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Abstract

Parliamentarians owe a duty to wider institutionstsas the parliament, the
constituency body and their respective politicatipa. But what roles do they like
to play in the parliament and does the parliamgrdammittee provide a habitat
within which their preferred role can be deployeti® answer these questions 62
parliamentarians in three houses (the House ofdReptatives, the Senate and the
ACT Legislative Assembly) were observed as theydooted public inquiries.
Afterwards, observations about their behaviourh@sé inquiries were reviewed
during interviews with 61 of these members. Thiggrgresents a range of
preferential role types based on the data collec@ahtrary assumptions
underpinning each of the role types create tendiehseen competing views about
the behaviour that is appropriate to parliamentammittees and in particular the
uses to which they should be put.

In recent decades parliamentary committees havegehas institutions into which
parliamentarians’ energies are channelled. Halligdawer and Miller (2001)
demonstrate that there has been a dramatic incie@senmittee productivity over
the past decade as indicated by the number of ctteemieports produced. In a
separate study (2007) they show that the numberoofmittees upon which the
typical parliamentarian is engaged had increasach zero-to-one in the 1970s to
three-to-five by the turn of the century. They dode that parliamentarians feel
pressure from their party structures to take adhare of the ever increasing burden
and often see committee work as part of their cgukems. This paper is based on a
close examination of the working lives of parlianaians in the context of their
committee work and shows them to exercise a sigmifi degree of self
determination, which is nonetheless mediated bir ttesponses to pressures and
incentives emanating from other institutions witlie parliament. Unlike the rest
of the workforce, each member of parliament comesdrk armed with a separate,
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individual mandate. They have authority to act emdetermine their own role. The
analysis here is based on the concept of the ‘mefial role’, which is the role
parliamentarians like to play after having taketo iaccount a range of obligations
and balancing these against political judgement patsonal preferences and
interests. While parliamentarians certainly feek thressure of work and the
demands of superordinate institutions, their respsrin the interviews that were a
part of this study show that they are able to otfla a detached manner on the
meaning and purpose of this work and to fashioal@which becomes personally
meaningful.

Most studies that look at Australian parliament#ey acknowledge the dominance
of the executive and the party (Lewis and CoghilD2 provide a survey), but seek
to examine how parliamentarians operate within gnend constraint. With some
individual exceptions MPs gain a genuine satisfexctor their work, particularly
their committee work (Coghill and Lewis 2004). Soeven characterise committee
work as a safe haven from the hurley burley thauxon the floor of parliament.
This idea of the committee as retreat is ennobked aarliamentary ideal in the
following quotation from the current edition of Getg’ Senate Practice.

It is in the conference [i.e. committee] room tbateful, calm consideration can be
brought to bear upon a subject, and [senatorsjvek harmoniously in spite of
party differences. It is there that the qualitied axperience of the individual can
be applied to matters under discussion. It is thi@eopportunity is provided for
vision, judgment and experience to be applied katel;, brought before the Senate
for open discussion and action. (Chairman of tHec8€ommittee on the Standing
Committee System, Senator R D Elliott, SD, 14/5119% 1912-3)

While some members identify with this ideal, thatstent represents an overly
narrow characterisation of the qualities of comesittife. The committee provides
opportunities for members to play a variety of jganentary roles. Moreover as
those roles are asserted the behavioural naturheoicommittee-as-a-collective
changes in response. Committees are what the memtake them. They are con-
structed and reconstructed according to interpogtaitby their members as to what
they must do in the circumstances. These conclss@a based on a study that
tracked 62 members through 10 inquiries in thregshke of parliament: the Aus-
tralian Senate, the House of Representatives and@T Legislative Assembly.

The theoretical perspective of the study is locatédin thenew institutionalisnof
March and Olsen (1984, 1994). The primary inteoéghe new institutionalism is
to identify the norms of behaviour that reflect tieality of the institution rather
than its idealised form. To observe different tdalapproaches to institutional life,
this study examined ten parliamentary inquiriese Helection of inquiries was
made in consultation with the parliamentary departt® that service the
committees in each house. The aim of this consoftavas to identify a range of
inquiries which would represent the full range ygital encounters. The sample is
too small and the committees too varied to claimb& representative of any
particular approach to parliamentary work. The aiwas rather to provide
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observation on as many different types of commigtgeerience as possible so that
observation could capture the breadth of the rpw$ormed. Having watched the

members in action, the aim in interviews was tabprtheir explanations for their

own behaviour, to identify what they wanted to fyet the experience, what they
see as the significance of committee work and vérethey try to refashion the

committee encounter so that it better serves tiveir objectives.

