on the allocation of time and resources are constantly being revisited. These decisions—
Whether to remain active in existing networks and how group interests in emerging
networks are perceived——are in no small part influenced by group experiences in existing

networks.

These experiences help to shape the culfure of the interest group because they invelve
taking policy positions, building alfliances with other like-minded groups, and forming
relationships (friendly and hostile). Because the same groups and people have interests
across a range of issues, assessments of group interest and decisions about involvement in
one network can heavily influence what occurs in another. This influence can manifest
itself in various ways. The extent of a group’s commitment in one nefwork may mean that
it is simply incapable of secing the relevance of other networks, let alone engaging in them.

This is something which seems more likely where most networks in which a group is active

™6 (For example) Now do you know, this is the thing about the musical chairs and the Food and Grocery
Council and APPEA and all these industry bodies, the current head of the Department of Industry has of
course come out of ACCL He's left a space free by going back into the Department of Industry though as
the Secretary, The day Paterson arrived, the Department of Indusiry essentiafly withdrew from the
greenhouse debate in Australia. Their rele now, they closed down the Intornational Greenhouse
Partnerships Office, the Energy and Environment Division, they cut off {(publishing ) magazine. .. which
was t00 green, it was too green for them. That was exactly what was sald ... by the Press Secretary to the
Minister—It seems too green.” (So), new minister, new secretary of the depariment the same day, new
group head who is an economist, and they ve withdrawn from the greenhouse debate in essence in ifs
entirety, {45;325]
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are unrelated to a new network. * Negative experiences in one network can discourage a
group from bothering with investing resources in a similar network.5*® Conversely, positive
prior experiences can make new engagement easier. The way groups respond in one
network (for example, taking a position contrary to the green movement) can become
somewhat habitual and easily replicated in another network. Similarly, where strong
alliances and working relationships have been made in one network it can be harder to
separate out and take a contrary line in another network where many of the same players
are involved. **° In these and other ways, it seems that there is a strong degree of *cultural
and behavioural transfer’ between policy networks and that this is something which exerts
a powerful influence on all network players—groups, burcaucrats, political figures, and

others,

The cases examined here certainly reinforce this view. In the case of the TCA and the ICA
the intensity of their commitment in other policy networks made it extremely difficult for
the organisations to even consider serious involveinent in greenhouse policy. In both cases,
the networks with which the TCA and ICA were familiar were sufficiently unrelated to

make the information barrier to entry into the greenhouse debate even more daunting.

The opposite, however, can be said about the AAC. The organisation (and its precursors)
was familiar with energy policy networks and environmental issues, and this made it much

easier fo engage in greenhouse policy from early on. This is true of most members of the

*7 See previous quote {40;198-206] under footmote 324 regarding how familiarity with related networks
can make effective engagement with a particular network easier,

13 Qee previous quote §1;291-9] under footnote 439 regarding TCA reluctance to be involved with
AIGIN members after their experiences in the GST debate.

#? See previous quote [9;50—58] under footnote 207 regarding NAFI’s negative predisposition in relation
to the green movement based on experience in other networks,

(In relation to NAFL, pre Kate Carnell the Interviewee went on to say) 1 have the impression that NAFI
were involved stnply because NAFT hated green groups and if green groups thought that chimate change
was 3 serious problem then they'd have to be countered. 1 think at one stage they did think that there was
an opporiunity to get some commercial gain out of creative interpretation of sinks, But, as you say, they
haven't done a lot since Kyoto, Again I think they've been misguided because the ‘Australia Clause’ and
the other provisions from Kyoto do aliow for the possibility for the development of pew ferests to be a
Kyoto response. And | would have thought there was some commercial gains that could be made.
Certainly the forest industries in other countries perceived that.. [9;50--38]

59 See previous quote {15:36—44] under footnote 132 in refation to the reluctance of gas corporations 1o
stray from the pack because “it’s cold cut there on your own.”

(As another senior member of the green movement said in relation to the AGAY: ...they’ve said a bit
more but { don't perceive them o be any more effective and if you look at the pattern of Australian fuel
use there's been no significant shift away from coal towards gas. {Why do you suppose they haven’t
been as aetive, Do vou think it's cold out there and they don’t want to break away from the pack?} That’s
the only rationsl interpretation I can put on it. [9:42-46]
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AIGN, for whom familiarity with policy networks dealing with environment-related issues
and energy deregulation in particular made them more responsive to greenhouse and able to

ascend the learning curve required to be significant players in the network !

The NFF is an interesting example. First, becanse it was one of the most thinly spread
interest groups—constantly in demand for representation in a wide range of policy
networks—they were reluctant to dedicate stgnificant resources to climate change for a
long time. However, while this constrained their capacity to play a part in the greenhouse
policy network, it also gave them an edge in making a pofitical judgment about the urgency
of involverment. That is, through the relationships built at the political and bureaucratic
levels via their engagement in other policy networks, the NFY leadership was able to make
what tumed out to be an accurate assessment that there was little need to worry about
government doing anything to reduce emissions from Australian agriculture. The NFF’s
intricate association with government across many portfolios gave if confidence that no
government would attempt to touch agriculture on greenhouse policy in any adverse way,
and if it did they had the political clout to stymie it.

Those groups which have opted into the greenhouse network in a significant way have been
influenced to do so by the cultural and ideological ‘sediment’ accumulated in other
networks. For example, the experiences and relationships shared over many years between
the AAC and their AIGN colleagues in other policy networks had an important cultural and
ideclogical influence which is very apparent in their greenhouse policy network
engagement. Cornerstone beliefs about inseparability of cheap fossil fuels and Australian
economic prosperity were not formed in the greenhouse policy network, but they have

confributed to the responses of the AAC and its allies in other groups and government. *°

! We used to have these executive director's meetings as well as separate AIGN meetings. {Executive
directors of what?} Executive directors of the major associations —~ we used to just bring them together
periodically and tatk about a whole range of issues. {How often?} Where we had regular quarterly
meetings. And we always had greenhouse on the apenda. { Who was there?} Oh well ~ for a long time
Keith Orchison was the convener. But I mean there was David Buckingham, Dick Wells, Mitch Hooke
from Food (AFGC, now head of the MCA), Kaith Orchison, Barry Jones, Mark Paterson, all the majors -
- we used {0 have about 12 of the executive directors of the major industry associstions. {Did they have 2
name?} We just called them Executive Director's meetings. And we used to get together and 1alk about
issues that were common fo owr agendas and talk about who was doing what so that there was
opportunities for synergies. {13;92-108]

%52 Basically what is common around that network is that they are ali in business, they all have a major
interest in a cheap energy supply, and it’s one which is based largely on coal. In the case of the coal
association, their business is coal, in the case of the ESAA and the AAC they have an interest in selling
or consuming electricity in great quantities at a very fow price and that equals coal. And so it ail links
back togsther. [27;20] The big energy market reform procedures processes from ‘92 onwards were
successfizl in ensuring that greeshouse was not a pelicy lever in there. {Which is funny because now
you'd probably want it7} Yes, well [ mean we all live with these contradictions, but at the stage when we
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Overcoming these articles of faith has been extremely difficult for players who have
ultimately changed their position in the greenhouse policy network—the AGA being an
obvious example—as it has meant having to compromise existing relationships. NAF]
provides another good example of this. The ferocity of its engagement in forest policy
battles with the green movement fostered a mindset that almost inevitably put it on the
opposite side to the emission reduction advocates in the greenhouse policy network
Ideologically, a change in the NAFI position has only become possible through change in
the leadership, personnel, and culture of the organisation. Even so, cooperation with old

foes still seems anathema.

in short, based on how a diverse array of seven business interest groups have responded to
climate change it seems clear that the demands of, and the baggage accumulated in, other
networks exeris strong and lasting influence on how groups assess their interests, whether

groups engage in a network, and the posiiion they take.
In closing

This chapter has brought greater clarity and cohesiveness to the multiple case study by
providing a cross-case lens with which to view the relative influence of different pressures
that contribute to interest group behaviour, While the case study chapters provide a more
easily followed version of how and why ecach group has responded to climate change, it is

not until the cases are looked at together that important patterns really stand out.

What does emerge is clear confirmation of the overwhelming Importance of miero-level
forces relative to others in driving the perceived group interest and consequential level of
engagement In the greenhouse policy network, Whilst not ignoring the important role of
meso-level factors (especially policy implications and limitations) and macro-level factors
(especially activity in other networks and government culture and ideology) more often
than not these forces are not decisive in the same way. Micro- forces also appear to be the

most difficult to shift. While greenhouse policy implications, for example, might change

were talking about energy market reform, breaking up the electricity market and reforming it, the view
was we had to dirive energy prices down and consumption up. {Consutaption up?} Well, 1 mean so we
would atiract energy intensive industries and thersfore increase consumption. Yes, basically make
Australia the homeland for footloose cepital that required cheap energy, aluminium and so forth. And
therefore we expected 10 see increased consumption of enorgy because that was our comparative
advantage. When we went through the whole reform processes there was an attempt 10 get in there that
there had to be a lot of fuel switching and greenbouse and prices should actually reflect carbon and all
that sort of stuff, that was effectively removed by Keating and all of those people involved in the early
energy market reform. {41;415-23]
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and the dominant ideology of the government might change, the culture of interest groups
and other internal forces appear to carry substantial inertia. This renders assessments of
group interest and decision making on network engagement very difficult indeed to

redirect.

Another important finding is the common linkages or feedback loops operating in both
directions between all of the micro-, meso-, and macro-level factors, Changes in leadership
have been closely tied to changes in membership structure and culture and more often than
not it is very difficult, if not impossible, to say with confidence which factor emerged first
and which was most responsible for shaping behavioural change. Similarly, there are close
linkages between factors operating at different levels. As we have seen. the experiences
accumulated by players in one policy network can have a major influence on how they
respond to the emergence of new networks. Along the way, these experiences shape
interest group culture and other internal forces which influence group interest and future

behaviour,

The links between these forces is complex and highly unpredictable depending inevitably
on the interaction of people and instifutions. They are so often intertwined. ° The upshot is
that it is virtually impossible to attribute causality to particular aspects. Although it is
relatively easy to identify that a factor was influential, it is much rarer to find that it has
been decisive. More often than not, decisiveness appears to be most often apparent at the

micro-level—though even then it is commonly a combination of one or more forces.

3 1t s difficult, for example, to distinguish between the relative influence of Bill Nagle's views on the
AGA’s decision to exit the AIGN and the influence of the changing structure of the AGA’s membership.
1t is difficult o distinguish between the personal advocacy of AIGN members and patron ministers on
decisions by the greenhouse ministerial committee and the design of the committes itself. It is hard to say
whether the individual on the NFF's environment commiftes who stridently denied the science of climate
change had the impact or whether it was the design of the committee itself which enabled such influence
to occur. There are countless examples where it is impossible to accurately allocate causality o structure
OF 4EENCY.
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Conclusions

Introduction

The findings of this rescarch are most meaningfully categorised into two groups which
relate directly to the indiial research objectives: i} improving our understanding about
business interest group behaviour, and i} shedding light on the inner workings of business
group activities in the evolving Australian greenhouse policy network. These contributions
are dealt with separately below.

Improving our understanding of interest groups and policy networks

Renewed focas on what constitutes and shapes group interest and behaviour

As has been noted already, the focus of this research was on what interest groups do and
why they do it. Perhaps surprisingly, this is not a very common approach in the field. Most
interest group studies, and policy network analyses for that matter, don’t focus heavily on
why groups behave as they do. Instead, they focus on collective action obstacles to group
formation on the one hand, and scrutiny of the influence that groups may or may not have
on policy outcomes. There is increasing attention in the business literature on the factors
which make some business associations more effective (Doner and Schneider 2000), with
much closer serutiny of micro- and meso-level forces. However, this work too is ultimately
directed at explaining outcomes and focused on whether groups are a positive or negative
force for society. It is perhaps understandable that the greater interest is in the ‘product’ end
of the process rather than the ‘ingredient’ end. However, this research was born out of a
view that there might be more to interest formation and group behaviour. The idea that

group behaviour can be assumaed to reflect group interest also seemed inadequate.

On that basis, this research set out to see what else underpinned group behaviour. Perhaps
as a consequence of the conscious decision to go down a less well trodden path, what soon
became clear early was that perceptions of group interest were very powerful but that these

perceptions were far from a simple equation of financial costs and benefits at stake—in this
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case in relation to climate change. A wide range of internal (micro-), network (meso-) and
broader political (macro-) forces exerted powerful influences assessments of group interest.
This assessment in turn shapes group decisions on engagement in the greenhouse policy
network—whether o engage {and how deeply) or not. Hence, the use of ‘group interest’ as
a variable on its own for explaining behaviour was fraught with difficulty, as it was
impossible to measure (due 1o the wide range of influences) and disguised all of the factors

contributing to group perceptions of it.

The outcome suggests that we should never simply assume that group behaviour is a
reflection of group interest. In many cases this research suggests that groups often behave
in ways which are arguably contrary to their own interests, What appears to be more
important is what factors shape their (sometimes mistaken) assessments of group interest.

These factors—such as culture®™

and leadership®™ —appear to be the primary influence
upon interest assessment and ultimately group behaviour in the seven case studies
conducted here. This has important implications. It suggests that simplistic notions that
group behaviour mirrors group interest are inadequate and also casts some doubt on other
approaches to group preferences and interests. Rather than glossing over group interest or
assuming it away, the concept is an important subject for study in its own right, and one
about which further work in the interest group studies and policy networks ficlds might be

of significant benefit.
Sharpening focus back on e the group

Just as the findings of this research suggest that group interest warrants greater focus, it
aiso finds that the strongest forces shaping the perception of group nterest (and group
behaviour} are internal to the group and that these deserve greater focus. Across all seven
cases examined here internal or micro-level factors were the most powerful in shaping
‘perceived interests,” decision making and behaviour. While external meso- and macro-
level factors are shown to exert influence, these are less consistent and relatively less
powerful. This suggests that greater attention is required between the collective action
focus at one end of the field and debates about group influence at the other end. Increased

attention to what occurs at the meso-level in the policy network is highly valnable, but it

4 See previous quote [53;117] under footnotes 73 and 99 regerding how the AAC culture was
dominated by a narrowly defined set of interests which does not reflect community values and is even at
odds with the culture of the aluminium industry internationally.

%% See previous gquote [2;44] under footnote 604 reparding the overwhelming importance of the
persenality of individoa! interest group leaders, rather than group interest, in dictating group behaviour,
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overlooks part of the explanation if the causes for decisions by network participants on the
extent of their engagement are not investigated. This research demonstrates that what lies
behind assessments of group interest and consequent decisions on network engagement is
complex and important. It reinforces the idea that understanding the decisions made at
group level on the nature and extent to which groups engage or not i policy networks is

critical to any assessment of network structure and outcomes,
Reinforcement of recent findings on business interest groups in Australia

Another contribution made here is verification of some of the findings of other Australian
scholars on the role of business interest groups in recent times. Researchers like Bell and
Eccleston have looked closely at changes in the behaviour of groups. They suggest major
shifts in recent years from a highly fragmented business community, used fo protecting
nartow sectoral interests, to one much more accustomed to working together and in
collaboration with government. This research strongly reinforces these findings. Across the
case studies, and in the evidence assembled here about the wider policy network, there is
compelling evidence of collaboration between business interest groups in Australia in the
past decade on greenhouse policy. Coalition activity has been extensive and effective—
particularly in the case of the AIGN. Confirming the findings of Bell (1994a, 1994b) and
Eecleston (2000), this wark also corroborates very close collaboration between business
associations and government, and much greater use of sophisticated research o support
lobbying—research rarely resorted to by business interest groups in Australia a generation
ago.

New findings about business interest group activity in Australia

Perhaps building on what other researchers have found, this work also suggests the
possibility of a new kind of inertia in the Australian political system. Just as others have
found strong inertia in the past which prevented business interest groups working together,
there now appesdrs to be a strong inertia protecting ‘old economy’ interests in their new era

of collaboration with govermment.

Conventional wisdom about interest groups being captured by government departments has
been turned on its head with this research finding that *reverse capture’ has occurred in the
greenhouse policy network. Former bureaucrats now working in industry exert a pervasive

influence on the positions advanced to government by the departments in which they once
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worked. A *policy cul de sac’ may have evolved in the greenhouse policy arena in Australia
in which new paths for greenhouse policy are stifled because of the reverse capture
occurring. Powerful business coalitions like the AIGN have also acted as highly effective
scarecrows in the greenhouse policy network-—~scaring other interest groups from engaging

in the network,

Whether these findings about business group activity are unique in the greenhouse policy
network or symptomatic of a wider phenomenon is an open question and one which this
work would suggest is a worthwhile topic for future study. On the surface, it would appear
that government perceptions on what constitutes the national interest are being heavily and
arguably disproportionately influenced by old economy interest groups in a similar manner
to the way in which government perceptions about the national interest were once heavily

influenced by groups seeking to protect sectoral tariffs and the like.
The structure versus agency debate

One of the main areas of debate in policy networks literature has been whether as a general
rule cither structure (the shape of the policy network, rules of the game, and so on) or
agency (rational action bargaining between network agents) is more important in
explaining policy outcomes. This research partly skirts this debate because it does not seek
to explain or predict policy outcomes but is focused on interest assessment and group
behaviour, What emerges is that in practice it is often impossible to separate the structural
from the personal in group and network analysis, because the players and the structures are
so infricately intertwined. Further, there are feedback loops between the players and
structures which mean that both are constantly evolving in response to each other. In short,
this work finds no generic dominance of either structure or agency in the behaviour of
groups in this particular policy network. Instead it finds evidence that both are important,
inherently linked, and constantly influencing each other as group decisions on network

engagemeint and the networks themselves evolve,
The network change debate—endogenous versus exogenous

Because it analyses the evolution of a policy network over many years this work enables
some observations to be made about the contentious issue of what causes policy networks
to change. Some ‘structuralists” like Rhodes and Marsh accept that exogenous factors tend

to drive network change-—things which impact so significantly on the structure of the
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network that it ceases to be viable without rapid change. Rational Choice theorists fike
Dowding on the other hand believe that endogenous factors tend to drive network change,
consistent with. their view that it is the bargaining which takes place between agents in a
network which determines policy outcomes (Marsh and Smith 2000). This research finds
that neither exogenous nor endogenous factors are dominant in explaining network change.
At least in the case of Australia’s greenhouse pelicy network, internal and external forces
are both closely and simultaneously involved, both in network evolution and in the rate at
which it occurs. The stories of micro-, meso- and macro-level influence on group behaviour
reflect this. Similarly, these endogenous and exogenous pressures are involved in feedback

loops which act either to accelerate or to inhibit change, depending on the circumstances.
Mapping network structure versus mapping resource dependencies

The work conducted here might also coniribute in a small way to debates about the merits
of different types of network analysis, A methodological debate has in recent times focused
on which of the foliowing techniques holds the greatest explanatory power: mapping
network structure or mapping the resource dependencies of agents in a network {either
groups or individuals). On the one hand, the structuralists argue that the way a network is
shaped—who is in, the rules of the game and so on—latgely determines outcomes. The
rational choice alternative suggests that structure is much less influential than the relative
resource dependencies of network players (Dowding 2001). What is crucial in the latter
approach is the bargaining that takes place between these players. This explains outcomes,
it is argued, and furthermore it can be measured by applying appropriste quantitative
methods to map the frequency of interactions of different types. There has been a gradual
acceptance that both methods are useful and complementary and need not be mutually
exclusive, This research assumed that the “what happened and why® answer is a series of
competing versions (or constructions) of those involved in the policy network. To some
extent mapping of the structure of the network and the extent of bargaining was used here.
However, its usefulness was limited and it was merely complementary as a source of

context. It did little to bolster the validity of competing explanations.
Shedding light on the Auastralian greenhouse policy network

This brings us to the second major coniribution of this work-—improving our understanding
of the Australian greenhouse policy network. While the previous chapters give a thorough

coverage of seven case group responses to climate change, the reality is that this research
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has also uncovered a great deal of relevant and important information in relation to the
wider greenhouse policy network.

Many of the comiments made in interviews about the case groups inform our knowledge
about the broader network, However, the interviews inevitably elicited comments which
were not focused on the cases but on the wider network, Much of this material supports the
findings, and at the same time, as many interviewees have been at pains to emphasise, their
comments on the wider network provide important context for anyone interested in

understanding what has happened in the greenhouse policy network and why.

Even though these observations do not relate to the case study groups directly and do touch
on issues beyond the main scope of the research (like group influence and policy outcomes)
they are felt sufficiently important in their own right to justify being included here. They
provide valuable context for understanding the cases, and further for use in reinforcing the

foundations for future work on the development of greenhouse policy in Australia.

For the purposes of this piece of work, though, the main value added by including these
observations serves to illustrate very effectively that the decisions of groups examined here
as case studies——on group interest and on whether they engage in the policy network,
which side of the issue they choose, and how they conduct themselves—are not decisions
without consequence.”® On the contrary, they have plaved an important enabling role in the
dominance of the network by a small and extremely effective group of players representing

a relatively small proportion of Australia’s economy.®

With this in mind, the findings of the rezearch support a long list of observations about the

Australian greenhouse policy network, Below are ten of the more obvious and telling:
1. The greenhouse network is largely inaccessible to outsiders

Perhaps the greatest irony about the greenhouse policy network is that while climate

change is an environmental issue of arguably the greatest and broadest relevance for the

%58 (From one of the most senior advisers to the Howard government) ...if the financial sector and some
other absentess had been more active, perhaps (things would have been different), [50;84]

T The hands-down winner would be the Australian Aluminium Council. It's no contest. And then after
that, I would say the Australizn Gas Association. After that the Sydpey Futwes Exchange in its sort of

meteoric day, But apart from them I wonld say that none on your list even register on the radar screen.
[27:200]
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community, it involves very few people. The policy network notionally includes a broad
cross-section as evidenced by the large number of people and organisations making
submissions to parliamentary inquiries on climate change. Yet, this research finds that the
real action that actually influences greenhouse policy involves a very small number of
people—perhaps fewer than fifty—mostly senior politicians, bureaucrats, and business
leaders. It would appear that the reasons why the policy network is so sheltered from
contestation are two-fold. First, there are extreme information barriers to entry into the
debate because the issue is complex and requires significant devotion of resources over
long periods to stay ‘on top of the game.’ Precious few have the resources or
commitment—particularly given the long-term nature of the issue itself.**® Second, there is
an iron triangle of sorts operating between dominant sections of the bureaucracy, senior
levels of successive federal governments, and the powerful advocates representing the
resources and energy sector of the Australian economy. % Voices operating from outside
this triangle have over more than a decade exerted little influence on the direction of
government policy, as evidenced by the gradual backing away from Australia’s

commitments to reduce its greenhouse emissions. %°

%% One of the principal benefits people saw in the establishment of AIGN was in information
dissemination in being able to sustain an engagement with the COP processes for example. The
representative from AIGN has attended every COP meeting and brought back up to date intelligence on
where things are at, where they’re going, flagging issues. People, if you like, have been able to use that
as a vehicle for continued engagement, but not the intimate involvement that only a very small number of
players that have been able to sustain. [51;138}

59 Interestingly, DFAT in my view—there's one serious flaw in their approach to greenhouse gas
domestic stakeholders—they identify far too closely with the losers in the Kyoto Protocol process and
refuse to take seriously even most of the winners. They knee-jerk react to their losers-—particularly the
big coal groups but when people in the financial sector have a different story DFAT don’t pay too much
regard fo it... Ralph Hillman (Ambassador for the Environment) goes to talk to lunches organised by you
know people like Minters and Mallesons (law firms: Minter Ellison and Mallesons Stephen Jaques) and
so on. But they don't get themselves into that part of the economy and I don’t know why. It’s strange—
they really focus on the losers.[2;136—40]

%% {1t scems to me that when you go back and you look at the direction of policy there’s been ... a

decision was taken in I think a 1990 cabinet meeting where essentially the same qualification, ‘we will
not do anything that compromises our economic interests,” and some might argue that there has been a
change in intensity in policy terms, but the direction has been largely the same ever since?} These issues
have been... the intensity has changed because we’ve had a focus on the international negotiations. The
interests, concerns and the arguments become farther and more sophisticated, but they don’t vary very
much. Some of the early moves were naive, [ think Ros Kelly in that 1990 decision got agreement to say
that we would reduce our emissions by 40 per cent by the year 2000. {I think it was 207} 20 per cent,
1988 levels... Which I can recall some of us saying, ‘absolute bullshit, It's just not going to happen, no
way it can happen, because that totally stalls the economy.” So you’d never get anyone saying that sort of
thing anymore, but at the same time how was that dealt with? It was dealt with by having 2 caveat in the
decision in which they would have promised two things simultaneously. You've got more and more to a
point where you're actually focusing now on the choices of which policies and measures will confirm
that, but you've gone from 20 per cent to +8 per cent and +8 per cent on a much broader carbon
accounting base. A big difference I suppose. In the early ‘90s Ros Kelly was obviously the proponent of
that submission with some pretty strong support from Hawke and always some caution around it. Keating
was always more sceptical and that scepticism continued through to the Berlin Mandate when Australia
was the last country to fall. [54:432-42]