The sample is not random across the parliamente Sihection of members for
interview was determined by the inquiries choséthé MP played any role in the
public hearings, s/he got an invitation to be wm@wed. While the study does not
pretend to be representative, Halligan's work sagggehat few members can escape
the issues thrown up by the committee system. baethe members who took
part in this study see this role as significantugioto want to talk about it. All but
one participant in the ten inquiries observed azkphe invitation to interview.
Only one of the members who were interviewed regghrcbmmittee work as not
worth the effort of serious academic study.

One of the advantages in looking at three sepaaiaments is the ability to seek
linkages between the role prescriptions memberstiigeand those institutionalised
structures that differ from house to house. Femgple, differing electoral systems
for the three houses studied might be expecteddeide a set of institutionalised
incentives for correspondingly different behavioline Hare Clark electoral system
in the ACT and the state wide proportional represtéon of the Senate reduces the
electoral visibility of members compared to theounterparts in the House of
Representatives. Such influences of the electgstiés on choices were embedded
in the explanations from members about the formeatifluences on the roles that
they prefer to play.

Other researchers have developed role types thdy @p parliaments outside of
Australia. Wahlke et al. (1962) examined selectathdin qualities that affect the
nature of relationships between legislators. Intipalar, Wahlke's analysis
establishes attributes that enable committee chaiptay out their roles effectively.
Effectiveness is defined in managerial terms aslality to get the bill through.
Wahlke's typology of roles includes descriptorsttlagely speak for themselves:
the ritualist (procedural expert), the tribune @chte of popular concerns), the
inventor (i.e. of policy choices) and the brokerake finds that the brokerage role
of the legislator is generally the most salienthi@ US context (p. 266).

In Searing’s (1994) work on the parliament at Wésster there is no hierarchy of
personal orientations, simply a mapping of therdgeagons themselves. There are
no normative criteria for effectiveness; only aides$o treat the members motives
as worthwhile in themselves. Nonetheless, the dascriptions are remarkably
similar to those identified by Wahlke et al threszades before: the parliament man
(cf the ritualist) the constituency man (cf théotme), the policy advocate (cf the
inventor). Searing’s ‘ministerial aspirant’ hasdicect equivalent in Wahlke et al.’s
typology, but this might be attributed to the diffiece between a Westminster and a
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congressional institutional structure.Searing’s work is self consciously
sociological and of central importance here becaliseecates the concept of the
preferential role, which is the focus of this pautar study. Unfortunately, Searing
fails to take the next logical step of considerimgw the interactions between
member’s preferences could create a collectiveoadthat might reconstruct the
wider parliamentary institution.

In order to draw clear distinctions between theetypf roles members play, a
typology of preferential roles is drawn below reflag what members said about
parliamentary life and how they see the place ahmodgtee work in it. In
constructing interviews the typologies of Wahlkead é®earing were not used to
construct specific questions. Instead, all memberse asked about the role they
preferred to play in parliament, their objectivesl soperational styles. Then the
questions became more contextualised to the ingbay had been observed. The
major focus of the interviews was to work inductivéom the behaviour that had
been observed, probing about the meaning and parhas the MP attributed to
his/her own behaviour. In addition, all members evasked how they see the
significance of such committee work to the role ythareferred to play in
parliament. The typology thus reflects the diffgrimssumptions among the
members about politics and parliament that was rappain analysis of the
interview transcripts.

The identification of individual members with or@e type should not be taken to
mean that members can only operate from one roierdther that they prefer to
operate in a particular role when circumstances g¢fivem the option. In general,
they have an intuitive and tacit understanding tEraative roles and the
assumptions that drive them. This understandiradples them to do business with
representatives of other types, but also on ocedsi@onstruct criticisms and even
chaff at the constraints imposed by non-preferentites. The distribution of
members by role is provided at Table 1 below. Vike/s of parliamentary life that
they promote are summarised at Table 2.

The Parliamentarian

Parliamentariansare members who see parliamentary processes ésgham

inherent value that is worth promoting and presgviOf all the types, the
parliamentarian has the strongest conception of parliamentary regyety and

places most value on the functions that arise: rejgresentation, accountability,
conflict resolution, deliberation etc. Most reccagmithe realities of cabinet
government, but assert the importance of the padid to governance. They also
understand the realities inherent in the partyesystut advocate a flexible, open-

L It may be worth examining as a sub-species itUtB¢hose members who aspire to run for
president and who tailor their behaviour accordinigi 2008 Hillary Clinton and Barrack Obama
makes excellent examples.
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minded approach because they believe that hargeski@ resources of the
parliament is important if the best policy prestiaps are to be found.

If you're in a party ... you know that you'vetgertain policy positions. But if
you can come through that process with an outcolrerewou have actually
achieved something positive then you've achievadge amount. If you walk in
with a mind set knowing what your view is and neirly prepared to change, then
| don’t know why you are bothering. (House of R€msnmittee Chair)

They express their sense of duty to the parliament:

By being elected as an MP you take on respongdsiliPart of that responsibility is
to help the parliament work. An equal responsipitto accept the workload. If
members don’t contribute, they are not fully diggirag their responsibilities.
(MHR committee member A)

Parliamentarians are aware that party decision-making militates ireja
deliberative decision-making, but they seek songodpnities for the parliament to
operate in a deliberative manner, despite the Eyttem. They point out that most
bills are non partisan in nature in as much asptigtion taken does not confer a
political advantage with the electorate. One wappérating in the preferred non-
partisan, deliberative fashion is to leave partitical issues to others and gravitate
to those matters that both lend themselves to artispn approach and have strong
possibilities for finding solutions.

I think you're wasting your time getting into adsarial issues. They will only be
fought out in the same way on the floor of parliam&ou add more value by
choosing issues that can be explored and resdivedgh the committee system.
(Senate committee member A)

It would be easy to mistakgarliamentariansas being concerned with process for
its own sake. However, the way members conceivbeaf role is intertwined with
their concept of the institution. A member of th€ A Assembly demonstrates that
even the most ritualistic process can have a sgimtémportance to the
parliamentarian

Rituals are pretty important to the authority af thssembly. In the Australian
federation, the States and Territories are highbqual in size, wealth and power.
The maintenance of authority becomes importanhidlsstates are to compete in
the highly competitive arena of inter-governmeffdalims. So in the Assembly
committee we have a forum which provides infornyalithereas the chamber must
be formal. (ACT MLA A)

The point here is that there is pressure for th& A€gislative Assembly to act like
a parliament lest it be relegated to the seconsiatys of a council and its political
authority be diminished as a consequence. Thiscp&at parliamentarianservices
the institution by protecting and promoting the gasses that make it a parliament,
rather than, say, a corporatist hierardPgrliamentariansare concerned to preserve
the institution’s dignity and authority. They shahe parliamentary values relating
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to deliberation and openness, but advocate thdgesvpartly because they wish to
maintain public confidence and respect for thetimson.

A member of the House of Representatives expressaahilar sentiment about his
role as a guardian of the reputation of the padiaim

I’'m trying to convey decorum, gravitas (and) inggince. | don’t want the
parliament to look like a bunch of yahoos. | damént the people to think that
politicians are people with their snouts in theugiio and don’t provide value.
(MHR committee member B)

The general tenor of many of the above quotatisnsonsistent with a focus on
appropriate behaviour and a tendency to judge tiwthwof a member against a set
of parliamentary behavioural ideals.