340



2. The network is dominated by a small, powerful self-declared greenhouse mafia®’

It is widely acknowledged by interviewees for this research that a small group of people
leading resources and energy sector interest groups have dominated the greenhouse policy
network for years.%* While there has been occasional variation in the make up of the group,
a leadership core exists which has been drawn primarily from the AIGN’s members, and
consulting firms Hke ACIL. According to interview comments here, prominent members
have included, among others, Barry Jones, Dick Wells, John Tilley, Mark O'Neill, Ron
Knapp, David Coutts, Mike Hitchens and Keith Orchison. Members of the group have
referred to themselves in interviews for this research as the greenhouse ‘mafia.’®® The
self-declared ‘mob” works as a pack to keep the brakes on greenhouse policy and to protect
the narrow inferests of a few resources based industries lfike coal, oil, aluminium and
electricity generation. *** They have demonstrated an unrivalled capacity to influence the
direction of government policy—something which is widely acknowledged across the

network. *° They are also true believers in the cause—ideologically committed to the

5t The use of this term here reflects no real ot implied association whatsoever with organised crime. This
term (along with the rm ‘the mob”) is a seff-descriptor used by some iadustry lobbyists in reference to
the AIGN. It does not necessarily reflect any views of the part of the author,

*2(Said one senjor adviser in the Howard government) The club’ has had a discernible influence on the
position of Australia’s greephouse policy. They have been very successful in making the government
aware of the damage which might flow from major greenhouse measutes, 50,8¢]

3 {When you think about the reasons as to why the Aluminium Council has been successful—what
other groups which are not in my st of cage studies have also been influemial for the same sorts of
reasons?} Well, the Electricity Supply Association, the Cement Industry Association, the Australian
Petroleun: Production and Exploration Association, the Minerals Council of Australia—the mafia, {That
is an interesting term vou use, Does anyone else use that term-—the mafia?} Yes. We all talk about
ourselves that way. {Yes—but does anvone else use it outside?’ Does anyvone else use outside—no!
(Laughter). It is an “in house term.” {That is very interesting.} The other in-house term is the Society of
Egomaniacs. Which is commonly known as the Executive Directors meeting of the AIGN. [18;390-404]
{1t has been suggested to me by some who are part of that group that i you look around at the majot
industry associations who have been active on greenbouse, almost without exception they are headed up
by someone who has come out of the old DPIE} Yes. {They all think the same way?} Yes. {They know
the policy framework better than the government...} Yes. {Because they wrote it7} Yes, {They have a
cotporate memory which goes back 1o the very beginning of greenhouse policy?} Yes. {And this is one
of the keys to their success?} Yes. {In fact | have even heard it described by one of the participants as
‘the mafia?} [ don’t think any of us shy away from that. {It is quite amazing—is that vour observation
that this has been an important part of the success has been that you are dealing with programs which you
had a hand in or understand from personal invelvement and often-times with former colleagues?} ...what
you have said is basically correct. [40;453-83]

%% See previous quote 53;117] under footnote 99 where a senior former AIGN insider acknowledges the
pursuit of narrow interests “to the exclusion of other community values.”

%3 ..astrong network of influence there. ... people like John Hannagan and the Aluminium people were

influential in having John Evles take over the network, and making sure that it reflected their interests
[53;117] Yes, these people are very influential because influence is all about personalities, your
relationships and networks and who you get on the phone to talk to. [36,2771 1 think the Australian
Greenhouse Industry Network has been super important is developing policy because it represented all

341



expansion of the Australian economy through continued availability of cheap fossil fuels.®®

They are absolutely committed to defeating the green movement on climate change. They
have successfully drawn on the support of various captains of industry—or ‘aces’—to
apply pressure on government to get their way on greenhouse policy.®’ The interviews for
this research suggest that the vast majority of those active in the greenhouse policy network

believe the mob has largely had its way so far. °°
3. Revolving doors and musical chairs have hardened ‘mobd’ influence
One of the keys to the greenhouse mafia’s influence is that they know relevant sections of

the bureaucracy well. With the exception of very few (such as Keith Orchison), all have

come from a previous career in the federal bureaucracy. Most have worked in the federal

the losers and did so under two people | knew quite well-—John Eyles most recently, and before him
Tony Beck---they represented the losers quite effectively because it was sort of during the early stages,
people were willing to let this group organise them-—individual constituent groups—and speak for them
and that meant that they had rounded up under an umbrella a lot of companies that are in the government.
So they were very, very influential. [2;172] AIGN have been very influential in the debate and in going
and lobbying, and APPEA to some extent have been as well. Minerals Council also. So the individuals
there I suppose the way I would deseribe it would be a continual drip, drip, drip of the negative story. So
in that sense therefore very, very influential. [52;259]

8¢ {Jltimately, in the end they have all on aligned on the basis that any cost on carbon is a cost on
industry that cannot be met. 1 don’t know this particular cost cannot be met whereas all the other costs
that are imposed on industry can be met, but this one is an ideological objection to bowing to the weight
of science or allowing the environment to be more important than profits. It is an ideological objection to
allowing the commons (i.e. public goods like clean air) to be costed and paid for. [45;325]

%7 (From one of the government’s most senior environment policy advisers) In terms of who the Prime
Minister listens to on the issue, he would definitely take notice of what captains of industry said to him--
for example, Hugh Morgan (ex managing director of Western Mining) and Barry Cusack {ex managing
director of Rio Tinto). He meets with these sorts of people regularly on a formal and informal basis. The
PM has a huge network of business contacts and listens to a great many people on this. The PM is big on
people who he can trust to deal with and he seeks a lot of different views on this. He would definitely
take close notice of Warwick Parer on this issue (ex Resources Minister and coal industry executive), and
the esteemn in which Parer is held by the PM is reflected in the decision to have him head up the recent
energy policy inquiry {50;62] One of the points I was going to make was that one of the successful things
that people like Barry Jones and Dick Wells and a couple of the other guys have dene is at very critical
stages there’s this arrangement where senior business people can ring Howard direct and 1 think John
Akehurst, the head of Woodside, the fact that he has this huge investment in the North West Shelf
expansion and the China deal has given him enormous influence over Howard on some of these things
and if you’ve had a look at Friday’s version of the Financial Review vou’ll see Akehurst mentioned as
one of the people caught up in the leak and another guy, head of Esso he’s probably not as influential but
he’s probably the guy who allegedly rang the BCA up and told them to back off on greenhouse. [17;435]
Hugh Morgan, it’s interesting you know because he’s very progressive on some of the minerals industry
codes of conduct with regard to the environment. So he’s very, very progressive. But on greenhouse,
absolutely luddite. Absolutely luddite. He thinks the world will fall apart under a Kyoto protocol. So he’s
been quite influential. {52;259]

868 £ Also, almost all of them have come out of the same career path. They’ve come out of the Industry
department?} That’s right, public service. {But specifically that department?} Yes, that's a fair
statement. {...they refer to themselves as the mafia} Well they are. {They’re quite proud of the whole
thing.} { mean I"m just fascinated. If you asked me the question what had they achieved, then maybe
keeping it under controt [4;430-38;460-74]
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Industry portfolio, and many have worked in sections of that department responsible for
greenhouse and/or energy policy. *® Various members worked together in the same branch,
sometimes holding the same positions consecutively. The corporate knowledge which the
mob has about the development of national policy relevant to climate change is both
impressive and unrivalled. ’° The greenhouse mafia boast that they know greenhouse
policy better than the government because they were the ones that wrote it. ! Some even

argue that with the decline in policy analysis within the Industry Depariment the mafia still

56 Well yes, the family tree in that sense, in terms of all the industry associations they've all come from
the Department of Resources Energy at some time or other. [19;507]...if you have a look at say the
people who came out of the Industry portfolic who went into industry associations Barry Jones, David
Couits, alicgedly the fellow whe runs the cement industry [17;251] T think if you have a ook at many of
these organisations they have hired thelr executive officers out of DPIE. And in some instapces, they
have hired them owt of Trade—which is really not that distinguished from DPIE smyway—so [ think
what you're effectively getting is people at the branch head level out of industry departments—and who
in & number of cases they have been involved in greenhouse policy process in povernment—and then
they are basically bringing that across te the industry assoeiation... {...are there any examples that juinp
out which vou would point to?} Well the obvious one is David Coutts—there is also John Tilley, Warren
Lang—he came out of (the federal Department of Foreign Affairs andy Trade originally—the head of the
Federated Chamber of Automotive Industries (FCAD is another one. So 1 think that has a strong
influence on the energy industry cubure. But, they want that though—1 don't think it is & case of the
recritment creating the culture—it is because the sponsoring compaties want that culture so they look
for the people who will, I suppose-—that will give them the homogenesity of culture. [27;120-28]

¥ See previous quote {2;172] regarding the influence of the AIGN as an umbrella group, under footnote
663.

Within industry, you have a corporate memory of international greenhouse negotiations from 1988 until
the present day. The government does not bave that, 118;629] {What sort of advantage does it give these
guys 1o have had that background, in govermment?} Oh, look it does give thers a real advantage. {How?)
.. Because greenhouse is such an ethereal issue. | mean none of us really know what we can do about it,
We can look at & whole range of small issues, larger issues or whatever, but it's really hard {o grab holé
of. These guys have learned bow to grab hold of it at least in terms of a dialegue. They know what words
to usg, they know how o make themselves sound eredible in the area and so they tend to take over most
of the dislogues whatever they might be and whichever one of them there are, they have a tendency to be
able to manage them. Now from the perspective of the organisations that they represent which are the
ones thal are the high energy users on the whole and they are, that’s what they are, that's where they
come from, managing this debate is pretty fundamental to their weil as they would perceive their future,
to make sure goverament never forgets about export industries and incentives. .. [4;476-82]

! Building on the previous quote [40:483] under footnote 663.

I ' would add a couple of dimensions. Most of us have not only worked on greenhiouse but we have all
worked on energy and also some of us have worked on agriculture, so quite a bit of the thinking at the
federa! level on energy policy issues is stuff which one or more of us have set in place. If we haven’t set
it in place we have actually been involved Intimately in its development or implementation. So we know
how the underpinning for greenhouse works, So, we are familiar with the policy structure, what the
policy approach is, how policy is formulated at 2 government level in that regard. [40;483]

{...when it comes to dealing with government you are dealing in the main with programs which you
helped to design along with vour predecessors, and former colleagues?? Yes. {And that is a huge
advantage?} Yes. We know more about energy policy than the government does. We know more abott
industry policy than the government does. We know where every skeleton in the closet is—most of them
we buried. Now, when the NFF tries to lobby on salinity, there is not the same mafia group—the closest,
focused group there is the international trade negotiators where again there iz a group of industry
associations and a whole set of people who have a common background in the old Department of Trads.
That is about the only other comparable group that exists across indusiry.. [18;230-236]
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write government policy—only now from the offices of industry associations.®” Whilst not

all who use it are greenhouse mafia members, the ‘revolving door/musical chair’

arrangements extend to the highest levels of the government and continue to this day—

overwhelmingly to the advantage of the AIGN side of the greenhouse debate as the

following list shows:

Barry Jones
John Tilley

Keith Orchison
Meg McDonald

Dick Wells

Mitch Hooke
Belinda Robinson

David Coutts

Ron Knapp

Mike Hitchens

Jim Starkey

Alan Oxley

has worked in both the federal industry department and for
the APPEA;

worked for the federal industry department and APPEA,
CIF, and AIP;

worked for the APPEA prior to heading the ESAA;

(worked for DFAT and was a key negotiator on behalf of
the Australian government before recently taking up a post
as head of Corporate Affairs with Alcoa—an organisation
she now represents within the AIGN;

reportedly worked in the bureaucracy and for three ALP
ministers (Evans, Walsh and Kerin) before leading APPEA,
MCA, and most recently the Australian Food and Grocery
Council (AFGC);

replaced Dick wells at the MCA, having left the AFGC;

recently replaced Barry Jones at APPEA, having come from
a primary industry and environment policy background in
the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet, and
executive director roles at APIC, A3P, and PTAA. She was
a working group chair in the Government—Business
Climate Change Dialogue;

came out of the federal industry department to head up
AAC,;
came out of the Industry Assistance Commission and the

Finance Department via the MCA and the World Coal
Institute to head up AAC;

moved from the federal industry department to work for
ACIL consulting and the Australian Coal Association.

worked on petroleum policy in the old DPIE before
becoming executive director of the Australian Institute of
Petroleum.

(who has close connections to the BCA, Laviosier Group
and greenhouse sceptic website Climatechangeissues.com)
came out of the Department of Foreign Affairs to head up
the APEC Studies Centre which has campaigned against
Australian ratification of the Kyoto Protocol;

72§ don’t think they do anything in DITR. I think they’ve gone away from doing policy analysis to being
process people and there’s no vacuum anymore because the guys on the AIGN still do the job for them so
they don’t have to. You know, there’s lots of money spent. Those guys have got lots of money and

there’s lots of consultants, [17;407]
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Mark O'Neil

Robyn Priddle

Tony Beck

Alan Moran

Stuart Beil
Warren Lang

Robert Bain
Robyn Bain

Brad Page

Mark Paterson

Peter Hendy

Peter Walsh

Brian Nye

Catherine Murphy

Anna Cronin

Wendy Craik

moved from working for former environment minister, Ros
Kelly, and former Prime Minister Keating to working for
the Australian Coal Association.;

worked for the MCA prior © becoming Executive Director
of the AIGN spokesperson—she has since returned to a
federal department;

worked for ABARE and the industry department before
working for the BCA, the AIGN, and the SFE;

worked as deputy secretary of energy in the Victorian
bureaucracy before moving to the Institute of Public Affairs
which has consistently sided with the blocking side in the
greenhouse debate,

worked for ABARE and the industry department before
working for the SFE;

reportedly worked for the old DPIE before becoming acting
executive director at NAT];

worked for ABARE before [eading NAFT and the AMA;

{(nee Lioydell) was closely invelved in NAFI affairs in the
1990s as head of the Forest Protection Society. Having
worked for Deputy Prime Minister, John Anderson, and
Trade Minister, Mark Vaile, she now heads the CIF. She has
twice been a national party candidate at federal level;

left the federal industry department, where he was a
member of the panel overseeing the COAG energy market
review, 1o lead the ESAA.

resigned as chief executive of ACCI where he had been
active in AIGN circles to become Secretary of the
Department of Indusiry, Science and Resources.

left a long career as a ministerial adviser in the Howard
government to take Paterson’s place as chief executive of
ACCI. He was steering committee chair in the
Government—Business Climate Change Dialogue (Hendy
2003).

prior to becoming president of the Lavoisier Group, he was
a Hawke government cabinet minister in various portfolios
including resources and energy.

a prominent member of the Liberal Party in the ACT was
formerly executive director of the Australian Fnstitute of
Petroleun. He was a working group chair under the
Government-—Business Climate Change Dialogue

is the new NAFI chief executive—she was previously an
adviser to Prime Minister Howard.

was previously a senior adviser in the Liberal Party before
becoming executive director of the NFF. She was a woiking
group chair in the Government—DBusiness Climate Change
Dialogue

has Jed government agencies including the Great Barrier
Reef Marine Park Authority (GBRMPA), the Australian
Fisheries Management Authority (AFMA), and the Murray
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Darling Basin Commission (MDBC). She has also been
executive director of the NFF, and worked at ACIL.

Hence, because of a revolving door—ofien between industry portfolio and industry interest
group involving half a dozen key players, the greenhouse mafia has had an extraordinary
advantage in the network which it has exploited determinedly. *° The close collaboration
within the mob has also been enhanced by the sequential movement of members between
interest groups. Many members claimed by the mob have held the top job rumning the
secretariat of at least two interest groups central to the effort to slow down greenhouse
policv—ifor example: Barry Jones (A;}’?EArand MCA), Dick Wells (APPEA, MCA), Ron
Knapp {AAC, MCA), John Tilley (APPEA, CIF), Keith Orchison (APPEA, ESAA) A
combination of revolving doors and musical chairs is at the core of the greenhouse mafia’s
influence.5™ As a result, the greenhouse mafia is arguably the most potent lobbying alliance

in Australia at present.”

573 (Oh Took, there’s no doubt there's 4 club, and a club at a different Tevel between the group of career
asseciation executives that have moved around and perceive they know how this is done. That sort of
stuff. But you atways get that in any deal. Again this will sound really cynical. I think the teadership in
these groups tend to come from the groups that have the most to lose because they're the most
aggressive, the meost out there, which is not a really good outcomne buf it is my narrow experience thai the
people who are the most vocal and push the agenda the most, atiempt to push the agenda the most... they
are & olub, there’s a group of them. There's not that many of them, there’s about eight maybe. [ was
trying to zip through them-—about eight—and they have played musical jobs [4,426]

7% fHow important ¢o you think that being so much a part of the system over so many years, has helped
to perpetuate that inertia that we talked about?? Significant. Absohutely significant. 1t's a dynasty that’s

difficult to break and it happens in lots of segments ... fo lots of industries. [46;268-70}

73 Guy, let me distract you-—just from your questions for a second. What is different about the carbon
lobby 10 any other lobby in the country? First, it is cross-industry. Now, very rarely on anything other
than tax do you get a multitmde of industries lobbying oo one thing. It has been highly successful if you
believe the greens. Why? Because it is incredibly well plugged inte government, and it is basically driven
by a group of people who have a common background, For exemple, the head of the Australian
Petroleum Production and Exploration Association, the head of the Minerals Councll of Australia, the
head of the Electricity Supply Association of Australia, all have been heads of the Australian Petroleum
Production and Exploration Association, With three of the bigpest organisations there hias been a clear
succession path. Dick Wells left APPEA to go to the Minerals Council of Australia, Keith Orchison left
APPEA 10 go to the Electricity Supply association of Australia. The Coal Association, the Australian
Aluminium Council, APPEA, The Pipeline Industry Association, the Minerals Council, the Aluminium
Council, the Cement Industry Association, the Pulp and Paper Industry Associstion are all headed by
bureaucrats who come out of the one department. Keith Orchizson in the ESAA was & major lobbyist of
that department over a 20 vear period 50, so it was almost as much a part of the burcancracy. You know,
there was a group of people who knew each other, who knew how people thought, who analysed in the
same way, who bad a fundamental understanding of the policy provesses, who had all been taught by
Peter Walsh and Gareth Evans on how to be a bastard in the game. And, they sll knew one thing-—you
didn't beat the greens by taking them on one by one, and you didn't beat the greens by being defensive-~
you had to be ageressive. And, the big win——avhat started this whole debate off—is when they derpiled,
in 1993 and 1996, Phillip Toyne and his attempt as deputy secretary of the Department of the
Environment to get a carbon tax up. And, they did not derail Toyne by arguing against & carbon tax—
they derailed Foyne by giving the government an alternative policy. And pointing out the cost of a
carbon tax. Why the conservation groups don't like it is because the alliance of conservation groups that
turns up at every conference of the parties is matohed in Australia by an alliance of industry, It is an
afliance of industry which actuajly sits at the conference table as part of the Australian delegation. That
makes the Australian alliance different to anywhere else in the world, In the United States they sit in the
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4. By working as a group the mafia has scared others away from the network

Superficially, the dominance of the greenhouse mafia would seem to merely reflect a
situation in which relatively few sectors of the Australian economy have a stake in climate
change, and these few are the loud voices heard via the AIGN and the mafia. However, this
perception would seem to be highly misleading based on the evidence found here. Rather, it
would seem that the ruthlessness of the greenhouse mafia, and thelr capacity to present a
united and intimidating front has deterred many other interest groups from engaging
seriously in the greenhouse policy network, °® No major industry association with the
possible exception of the AGA (before its break up} in more recent times, has been willing
to take on the AIGN and the mafia driving their sctivity. Umbrella groups like the Business
Council of Australia have found themselves unable to reach consensus largely because of
the influence of the greenhouse mafia and their AIGN supporters. 87 The BCA, ACCI, and

gallery—in Australia they sit in the room. They are part of the team. It is probably the best cross-industry
alliance——the most successful—over the long term——it has been going now for at least 10 years—of any
one that has ever been put fogether. And that is the biggest cultural and organisational factor. {So there is
an ex DPIE government insider culture that permeates almost every single member of this successful
fossil fuel lobby?} Yes. We all write the same way, we ail think the same one way, we all worked for the
same set of ministers.]18;224-26]

7 See previous quote [1;271-9] under footnote 445 regarding the incompatibility of TCA and AIGN
interests.

(The interviewee added in the following exchange): {To what extent do you think that the culture of
these guys in the energy intensive sectors, all coming through from the same kind of career background
and playing musical chairs around these energy intensive peak bodies in Canberra ... To what extent do
you think that makes it a club that's very cliquey and hard to bresk into?} Well, I think it’s enormous.
I's virtually ... in terms of the personalities associated with 4, it makes it virtually impossible for us to
articulate our voice. I you’ve got ten people that are very cliquey, that are very used to working with one
another against a group which would be doing it solo, there™s a lot of reasons why it makes it extremely
difficult for us to influence agendas. And it would mean that any sort of group like that would provide us
with a less than satisfactory cutcome, so we're better off not joining the group. [1;301--3]

7 And the BCA is probably the most pro at the moment but you then have to look at the dynamics of
who are the members of the BCA? And of course the voeal people within the BCA are the minerals
people as well. So fo get consensus around z, if you iike, around high ground as opposed to the lowest
comymon denominator is very, very difficult. It requires an enormous amount of leadership on behalf of
the leading companies. Well what I think has happened, whether it be in the BCA, ACCI, AIG, the same
players who are negatively affected are in key positions in those organisations as well. So it’s easier to
get io the lowest copumon denominator in all of that. [52;119] ...the problem i, it’s very easy to identify
the losers, it’s a very small identifiable group from greenhouse. The winners tend to be much smaller and
much tsore widaly dispersed and each of them is onfy going to get a very small gain so they don’t have a
big incentive to ... T mean, well look at the ABARE models of who wins and who loses. | mean
aluminium goes down 20 per cent and coal goes down and so on, but those industries only comprize 10
per cent of the economy and if vou have, say a price of carbon in the economy, vou have the losers but
that means resources get realiocated sccording to the new relative prices and all the winners are service
industries, the tourism industry but the tourism industry must have huge numbers of members, each of
whont stands to gain very little relative to the ... even light manufacturing stands to gain if #'s not really
emissions intensive stuff.... But all of those people are probably going to gain 1 per cent whereas the
people who are losing are losing 20 per cent... and so it's hard to get 90 people, each gaining 1 per ceni,
involved in a debate whereas the one person who loses 20 per cent is clearly going to be right up there.
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the AIG have all essentially fallen into line with the AIGN position. No coalition of pro-
Kyolo business organisations has been willing to publicly challenge the mafia to any
678

significant effect.”” As many suggest, the silence of the broader business community has

been achieved by the zealous campaign of a few, and with support from government. 577
5. Large sections of Australian industry have been missing in action

The case studies examined here suggest that some of the Iargest sections of the Australian
economy have been missing in action on greenhouse policy. Many interviewees described
interest groups representing various prominent sections of the Australian economy in just
those terms or something very similar.®® That is, interest groups have an apparently clear
interest in the debate and the future direction of government policy, and yet they have

{Yes, let alone get them to organise into a group and coordinate & campaign of tobbying in support of
that. Does this help to explain what others have told me is thst o fairly schizophrenio response to
greenhouse by the BCA?} | think so because ['d have to say the role of BCA has been very disappointing
for a group that represents 100 major companies. Now obviously they've got the aluminium and the
cement and the big emitting companies ia there and obviously those companies are dominating the BCA
debate and position, but vou look af other major companies like the financial institutions, big banks, big
insurance companies, the manufhcturing companies who are not particularly emissions intensive, alf of
those companies which would far outoumber the heavy emitting side, what do they stand to ... would
gain from greenhouse just by virtue of the reallocation of resources. You could have a mawro-cconomic
equilibrium when you changed the price factor, bot like I said, you™ve got the problem that it's hard to
get the nine guys who each gain 1 per cent interested when you've got one guy in there who's losing 20
per cent. { Yes, because they soream the loudest?} But ves, it has been a ... § mean [ would have thought
that major business I would have hoped would have been sophisticated enough 1o realise that what really
naztters is the health of the Australian economy and if there’s an issue out there that poses a risk for our
future, for example, greenhouse liabilities twenty vears down the track, and there's a risk that we'll be
feft with this industry siructure which iz 2 bloody white elephant in twenty years® time, you'd think that
major business leaders would be thinking about those soris of issues from a strategic point of view and
saying, hey, we should be doing something about this just purely from the point of view of the economy.
We don’t want fo be left with this white elephant structare if things go wrong., {Why do you suppose
they don’t? 1 mean what is it? Is it just a culture that they're not used to taking on these powerful
players?} Yes, I think it’s a cultare of worrving shout the financials of your own company and not sort of
devoting too many resoutces to getting invelved In political debates, which usually businesses end up not
being rewarded for being active leaders in political debates, so the only ones who ave willing to get into
political debate are the ones that stand o loge and they’re in there screaming and yelling, [7:235-53]

78 Ryt there is no pro group and getting up 2 pro group is very difficult, [32;119]

% As long as yow're just in a world where the Prime Minister is there saying—veah, we have not made
a formal cabinet decision’” but—he's desperately telling everybody he's not going to ratify it—and you
have one or two businesy interests who are shortsighted enough not to try fo adijust—ijust see if we can
hold this all back & bit like King Canute frving to hold back to sea. And the other businesses not being
prepared to antagonise the government—ibat is what you have got here. So, that is the conspiracy of
silence-—iype unholy alliance-—which has developed.[33;62]

68 See previous quote [37:1117 under footnote 463 on how the ICA were “missing in action’ and

previous quote [50:24) oo how the NFF were ‘absent without leave on greenhouse under footaote 273.