The Constituency Servant

A constituency might be generally thought of assthgeople who reside in the
members’ respective electorates. However in propuatly represented houses it
also could be considered to be a sub-group of ldeogate with a distinct interest.
A public choice theorist might describe such a gudip as a market segment.
Halligan, Millar and Power (2007) have spotlightdtte way in which Senate
committees tend to address themselves to the st¢ed policy communities,
which implies a view of the constituency as beiognposed of these professional
elites rather than the voters themselves. In hotisdsare elected by proportional
representation, members lament their low recognmifiactors, especially in the
Senate where the Senators are aware that mostepgopi their states could not
name their Senators, much less vote for them asidgls. Constituency might
also include the interest group or groups withia party that provided the amount
of pre-selection votes necessary for the membexclieve a winnable position on
the party’s preference ticket. Not surprisingly,bleal locates mostonstituency
servantswithin the House of Representatives, the only boofsthe three studied
that represents single member electorates.

Someconstituency servanitonstruct a role as service providers. The exasngie
service that they give break down into two broatkgaries. The first group might
be described as interventions to help constitusgslve their personal problems
with governance, which is to say the political,ifu@, public service, contractors
and not-for-profit deliverers of public goods anervices. The second form of
service could be described as the generation ajra favourable distribution of the
common wealth towards their own electorate.

One member told the following anecdote to illugrdie way in which he prefers to
work, ‘I had an 84 year-old man who’d got a parkiimg from a meter so | fixed it.
| rang the mayor. | said “If you don’t forgive thise I'll pay it myself”. | fixed it.’
(MHR committee member C)
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Another member described an exercise in niche-rtiake

I've got a new person working for me. She speaksTarres Strait Island
languages. She’s a full time representative onidlamds. | like to be hands on. . ..
My electorate office is a one-stop shop. A lotafdl people don't like dealing with
white officers. She’s getting a great deal of wgMHR committee member D)

Another interpretation of service to the constiwems as the provision of new
goods and services. This is a distributive serviebjch is expressed in the
generation of new public works, policy intervensofavourable to local industry
etc:

| got together an Infrastructure Strategy Progrbgat a childcare centre, a dam,
an airport. I've got all these things except thpait and that's coming. I've got a
strategy. How many MPs would have that? (MHR con@aitnember E)

There is a sense that tlwenstituency servantvants to leave a legacy, to be
remembered by a grateful community for his or letgbution:

If I'm out of politics at the next election, | caay | made a difference during the
short time | was here. I'd love to get back in burt realistic. | put all my efforts in
here. | never went overseas or had a holiday dihiedpreak, like all the other
MPs did; | stayed in the electorate. | think thegle know that | work hard for
them. (MHR committee member F)

This quotation represents a strong work ethic whicks hard work with moral
worthiness and hence desert. At a slightly deepes the quotation also represents
the speaker’s conception of his own self-interestich requires him to be seen to
deliver and to have been the instrument of thavelgl by the constituents.

Many constituency-focused members describe theeseals ‘representatives’. One
notion of constituency representation is embodiethe conception of the MP as
the instrument of the people in the constituencyowever concepts of
representation vary. Some picture themselves g lie consultation with their
constituents. They keep the parliament in toucth wétal people by reality testing
ideas and finding out what people want.

Some members describe their role as ‘taking thdiapsent to the people’. A
slightly more complex (i.e. two-way) relationship éxpressed in the commonly
used phrase a ‘bridge between the people and goeatth These are parliamentary
cliches, but members choose to identify with thegsential messages about
function. A more sophisticated way of interpretihgs role is that theonstituency
servantadds value by structuring community views into finen of arguments and
presenting them to government, acting at oncefitermand an interpreter:
We are trying to bring communities into a roundeagituation. Everything | wrote

in the report reflects the view of someone who madabmission. The report is
structured by peoples’ views. (Senate committee bbesrB)
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This constituency servamirocesses the views of the constituency into @ fiiat is
likely to impress points of executive decision-nmakisuch as Cabinet members or
senior public servants.

Others conceptualise representation in a similary wa some of the
parliamentariansby asserting that their election proves the ‘regmégtiveness’ of
their person and allows them to proceed on theslwgheir own judgment:

As a parliamentarian | have a role as an advocatiné people | represent. This is
arepresentativeole not adelegatedole. As a delegate you act on behalf of and at
direction of another group. As a representativesimply apply your judgment in
representing their views. (MHR committee member G)

When pressed, members will acknowledge that theplpewoted for the values
associated with the party label, but when these Imemspeak of representation,
they refer to their vote as a personal vote, inmglya deeper belief in a personal
mandate.