{in relation to these and other groups) ...basically these groups were missing in action. [21;65] AGA has
also been missing in action (along with the) NFF (and) the car manufacturers.]50;56]
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remained on the periphery for much of the network’s history. ®' This has been the case
with the ICA according to widely held views gathered here. It also appears to be clearly the
case with the TCA and for much of the time with the NFF. However, this work suggests
that the phenomenon is much broader. For much of the debate the same can be said if the
gas industey. The financial community in particular appear te have been unable to come to
terms with the debate or play any type of role reflective of their arguably strong interest in
the issue, As has already been discussed, above the intimidation or scarecrow effect of the

greenhiouse mafia has been central to the ‘MIA’ phenomenon, 82
6. Green groups have been no match for the mob

Another important reason why the greenhouse mafia has so effectively dominated the
policy network is that the green movement has been no match in the policy battles. While
the inherent better connections and better resources of business interests comprising the
mob has certainly been a factor, it would appear from the interviews conducted here that
the green movement itself has failed in many ways on climate change to have the impact it

might have, ® The green groups have their own cultural inertia which is heavily tilted

581 Weo have already talked about the NFF, and we definitely saw them as part ofwwell, if you look at the
big humps of Australian industry that we thought relevant to the public policy area, they were pretty
much absent, the ACCI was pretty much absent, until the vear 2000 and the Australian Industry Group
has abways on the fringes. [13;356] {Are there any groups that you would say have been conspicuous
through their 2bsence from the debate?)} ves—so many, so many. Well I think to start with the National
Farmers’ Federation has been one of them, the Insurance Council has been another. The Tourism Council
has been another one, [15:210-121

2 1 think there’s also another dimension to it and I think that dimension is that in the business circles
where those insurance companies would move in, like the BCA circles and stuff fike that, there already
was & culture from the Minerals Council and from the Aluminium Council and people like that, that
greephouse was an issue, that they were the ones to deal with it and I think that culture must have ... |
think the Australian business community is probably toe small to actually engender unless you've got
genuine leadership it's probably too small to engender that sort of maverick, entrepreneurial, we're going
to go out on a limb on these things, despite the fact that our solleagues in the coal industry or the
aluminivm industry have got a different view. 1 think overseas In places like Europe and America there’s
room for that, [35;103] They {the greenhouse mafia) buy thelr effective silence, and keave one or two
business voices out there which are negative. Whereas what the Business Council ought to do is to go
through~-and it is very hard for them to do this but they should do this——they should commission a study
and fook at the bonefits, pluses and minuses, industry by industry, and even though obviously some
industries are going to have to adjust—I mean what is our national capacity to generating carbon crediis?
I think it's incredible—I think we cnuld buy ourselves years, decades even, but we bave o be in the game
in order to do that. [33;54]

5% | think most of the major and smaller environment groups operating in Australia have been part of the
problem. {Why is it—just departing from my set list of questions for a second--what is it about the
Augiralian environmenta! movement that we have not seen them very closely engaged on climate change
in a very consistent way?} Well, the priority issue for the environment movement remains forests as it
has the last twenty years, The ieadership of most of the green groups now are old forest activists. And
they came up through their organisations as forests campaigners. And it is very hard, it is very hard to
copvince those people that climate change is an issue that franscends all of those taditional issues that
they have been fighting on and know the intricacies of for the last twenty vears, So, there is that,
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towards forest conservation, indigenous and other issues. % There is would appearto be a
general lack of expertise and determinafion to acquire such capacity in relation to
“‘browner’ industry related issues in general and climate change in particular.”® The green
movement is at 3 massive disadvantage in terms of its nsider experience and connections
in the greenhouse policy network, and is often more than a few steps behind in the lobbying
game.**® This may have contributed to their failure to recognise that one of the mob’s main

assets has been its effective use of coalitions to present united messages to government.*™’

Different priorities, there is fack of resources, and there is the complexity of the lssue combined with fack
of resources which means that it has proven pretty hard for them to get going. And, I think there i3 a
defeatist mentatity within the environment groups ons this now that says we casnot do it in Australia. We
cannot win this argument in Austalia. {... We just don't seem to have in the tradition in Australia of
industrial ecology issues in our environmental movement? Having lived in the 1JS for a while and
certainly got to know many Europesns, in both places there is a strong tradition in the green groups of
brown' issues.} The role of forests has a lot to answer for—we are stit] dealing with the legacy of that.
And the suspicion of Industry for geod reason. The polarisation of the debate—ithe environmental
debate—the lack of—so, within the green movement we have got a big suspicion of Industry, we have an
old gusrd in control, we have got formal positions not 1o engage with corporations in the private sector
even if they’re progressive. And we have a complex issue, and lack of funds and we have as a result in
the Australian green movement of just saying this is too hard. {Whereas in the US there is exactly
opposite situation. They have the funds, and they are focused on the brown fssues, and they cooperate
with Industry organisations like the EDF for example do that.} Absolutely—even in New Zealand this is
happening---but not in Australie. [13;,212-24)

% r'What about the influence of the green movemenat on this? Have they been ...} Nowhere near as
influential as overseas. {What do vou put that down to?3Native forests. {And the fact that that's the
bigger priority?} It appears to us. Mind you, you see the other thing is, Greenpeace who started out with
a couple of campaigns on this ended up focusing on the shale oil in Queensland. They basically left the
greenhouse debate, [ think #'s been a bit of 5 shame. The ACFE has been active in the greenhouse debate,
they’ve been more active in the greenhouse debate but T think it's probably it's an important issue for
them but the native forests is probably a Mgger one. [23;246--36]

5, .one of the reasons why environment groups in Australia have been ineffective on climate change is

because they are obsessed with forests and land degradation. And so many of them have been unabls to
look at climate change for what it is—and it is simply seen it as an extension of forestry issues which is
ridiculous. They really have been hamstrung because a lot of these—~there are only half a dozen people or
s0 in the environment movement working on climate change—it is a very small number. You know, a lot
of them have come up through forest issues., We dou’t have this history of industrial environmentalism
which they have in Europe. And | would say that one of the reasons why the Australia Tnstitute has been
effective is that fhey are not hung up on the forests, on land, and the water. The Institule sees climate
change as an industrial issue. {So, just as an aside, you see the environment movement in Austrabia as
very, very green rather than focusing on brown agenda issues to steal the cliché.} Definitely, definitely...
[ think that has been a real problem with deading with climate change in Australia. [31;191-95],

%6 s Are there any groups that you would say have been conspicuous through their absence from the
greenhouse debate? Where vou would say that they probably have lnterest in this but they have not been
involved in the debate?}...are we talking green groups as well here? {Sure.} Well, my impression is
basically that what you get is that if people perceive there is a key meeting coming up then there is a rush
to Canberra and a bit of lobbying going on and then other things becomwe important in the interin so the
ACF T think have been-—{ mean they have got a consistent Hine but they don't appear to me o be thinking
about greenhouse all the Sme. They are proseouting other cases. {So you would describe them as having
a seasonal interest?} Yes. So, for example in the run up to Marrakesh—everybody 15 suddenly in town,
And they are all in town to try and coincide with the cabinet meeting where the decisions are going to be
taken on what the negotigiors are sent off to do. {By which point most of the leg-work is already done?}
Correet. It iz alf over. [48;1 13-31]

%7 You know you bave seen a few celebrated punts at clection time by some industry groups and when
they get it wrong they have three years they don’t get access, [How much do vou think the lack of that
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Despite the valiant efforts of a few, the clear scope to build counteracting coalitions on the
green side of the debate has not been capitalised upon by the mainstream environmental
organisations. Some green industry advocates acknowledge that complacency has been part
of the problem.®® This, along with cultural inertia, has provided the greenhouse mob an
advantage which they have exploited ruthlessly and effectively. ®

7. Government efforts to engage wider interests have largely failed

It is interesting to note that the dominance of the greenhouse mafia has not been achieved
with complete complicity of government, Certainly the mob have had powerful friends in
government ranging from the Industry Department and the Treasury to the Department of
Prime Minister and Cabinet (PM&C) and ABARE™ to senior members of cabinet

type of access to that sort of network of people with that career pathway has hurt the green side of this
debaie?] Well 'm not sure that is what has burt them... you know there are people like Phillip Toyne for
example who cartied on their work in the department, [But what if there were 10 Phillip Toynes running
around?] Oh they would be pretty powerful, Phillio’s a pretty crafly guy. [13;572-80] {I asked one of the
key people who's played musical chairs the most recently, bow significant the advantage was and he was
telling me how big it was and he said, oh look, Phillip Toyne's the only one on the other side and 1 said,
what would it be fike if you had ten Phillip Toynes on the other side and he said, we'd have our hands
fuil, it would be an even battle.} Yes, well there you go, and I think Phillip was severely disadvantaged
because he hadn’t worked in government before and 1 think he had a lot of learning to do himself, you
know, like how things work. It's not that he could rely on a network. You know for a lot of them they
mighin’t have worked in government, if they're coming from somewhere, if they’re moving in that
direction, but they have a network to rely on anyway.[45:273-275]

% But it's really a case of being effectively resourced to provide a well resourced, effective and
professional counter to the carbon lobby ot There’s a very few of us, so there haven’t been
opportunities to get heavy hitters from our industry—~they just don’t compete with heavy hitters from the
energy intensive industry... But that’s changing and so we’ve increased our effort in that regard: getting
some of the senior executives from our indusiry getting up (to Canberra} to be more effective. Look, it's
been a slow process. [ think it"s also fir to say that people just—industry on our side—iust expected
stoff (in their interests) to happen. [23;268]

% (As one senior AIGN figure remarked) ... the greens have damaged themselves in my view—
certainty with Robert Hill as you know. And there is this question that it is never quite good enough for
them. | mean the government is rather petulant in some ways, if you don’t give it a pat on the back when
it does things, but if youre seen to be playing both sides of the ¢oin all the time, and never give credit
where it is due, vour credibility very rapidly nms out. You see Ros Kelly made the mistake that she
allowed her agenda to be set by the groens and so she used to keep trying to chase them saying that she
was a good minister, but the stake was always being moved out in front of her. She kept reaching for the
stake and they would never give it fo her, Whereas Robert, you see, the beauty of working with Robert
was that he had the strength to know... and he would try to find ways but at times he knew that it was
getting beyond where it was reasonable 1o be. And he’d stop. And so when he started gelfing a lot of
probing by the green groups on various things like that he just got fed up, And so I think the green groups
didn’t learn to operate in 2 different way with a very powerful and strong minister and so they bumnt
themselves up, And I think the old ways of dofng things don’t always work in the future. And I think that
this government is quite petulant about that you know | have felt it before on varicus issues and the green
groups’ strength is rooted again In PR, group awareness, hysteria and angst.. [12;380]

% However ABARE has, tafking about personalities, very strong players. Brian Fisher is a very strong
player...He was always mad then, he’s still mad angd there’s this very strong view coming through
agricuitural econpmics and that ecoromic professton, they're almost like the inteliectual equivalent of the
Sceptics Society, agricultural economists particufarty. They spend most of their ves trying to stare down
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including the Prime Minister. ' They have enjoyed advantages not available to others in
the network.®? However, at the bureaucratic and political levels, there have been many
efforts to facilitate a more balanced outcome than the mafia have sought. Bureaucrats, with

the support of some ministers, tried to engage a stakeholder base in the policy network

farmers over subsidies so there’s this real anti ... there’s this intellectual sort of framework which
basically if anything smells like it's an excuse for government intervention they'll oppose it. So they're
very antl interventionist. On agricultural subsidies and Fishet’s written a nuraber of books absut that and
that same flavour comes into his approach to greenbouse. On greenhouse, he's sceptical of the science
and even if he isn’t sceptical of science he says that if the govermment accepts that something needs to be
doe radically on greenbouse then basically it opens up public coffers 1o 2 whole pile of charlatans from
the renewables industry or gas industry or even mavbe the coal industry, T don’t know, {Has he
expressed that explicitly to you?} Oh yes, yes mformally yes, sure. {And even scepticism of the science
as well7} I think he keeps his powder dry on the science. 1 think earlier on, in the late 90s he was a hit
sceptical. I think nowadays T suspect he doesn’t say anything on the science. {But what's the sowrce of
that ideclogy?} The ideology comes from the old agricultural ceonomies framework of not having
government concede fimdamental points that will open up the government to subsidies programs and it’s
very, very strong in Brian Fisher and it may be related to the fact that he's a business as well and he’s got
clients maybe, but I"s up to you to discover all of that. But T have a high regard for Brian intellectually,
his ethics. So even if be is getting large amounts of money which probably make or break him from high
greenhouse emissions indusiries 1 think he'd stilk run this line, so that’s why it’s very, very strong
because he doesn’t want to see the government basically pour shit loads of money into repewables or put
a consumption tax essentially on energy which will upset the competitivensss of Australian exporis—
agriculture or minerals or whatever. And so | think it's very, very strong there, and 1 think it is
ideclogical with Brian. ... he would argue that it’s not ideological, he would say that i#t’s an intellectual
argument, that people don’t understand. He has a very strong intellectual, snalytical mind and people
don’t understand him. And he can see 10, 20 vears in the future where if we get greenhouse policies
wrong then basically we’ll impoverish Australia to the benefit of the rest of the world and I think that’s
the way he sleeps at night. [48;135--147

! See previous guote [13;158-70] under footnote 350 and 631 on how the ATGN used ministers to
‘reverse manage” foderal government greenhouse policy by undermining the environment minister,
enjoyed access to cabinet documents, and were adept at ‘fixing the outcomes.” '

#2 {One of the comments that's also been made to me is that some of these guys—and this is from
them—that they've been involved over the years umpteen times editing or drafiing cabinet submissions
and policy statements and. ..} I's true. {...you name i, before the things go up (fo the minister and o
cabinet} and that this is not all that common but i's a rare opportanity and you've got to treat it very
confidentially and be very careful with it because it's a great privilege and all the rest of it. Does that
surprise you to hear that sort of thing goes on?} No. I’ve seen it happen before, but it’s interesting.
[4;504—-8] ...we used to spend a bit of time to making sure that a whole bunch of CEOs that were
members of the BCA nsed to go to all the policy meetings of the BCA because David (Buckingham} was
guite a clever operator. David's style would be to talk in generic terms about—and use terms Hke~1 had
it from the highest levels of povernment that!" and people would say—'who David? And it would be
some adviser or whatever, And David would interpret, vou see. So, I can remember a celebrated mesting
of the Minerals Council where he tried to do this—and there was Keith Orchison and Dick Wells and
various others there... And Dick just excused himself, David had said ‘1 had from the highest levels of
government that government is concerned that industry expresses a view about greenhouse efe ete.” And
he was using that as a driver to drive Austrslian business in a certain organisational direction. So, Dick
picked up the phone and spoke to Arthur Sinodinos {prime minister Howard's chief of staffy—because he
presumed that he’s talking about him since he said ‘the highest levels of government.” {So, Dick went to
the highest level?YYes... (Buckingham bad afier all} said T was talking the highest levels of
government...” So Dick calls Arthur—and he said ‘Arthor, Buckingham is sitting in a room next to me in
my office hete telling vy that government wanis us 1o do this, this, and this. And he is {alking like i is
coming from you.' And Arthur says ~ Well, it has not come from me, and we do not want you to do it
And so, Dick walked back in and said ‘Look, sorry David-—1 just talked to Arthur Sinodinos and he
disagress completely with what vou just said.” It was that sort of game. You see, David's stupid
presumption was that he was the only person that could access high levels of government. Of course—ws
afl do. [13;444-448]
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broader than the dominant AIGN. Government departments, particularly the Environment
Department and the AGO have reached out to sectors like insurance, tourism, agriculture,
forestry, finance and others in an effort to obtain a more balapced industry view for
government deliberations.® Despite notional interest and arguably cosmetic programs
(cosmetic, because they do not require a reduction in total greenhouse pollution by
participants} such as participation by industry in the Greenhouse Challenge, these efforts
have almost universally failed. Nanwmaﬁa'business voices have largely remained mute on
the periphery and the roob and its political and bureaucratic sponsors have had their way on
most issues. Even where there has been determined personal commitment fo a greener
outcome catering to a broader stakeholder base—as the Kyoto Protocol outcome achieved
by Senator Fll could reasonably be characterised—the mob have successfully used iis
political and bureaucratic power to kill off proposals against its interest. *

8. Federal government policy has iérgely catered to the greenhouse mafia

While the federal government has been at pains to porfray its greenhouse response as a

balanced one, there is little doubt that the mafia has won the day since the early 1990s.%°

83 it {s interesting because as a group (the AGO) we are just going through a pracess of consultation

with a broad range of stakeholders to revamp our corporate plan which is three vears old now. We are
going 1o do i, it is time to do it, it s post COP 7, post a new government coming in, and our three-year
time for the first corporate plan has gone out of date now. We have gone out to over 160 stakeholders and
T can give you a list of thuse and we've had an 80 percent plus response rate for either face-to-face or
telephone interviews and we have categorised them info about ten categories-—state govemment, federal |
government, indusiry associations, research groups, and the like. And, they are all stakebolders with
whom we know there is some involvement but it is greater or lesser, and In some seciors we cannet find
people that there s much linkage with—and that is an interesting issue, [30;16]

4 'm just saying that the AGO tended {o atign themselves with Hill's interests and therefore the AGO
was seen a8 8 partisan player rather than sort of a neutral policy development arm and the AIGN
therefore rather than working through ... | mean they still spent a lot of time doing AGO processes but
they always viewed that the fact that on any crunch issue Hill was outnumbered. The ministers left
everything to Hill until they had some serious decisions and then you had the three Ministers Anderson,
Truss and Minchin came in and Downer to a degree to knacker him on issues. {17,127} There was that
sort of power play but time and time agaln—1 mean, last year we had Hill and Phil from the Institnte of
Company Directors and Buckinghem trving to form a good branch of the Pew Centre hers in Australia.
You know, with Efleen Clausen-—and they brought her out to Australia at the Australian Greenhouse
Office's expense and did all this lobbying around Australia trying to set up a version of tho Pew Centre
here in Australia... BP sponsored it and all that sort of shit. And Dick Wells was basicaily chairing the
AIGN at the stage and he said “hey, what is this about? We are not being invited to any of these forums,
You are paying for it out of Commonwealth funds, I mean what {s the story? Don't we have this open
process?’ I the end, business people who AIGN knew very well and ATGN briefed an these things went
along to these meetings anvway and told them that they saw no benefit in it so it @l over. But, this was
another attempt of Buckingham, Bourne, and Robert HiZl to set up an aliernative industry lobby that more
suited their position. And, this game has gone on for so long and it still goes on a little bit today.
[13;440-44]

3 (Ros Kelly) was travelling the world stage in the late 1980s and the early part of the nineties making
statements about what Australia was going to do. You know, we are going to do this, we're going to do
that, On greenhouse. And we're going to stop this and stop that. And she'd come back and 1 mean in the
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The flow of statements from greenhouse mafia sources effectively endorsing federal
government policy is testimony to this victory. The highly supportive releases in response
to the government’s energy white paper in 2004 provide a further example (AIGN 2004a;
2004b; MCA 2004; APPEA 2004).

Reversal of the Howard government decision to rule out Australian ratification of the
Kyoto Protocol seems unlikely—particularly given that the decision not to ratify the
Protocol was reportedly a unilateral one made by the Prime Minister (Miller 2002).5%¢
Australian acceptance of the responsibility of developed nations to provide the lead under
the FCCC has been abandoned. In acknowledging the Kyoto Protocol as a win for the
environment and Australia in 1997, the government accepted that ‘developing countries
would be encouraged to consider taking on future commitments under the agreement
through jointly implemented activities to reduce greenhouse gas emissions’ (Hill 1997¢).

Today, developing country commitments are a precondition of Australian agreement.

Proposals for a carbon tax and national emissions trading have been blocked. Ongoing
programs like the Greenhouse Challenge are widely acknowledged as being ineffective®’
and are largely overseen by the greenhouse mafia.®®® Expansion of the MRET has been
formally abandoned, emissions trading has been ruled out, and a range of new measures
designed to assist Australia’s fossil fuel industry were announced in mid 2004 including
significant investment in geo-sequestration. The 108 per cent Kyoto target itself constitutes
the latest of many steps by Australia since 1987 to reduce its commitment to cutting
greenhouse pollution. Every emission target made by an Australian government since the

late 1980s has involved a lesser commitment, with a steady backing away following a little

various cabinet discussions—I mean, I know because various people told me that she would sort of get
rather shrill and say--1 have been telling people internationally that you know, we're going to do this and
that. And people like John Button were saying—that is good for you Ros, but we're not. Because
basically she had no imprimatur to do it. [13;432] T mean, if you align the BCA's demands and the
government's responses they are pretty well identical. There is very little variation in them. What vou do
see on the margins are things like the greenhouse challenge and you know environmentally friendly fuel
and products and stuff—you know, they are really just tinkering around the edges. [12;299]

% 1’5 a government decision but Howard has very clearly driven that, delivered that, and embraced that.
[34:272]

%7 _.we've always seen the Greenhouse Challenge as a Mickey Mouse program. It was a soft—to be

seen to be doing something when yow're not actually doing anything-—program. And it’s been
unfortunate that it sort of there’s been a whole lot of hand waving on that, and a lot of noise without
delivering anything. The whole point of the Greenhouse Challenge is to promote this company’s been
able to promoie how good they’ve been without actually doing anything. Doing stuff under business as
usual. But even that has come under some problems now where some companies are now concerned that
they’ve said they’re going to do things under the Greenhouse Challenge and you've got other
mechanisms now and there’s no disadvantage and what not. [23;56]

5% See previous note regarding the make-up of the Joint Consultative Committee
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known cabinet decision under the Hawke government, This decision enshrined the so-
called industry competitiveness principle which has been the foundation of greenhouse
responses by government ever since.*” The long awaited Howard government white paper,
‘Securing Australia’s Energy Future’ released in June 2004 is arguably the piece de
résistance for Australia’s greenhouse mafia. It signals an almost complete endotsement of
the mafia agenda. Based on the interviews conducted here, the statement amounts to an
almost total victory for the mob. The interviews also confirm that the Prime Minister’s
views have been influenced heavily by AIGN affiliated parties, while the views of green
groups like the ACF and Greenpeace are treated with mntem;}t.m

It can be reasonably argued that through the cross-fertilization of dominant industry
associations with Industry bureaucrats the government now receives very similar advice
from the bureaucracy and industry. An ‘enhanced in-house effect” has taken hold, under
which a small range of policy options and voices are considered seriously. The regular flow
of greenhouse mafia between bureaucracy and industry association, and between industry

associations, has steadily concentrated this effect.

% {1 mean it strikes me that the policy trajectory going way back to the late eighties—we were headed in
one direction when we had that Interim planning target, and then there was 2 sudden shift in frajectory
and pretty much we have stayed on it ever since. Because while the media coverage in recent times
would give the impression that the Howard Government have been the one that has made the big shift
and been the international parish and so on-—vou can actually trace that line back in terms of policy o g
cabiget decision when Kerin was around and Richo was around.} That's right, that's right. {And there
was a battle in cabinet where they sald—OK, we will keep this interim planning target bt always on the
provisu that Australia will not take any action which jeopardised the economy.} Dick Wells wrote those
words with Craig Emerson. {And they have been pretty much the same ever since. The trajectory bas
been pretty much the same?} Craig Emerson was the economics adviser to Keating at the time—~and he
is now a shadow minister, right. They sat—-{ can remember the cabinet meeting very clearly—because
Ros Kelly was banging them around the ears--—and called them liars and sl sorts of things—but the
cabinet decision that went up was rejected and I can remember it was about eight o'clock at night and
Craig and Dick were sitting in the conference scom it John Kerin's office tryving to redraft this cabinet
decision. And Keating wanted to go and have dinner with his family and s Keating is standing over
them—he is not prime minister af this stage—he Is the treasurer. And he is standing around over the top
saying ~ ‘come on you bastards” And they are trying o draft these cavests. All vight—and so they
drafted those caveats, and so then they reconvened cabinet and they signed off on the cabinet decision,
And, Ros Kelly never forgave them. [13:415-32] Australia had always argued differentiation. Augiralia
only agreed in Rio on the basis of differentiation. Thus, business believed that Ric was flexible enough to
incorporate, Rio was the precautionary principle but the condition of no economic damage to Australia
was always there. This has been wilfuily lost and forgotten in the mists of time by the US and EU and
these nations had tried to switch to stringent targats ie. shifting the goalposts. [25;32]

™ One of the most senior advisers in the Howard goverament on climate change acknowledged that the
Prime Minister’s office deliberately ostracised Greenpeace and the ACF, and that they listened closest to
people Iike Brian Fisher (ABARE), Poter Hendy {ACCT) and Belinda Robinson (APIA, now APPEA},
and MCA [50;11, 60,

See also previous guote [50:62] under footnote 667 regarding who the Prime Minister listens to on
greenhouse.
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9. Major greenhouse pollution cuts are unlikely while the mafia dominates and

rebuilds

Based on the interviews conducted here Australia’s greenhouse policy seems likely to
evolve at a pace which is relatively slow compared with that of other developed nations for
so long as the greenhouse mafia dominates the policy network. Without significantly
greater engagement by a broader range of greenhouse policy stakeholders, particularly
industries that are supportive of, or at least comfortable with, a more rapid pace of reform
to reduce Australia’s emissions, the greenhouse mafia is likely to continue to dominate. The
group is emboldened by their success, but hardly complacent. They pursue the greenhouse
agenda with an almost religious zeal, and as with most religious battles, they are in it for
the long haul. While some of them are growing old, the battles have not wearied them. If
anything, following their steady run of victories in the network since the low point in 1997,
when Senator Hill and Roger Beale temporarily won Australian participation in Kyoto, the

mafia has far more turf to protect now than it did in the late 1990s.

The comments of mob members to this author do not suggest any inclination to give up
what they have won. In recent times there are also signs of renewal among AIGN ranks
with revolving door recruits, Belinda Robinson and Brad Page being recruited to replace
Barry Jones and Keith Orchison at APPEA and ESAA respectively. Former Howard
government staffer, Peter Hendy, has also become more publicly supportive of the AIGN
line. AIGN 'supremo,’ John Eyles, has also been replaced at Alcoa by Meg McDonald—
widely acknowledged in interviews conducted here has being a highly influential player in
government policy developments. Hendy, Robinson, and McDenald are all well connected
and respected within the Howard administration. The internal victory of AIGN-consistent
companies within the BCA over greenhouse policy is another significant sign of AIGN
renewal. The BCA is now led by self-proclaimed Lavoisier Group supporter, Hugh

Morgan, and now routinely promotes AIGN views. !

"% In his Opening Address to the Lavoisier Group in 2000, Morgan said ‘I applaud the objectives of the
Favoisier Group...] wish it well ard it can rely on my support.” (Lavaisier Group 2000)
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10. ¥et there are some signs that meb power may bave reached its zenith

Despite the picture of the network painted above, there are some signs of instability in the
network.”"” While the mafia continues to dominate, its supremacy appears now to be quite
closely connected to the continued ascendancy of the Liberal and National Parties at the
federal level. While key elements of the mafia agenda are well supported by ALP
governments in Queensland and Western Australia, there are signs of erosion in mob power
at the state level where momentum is building towards a state-based Australia wide
greenhouse emissions trading system. Federally the ALP appears to be guite determined to
shake up this policy network. With a federal Labor commitment to ratify the Kyoto
Protocol, raise the MRET, and introduce emissions trading, the mafia can no longer rely on
bi-partisan sympathy from the govermment of the day in Canberra. This research found
great cynicism within the federal ALP at very senior levels about the mob’s greenhouse
agenda and its apparent sympathisers in government, fike DFAT'® and ABARE. "™ This
suggests that despite the recent decline in the relevance and power of the AGO (which has

™2 They (ATGN) were almost the exclusive business voice on this issue for a long time. It's now finished.
Because some of the members left—as the protecol got eloser to entering force the winners and losers
sorted themselves out. [2;172]

" See previous quote [2;136-40] regarding focus of DFAT on losers rather than potential winners under
footacts 659,

" (From a former member of the Keating cabinet) ...well if ever you wanted to see a self-serving
group-—ABARE would be the absolute classic of an agency that acted that way in my view when we
were in government, {How do you mean?? Well [ didn’t take any of their work seriously by the end of
it... thay were guns for hire. {So it would be fiir to say that the fact that they are placed in the Industry
portfolio has impacted on their own organdsational culture and their own biases?} That’s a nicer way of
saying that they’re guns for hire. Pm not that nice. They were a wholly owned subsidiary of the
Department of Primary Industries and Energy at the time and they did the bidding of the Department of
Primary Industries and Energy. {So the idea that they propose that they're an independent ...} Is
unadulterated crap. It was unadulterated crap. {...The fact that they are now required to raise 4 certain
proportion of their operating budgets from outside consulting, do you think that has an influence on their
impartiality?} No, because they were never impartial to start with, I mean-—don™t fall for any suggestion
that thera’s any impartiality about ABARE. 1 never did. {And yet do you think that they have been sold
by the government g5 an impartial adviser?} Governments have been doing that for ages. {To justify
their own policy direction?} Mmm. (Yes.) {Which is in turn dominated by that portfolio?} Yes. T don’t
think #t's any different now to the way it worked then, {Would it surprise you to hear of an example
where in recent times they had a sub-contract of some $300,000 from an industry group and did some
research on greenhouse and the research was done according to the industry group’s own assumptions
rather than independent ABARE assumptions? 13:480-4} No, obviously not. I'm obviously not getting
the message across to you that T don’t treat them seriously. {'m getting the message, P'm bearing the
message.} But I didn’t at the time, I didn’t at the time, but they were guns for hire. They were effectively
used by pro industry interests at the time...{So it would be fair to say that we're missing an objective
research agency thar could provide the sort of impartial advice to government on greenhouse policy
that...} Well, yey and no. ... Don’t forget, if you take your mind back eight or nine vears there was an
argument, there was a threshold argiment as to whether the greenhouse effect and climate change was a
real phenomenon. Was it the view of a few ferals who happened to tive out in the rainforest or something
or was it something that was quantifiable? ... And I think Australian science made a very significant
contribution to that debate, .. I do think that our contribution in that area was first class, first class and 1
would deaw a strong comparison between that and the self-serving ‘erapola’ that came out of ABARE.
[21;345-2017
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been folded back into the Department of the Environmernt and Heritage) there may be a
realignment of greenhouse policy influence under a Labor government. The foundations
upon which the mafia rely for dominance may be thinner and weaker than they appear. ™
The rise of the Greens (though this will be tempered by Coalition control of the senate from
July 2005) reinforces the fragility of the mafia’s position. Another important development
has been shifts in the greenhouse policy disposition of some key interest groups—some of
them obvious greenhonse MIAs, The AGA (prior to its break up), NAFI, and most recently
the NFF have all significantly changed their positions in recent years, This has involved
very significant, and at fimes personal, clashes between former political allies.”™ The
interviews here suggest that this reassessment has occurred beyond this group of cases.
While a coalition of business interests with a confrary view to the mafia has not yet
emerged, the prospects seem stronger than they were a couple of yews ago.”™ The

consolidation of green energy firms, and the mainstreaming of green power into utility

5 | .we’re paying a carbon tax in New South Wales, Queensland and Victoria and with all these funny

fittle admin things, these foderal things, there’s the RECs (Renewable Energy Certificates) and all that
sort of stuff. We're paying $5 or §% now anyway, plus another $§5 for bloody going to all the meetings
that relate to it. But they’re administrative, they’re not market they’re administrative... we're not sort of
going to go backwards, we're not going to give up paying that money, $0... some are saying, well, lot’s
just cut to the chase and say, let’s just put a simple system in and get rid of all the state ones, and I think
that’s a debate where .., onee that debate goes that way, the old AIGN is dead and those guys step aside,
the new guard come in and the new guard, and I'd hate to say that Mitch (Hook) and Katie Leahy from
the BCA are new guard, but new thinking I think is creeping in and the old opening batsmen, the
opposition people who just oppose everything, sit there ... the Geoffrey Boyeotts of Greenhouse policy,
they’ll all retive, {And so you think that a switch will be flicked prefty quickly probably when it
happens?} I think so [17:447-455]

™ _..a whole pile of them jumped. They got to their platcau—I mean Barry Jones wasn't going

anywhere, David Coutts wasn’t going anywhere, Dick Wells was but he got out for other reasons and a
number of the others weren’t going anywhere so they all jumped © industry associations and they took
with them this meatal .. this picture that ... Environment Australia, whatever they said sbout any issue,
was immediately suspect and they were going to argue against it. And st some of these AIGN meetings.
honestly, some of them oven mude Freudian slips, you (would) honestly have thought that they were sill
an Assistant Secretary. The vanguard are keeping the baddies away, and thai"s why some poople siopped
going. More than any other issue they thought, ‘be fucked if 'm going to spend any more of my life
talking fo burnt out Assistant Secrctaries from the industry and energy departments thanks,” [41;319]

" The AIGN is a declining influence but was a key influence through most of the 1990s. {Why do you
say they're a declining influence?} Well, there is no doubt that it has been captured by the Ausiralisn
aluminium industry. And I think as a consequence of that and as a consequence of John Eyles leaving
and the now guy coming in they are looking at declining membership and that will continie apace....
{15;204—8] .. .Barry and Keith, who are both larger than life characters have actually, right towards the
end of their careers, have had to slowly eat humble pie on issues which bave been very, very close o
them for a long time. [17;55] {So do you think these guys have been influential?} Oh, I think they have
been influential but T think they’ve overstated their case. | mean basically knocking off greenhouse
policy has been a relatively casy job because governments af the end of the day ... govemments are
disinclined to fuck the economy over irrespective, for whatever reason—good selence or bad, I mean the
economy is the main game in politics 5o if you can organise a wall of opposition then you're doing OK. 1
think where some of these guys are very inflaential is that they wrong foot the AGO by jumping on them
in a procedural sense. When there’s & process of negotiation or consultation going on, if there's a
miistake, bang, the AGQO gets jumped o, {And they work as a tag team oo, don’t they?) Oh I think so,
yes. [41;349-55]

358



companies may also drive change, along with a broader consensus that resource-intensive
sectors of the economy may have disproportionate influence on the direction of government
policy given their shrinking contribution as an employer and as a proportion of the
economy.’™ Senior corporate and political figures have started to take a prominent role on
the green side in the last 3 years—for example, Greg Bourne, Richard Pratt and John
Hewson.”™ Signs of industry collaboration with the green side of the climate change debate
on rengwable transport fuels are emerging. The mafia is well positioned to defend its turf.
However, it is possible that their power has reached its zenith with the Howard
government’s Energy Statement of mid 2004, Mob families usually end up losing power
eventually—sometimes in spectacular fashion, sometimes slowly—only time will tell how

Australia’s greenhouse mob fares.™®
Anticipating areas of potential criticism

While this research has made some contributions, the approach taken invites some obvious

criticismms to which an anticipatory response here seems appropriate.
Frem interest group and policy network theorists
First, the accusation could in theory be leveled that by using such profoundly constructivist

assumptions the work lacks rigowr as it doesn’t meet the expectation of some that interest

group studies and policy network analysis are of little point unless they explain policy

™% See previous quote [46;258] under footmote 542 regarding the employment contribution of the
services sector versus old econemy industries.

(The interviewee added) .. .these guys {old economy interests) have voted for the incumbent governments
for the last 30 years, they still go to the dinner parties and lunches and have a historical embedded
mfluence and that's the way the world’s gone for the last few centuries 1 guess. I guess, in the turn of the
19005 to the 20th century you will have the stockmen and the wagon trains and those people having more
influence than the raifway engineers and builders. [46:258]

7 (ireg Bourne, Hx Chief Executive of BP Asia Pacific has recently been appointed to head the WWE in
Australia. (Froms another leading business figure with strong political links in relation to the greenhouse
malia} ...it is a club of vested interests—that is the answer to your question, And you have to break those
vested interests. [33;114] See also the work of the Business Council for Sustalnable Energy (BUSE) and
the Enviropment Business Australin (EBA).

19 1t’g the lobbyist type of a group that keep that Canberra clique going, whether they be located in
Melbourne or Carberra or whatever, but there’s more inherent stickiness ... 1£'s in manufacturing and it’s
in agricufture and it’s in mining, the three old economy aress that are struggling, but have got 2 strong
voice because the votes in the regions, be it state or federal are still in those ... you know, the industries
might be diminishing but the people that live in Bendigo and Ballarat and so on are still voting for the old
policies. {Right, even though there’s fewer and fewer jobs.} That's right, but they've sfili got the
gerrymander in the vote. {Would it be fair to say that the interest groups representing the new sectors
have got a long way to go?} Absolutely, they've gof a long way 1o go. They're not well organised, This
sort of organisational structure takes decades, decades. [46;286--94]
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outcomes, period (Powding 2001). Second, if this research ‘rewinds the clock’ to reduce
policy networks to a metaphorical tool which can only ever generate one of many
competing and valid explanations and predictions it begs the question—why use the

approach at all?

In response, the author believes that interest group studies and policy network analysis need
not only seek to explain or predict outcomes to be worthwhile. The network approach is
useful as a way of examining the decisions made by groups about their interest and on the
nature and extent of their engagement. To study group behaviour (let alone influence or
policy outcomes) without reference to the policy network concept also seems retrograde.
Further, there is appreciable value to be added to a network analysis which merely
describes networks: network structure and components, the important players and
processes, the lines of communication and so on. Irrespective of explanation and
prediction, this assists anyone who seeks to know more about the context in which

government policy is made.

Beyond this, network analysis does have the potential to generate very useful explanations
and predictiohs about policy outcomes. Whilst it is acknowledged that these explanations
may not be the only valid ones available-—indeed most often they are not—it is assumed
here that network analysis is powerful in informing these explanations and predictions. In
particular, the type of analysis used here which gives very strong emphasis to the
competing versions of ‘what happened and why” from network participants, it is argued, is
a potentially powerful way to bolster explanation and prediction of policy outcomes Even
though that is not the intention in this particular multiple cases study, it could certainly

assist in such work.
From participants in and observers of the Australian greenhouse policy network

There will inevitably be room for those more intricately involved in the Australian
greenhouse policy network than the researcher to criticise a study like this on the grounds
that it misses important parts of the story because, by its nature, it involves only some of
the people concerned and hence it endeavours to present a picture on the basis of a limited

number of pixels.

Without question, this research only included interviews with a small minority of those

involved in the case study interest groups chosen, not to mention the larger number of
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people active in the greenhouse policy network over the past 15 years or so. Similarly,
while the interviews conducted here have been guite extensive in their coverage {averaging
some 15,000 words in transcript) the thesis is necessarily only a very small slice of the
story in the possession of the interviewee, The interviews themselves are a randomly
collected set of highlights which could theoretically be significantly different if collected
on a different occasion by a different interviewsr. Any version of evenis or attempt to
explain group decisions or policy network outcomes usging this data is beset by such

limitations.

Given the controversy and sensitivity of the greenhouse issue, there will also inevitably be
a wide spectrum of opinions about what has happened and why in this policy network over
the years. At the group level, individuals who actually made the decisions under study may

find it presumptuous to have their recollection contested.

As well, there will be those who believe that the version of events which they provided at
interview has not been accurately reflected in this final written up report——that it has been
altered either inadvertently or deliberately in s way which does not correctly reflect what
they believe happened and they were in the best posiiion to know. For some this may
constitute carelessness on the part of the researcher while others may perceive that the

researcher is biased in some way.

Another limitation involved in a piece of research like this is the inevitable inconsistency
between the versions and interpretations that different participants provide about the same
events, While one observer may view a group’s activity as incompetence, another may see
‘masterly inactivity.” What one person perceives as schizophrenia snother may view as
strategic bet-hedging. Similarly where staff may see poor leadership, a chief exccutive may
see poor staff support, These inconsistencies and tensions between explanations provided
by interviewees (and other sources of information) creates challenges for the researcher in a
study which can never be resolved in a way that ig seen as satisfactory by all with an
interest in the issue at hand.

In response

In response to these potential criticisms, the following comments may offer some
explanation. First, it is readily acknowledged ihat the findings made and arguments

presented here are not the only valid explanations of events which have occurred in the
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greenhouse policy network. There may be more valid and better supported explanations out
there at variance with what is suggested here. A concerted attempt has, however, been
made here to maximise the validity of this analysis by interviewing a relatively very large
number of people, almost half of whom are drawn from the relatively large number of

interest groups chosen here for case study.

Second, it is also readily acknowledged that no researcher is free of bias. However, a very
deliberate attempt has been made here to set aside personal opinions in relation to the
groups, the politics, the personalities, and the policy issues involved in this analysis. While
the author acknowledges strong views in relation to all of these aspects, and while there is
great scope in the interview material to push an agenda consistent with the author’s own
views, a central focus here has been on setting this aside for use outside the framework of
the PhD Thesis.

Finally, by way of defence for what has been presented in this final report, the research is
based on what data were readily available. To the extent to which information is
confidential and unavailable to the researcher, to the extent that information was ‘spun’ at
interview, and to the extent that people requested for interview chose not to accept that
opportunity, no responsibility is taken here for the information thereby rendered

unavailable for use in this research.

At the heart of this research, in anticipation of the very limitations described above, is an
attempt to ‘let the data do the talking.” The research presents a picture to be sure and offers
some important observations; however, it is also the aim to enable readers to make their

own judgments about the validity of those observations by reference to the data themselves.

In closing

The previous chapters constitute an ambitious attempt to record and analyse the response of
a range of Australian business interests to climate change. Inevitably, it is not possible to
cover the entire business response. However, the work helps us to appreciate why different
sectors of the economy have responded to climate change in Australia as they have, and it
sheds a great deal of light on the wider policy network. Whilst adding to the empirical body
of knowledge on interest group behaviour and policy network evolution, this research

emphasises the need for greater attention to some important theoretical issues.
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Some commonly held assumptions about group interest amd how it relates to group
behaviour have been shown to be worthy of greater attention. Group interests, for example,
are not pecessarily revealed by group behaviour. Assessments of group interest are
demonstrably complex, and subject to a wide range of distorting forces. Consequently,
group decisions ahout engagement in policy networks can be far better understood through
an appreciation of how these forces shape assessments of group interest. Micro-level
factors like group leadership, culiure, membership structure and resources appear to be
among the most pervasive influences, yet they receive little attention in the literature.

Various meso- and macro-level forces are also underappreciated.

This research leaves plenty of scope for further exploration. There is clearly room for much
more work on the issue of group interest formation, and the link between group interest and
group behaviour, A range of other issues raised here warrant more investigation. One of the
most interesting may be the possibility of reverse capture of federal government policy
direction in Australia by old economy business interest groups. This trend is arguably more
contentious and relevant as the services sector of the economy becomes more dominant as 4
contributor to economic growth and employment. Given the focus of this work on the
federal greenhouse policy domain, there is also scope for more attention in future work fo

the state and local government spheres.

However, despite its limitations and the questions it leaves unanswered, it is to be hoped
that the thesis has met the goals set by the researcher and constitutes a useful contribution
to the understanding of interest groups and their role in public policy processes., At the
same time, it is hoped that the work helps the reader to appreciate the many forces at play
in the ongoing development of policy respomses to climate change in Australia—

particularly the role of business interest groups.

Understanding how and why business interest groups in Australia have responded to
climate change to date is a prerequisite to projeciing their future response, and if is hoped
that this work provides some insights into the influences likely to shape group involvement
on the issue of climate change in years to come—something relevant and valuable to

policymakers and academic observers alike.
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Appendix A

Interview dates and interviewee codes

The following table provides some important details about the interviews conducted in this
research. In accordance with the Ethics Protocol, the identity of interviewees has been
suppressed. A code number has been allocated at random to the 56 participants after the
alphabetical list of surnames was shuffled. While interviewee identity is suppressed this
table is intended to assist the reader in interpreting what characteristics are associated with
the observations made by different people quoted in the thesis. Categorization of
interviewees according to their location, comment capacity/capacities, and position in the
greenhouse policy debate is included along with the date on which the interview took place.

Interview] Inferview | Interview | Relevant | Case ingider | Relevant recent | Relevant prior [Greenhouse policy

Code Date Location 1 capacity | oroutsider | background background Stance
1 26/8/02 Svdney Past Insider Indostry industry Green
2 26/10/01 | Canberra | Present | Outsider | Government | Government Blocker
3 5/3/61 Sydney Past Tnsider Industry Grovernment N/A

4 20411402 1 Canberra | Present Tasider Tnndusisy Patitical Gireen
5 19/9/32 Canberra Pasgt Insider Tudustry Govemment /A
6 i 253/02 | Brisbane Past Onutsider Acadernin Govermment- Green
7 83402 Canberra Present Outsider Giovernment Government Green
2 1743400 Canberra Prosent Insider Industry Crovernment Blocker
9 76/ Brisbane Present Outsider Green NGO Academic Green
10 | 12/8/02 | Brisbane Past Outsider Political Industey Blacker
11 26/10/01 | Canberra | Present | Outsider industry - ‘Gireen
12 11/12/01 Canberra Past Cutsider Government Green NGO Green
13 2378402 Canbegra Past {yutsider Industry Political Blocker
14 234401 Svdoey Past insider Industry - Green
15 11/3/g2 Sydney Prasent Outsidar Industry Media Green
16 2712403 Sviney Past Insider Industry Government Green
17 21/11/02 1 Canberra Present Insider Industry Political DA
18 29/101 Canberra Present Cutsider Industey Government Blocker
19 13/302 | Conberra | Fresent Outsider Tndustry Government Blogker
20 31/5/96 | Melbourne Past Outsider Government - N/A
71 85167 Canberra Past Chrrsider Political - Ciregn
22 211202 Swdney Present Insider Industry - WA
23 24/6/02 | Melbourne | Present |  Outsider Industry - Green
24 4/4/01 Sydney Pragent Insider Industry - N/A
25 31100 | Melboumns Past Cutsider Industey, Government Hlocker
26 234401 Sydrey Present Insider Industry Crovertiment {ireen
27 27/11401 Canberrs Present Quysider Crovernient Goverpment {ireen
28 18/8/59 USA Past Cuisider Governmert | Coverament (reen
29 24/6/62 | Melbourne | Present Insider Industry ndustry Blocker
30 22/11/01 Canberra Present Quisider Clovermment Academia Green
31 26710401 Canberra Present Crtsider Green NGO Aecademia Creen
32 1472402 Canberta Past Cutsider Academis Goverpment Blocker
33 30/4/412 Sydney Present Chutsider Industry PBolitical Cireen
34 5/3/03 Canberra Present Insider Industry Government Blocker
15 21/6/02 1 Melbourns | Present Cutsider Oreen NGO - Green
36} 12/11/02 | Canberra Past Insider Government Industey _N/A
37 176402 Capberra Present Ouisider Industry Industry Blocker
iR J10/02 1 Melbourne | Present Qutsider Government - {reen
10 14/9/01 Canberra | Present |  Outsider Green NGO | Green NGO Green
40§ 28/2/02 | Canberra | Present | Outsider | Industry Government Blocker
41 1 2611702 | Canberra Past Outsider Indusiry Politieal N/A
42 23 Svdney Present Insider Indusiry - M/A
43 24701 Canbera Past Insider Industry . NIA
44 28/3/02 | Conberra | Presenmt Outsider Government - Green
43 5/9/02 Canberra | Prpsent Tnsider Industry - Green
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46 10/9/02 Sydney Past Insider Government Industry Green
47 11/12/01 Canberra Present Quisider Government - Blocker
48 212102 Canberra Present Quisider Government - Blocker
49 | 21/6/02 { Melbourne | Present | Ousider Industry Industry Blocker
50 | 200203 Canberra | Present Outsider Political - Blocker
5t 21/6/02 | Melbourne |  Past Outsider Industry Government Green
52 417702 Melbourne | Present Qutsider Industry ~ Green
53 27/11/01 | Canberra Past Qutsider Industry Government Blocker
54 22/6/02 Canberra Present OQutsider Government | Government  Green
55 16/3/00 Canberra Present Insider Industry Govemnment Blocker
56 11/12/01 Canberra Past Outsider Industey Government Green
57 17/3/00 Canberra Present Insider Industry - Bilocker
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Appendix B

Text of consent form used for interviews™
Name of project—PhID Thesis

The Response of Business Interest Groups in Australia and the UK to the Issue of Global
Climate Change

You have been invited to pasticipate in a study of interest group responses to the issue of
Climate Change in Australia and the United Kingdom. The purpose of the study is to
provide insights into the behaviour of intercst groups — particularly those representing
business; to better elucidate the particular implications which Global Climate Change raises
for different sectors of the Australian economy; and to inform the history of climate policy
development in Australia and the UK.

The Study is being conducted by Mr Guy Pearse, PhD Student in the Graduate Program in
Public Policy at the Australian National University. ¥ you decided to participate, you will
be asked a range of questions in a loosely structured one-on-one face to face interview with
the researcher. The questions will relate primarily to your perceptions, recollections and
other knowledge of the nature and development of Climate Change responses by certain
interest groups in Australia or the UK (as appropriate).

Interviews will be recorded on audiotape. It is possibie that some information provided
during interviews will be of a sensitive nature. As such, the researcher undertakes not to
attribute direct quotes or fo paraphrase or otherwise represent the comments you make in a
manner which makes you readily identifiable without your permission.

in addition to the interviews, subjects may be asked to whether they are willing to make
available related documents which might enhance or support their interviews. Subjects who
provide such documents do so on the basis that the contents may ultimately be published in
the research results, Any additional information, however, or personal details gathered
during the course of the study are confidential so far as the law allows.

The same guidelines set out here will apply not only to this PhDD Thesis research, but also to
any additional work published by the researcher. If you decide to participate, you are free
to withdraw from further participation in the research at any time without having to give a
reason and without consequence.

| U SO USR have read and understand the information above and any
questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction. I agree to participate in this
research, knowing that I can withdraw from further participation at any time without
consequence. I have been given a copy of this form to keep.

Participant’s

(Block Letters)

"1 At the time of the interviews, the project was to include comparative research in the United Kingdom.
This was later dropped. Forms detaiiing the above terms were left with cach interviewee,
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Participant’s
SHENALUTE. ...t Date

.........................

Researcher’s

.............................................................................................

(Block Letters)

Researcher’s

SIENALULE. .o teii it s eererasnenneneenenereanns Date...ooooieneiiiicannnn..
The ethical aspects of this study have been approved by the ANU Human Research Ethics
Committee. If you have any complaints or reservations about any ethical aspect of this
research, you may contact the Committee through its Secretary (phone: 02-6215-2900 or
email: Human.Ethics.Officer@anu.edv.au). Any complaint you make will be treated in
confidence and investigated, and you will be informed of the outcome.
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