Some members attempt to project themselves astafacror microcosm of the

constituency. They see their function in the parBat as ensuring that executive
members and colleagues see the people of the lectiwhen they look upon the
MP: ‘I grew up with a Torres Strait Islander familywas their white son. So | have
a good understanding of the people.” (MHR committegnber D)

Because of the importance they place on identigehMPs tend to draw a picture
of what they are when they discuss their roles. sGency embodiment also
suggests that the member remains part of the ¢toesty and may even
disassociate himself (herself) from the institusioof parliament or party. Like
parliamentarians constituency servantend to characterise themselves as being
‘pragmatic’ by which they mean that they are nateir by ideology.

The Partisan

Partisansare members who see their role within the parli@n@s advancing the
status and influence of their particular party. yihationalise their role by arguing
that on balance the people will be better off urttieir own party, and so the best
thing they could do for the common good is to eaghat the party achieves and
maintains power. Implicit in this mission statementhe prediction thgpartisans
would mainly develop within parties that have asmrmble chance of attaining
government (i.e. the larger parties), and thisaiet proves to be the case. However
partisansalso exist in minor parties which seek to buil@rniselves into larger
parties and may see a long-term future as a gowgparty.

This is not to say that electoral victory sees éhd of thepartisan’s toils. They
have a relationship with the electorate but ini®iipreted in terms of their duty to
the party. That duty is to maintain and improve ¢bafidence that the constituents
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have in them as a member so that they can agdihthé primary purpose at the
following election by making the seat safer for fheety. Partisan expressions of
identity are characterised by strong group idesdtfon. They do not have an
individual role but rather a collective role. Wiae expressed as wins for the team.
Individual strategy is not referred to as oftercaldective strategy.

Partisansoperate at one or both of two levels. At one manteay may either
adopt the profile of the party functionary in parnfient, or the persona of the party
warrior focused on combat with the opposing formeshe floor. The focus when in
the role of manager, is inwards towards the quiahagement of internal party
matters. The aim is to keep the party’s good naynennaging its internal issue
resolution processes so that conflict dies notlkbne® the public sphere. ‘Disunity
is death.” Those who find themselves wanting toy plais sort of low-profile
managerial role are sensitive to the fact thatrtmeie offers little that their
individual electorate is likely to recognise anduea They recognise the need not to
be seen as ‘organisational heavies’ or ‘numberatrars’.

While thepartisan understands, accepts and observes hierarchieswhthiparty,
the good of the whole is a leveller. No one is @&ithe team. As one Coalition
member said:

Cabinet doesn’t worry me. I'm more worried abow thtegrity of party policy.
Generally party solidarity is pretty important. We’had a little trouble with our
leader recently. Making statements publicly whioh eutside of the party
platform. But he has been warned by the membegsidg think things will be
OK. (Senate committee member C)

If the parliament is a theatre, thartisanwould claim that the party runs ensemble
productions: i.e. all members of the troupe areakdaut it makes sense to put your
best performers up front. Whegartisansare pursuing their objectives in public
they are often more inclined to express their panship using the language of
combat. S/he looks for forums where the combatigieaatage is greatest. In

speaking of committee work one said:

I've got to be pretty careful how | spend my timetbem. But ‘estimates’ is pretty
useful for gathering the knowledge base. Infornmagiathered is not just used in
assessing estimates; it can be used on an ongasigy IYou might get a few hits
on the government. In estimates you can do almushag. (Senate committee
member D)

Partisansdo not regard committee work as of high priorityass it can be turned
towards the key issues that separate the partiegeneral, they prefer to devote
themselves to internal party committees, where diseussion centres more on
tactics and less on policy than is the case wighdpen parliamentary committees.
They have little time for non-public forums thatgage with members of other
parties since a hit against the other side in @ageiforum will not translate to a
reduction in the opponent’s public credibility. Ftris reason they elevate the
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importance of committee inquiries into budget eates and relegate other
inquiries.

Partisans demonstrate a developed interest in party prosesssd speak
authoritatively when conveying that knowledge. Tpartisan only needs to
understand policy to the extent that it becomespitige over which the battle is
being fought, but s/he does not need to know toahmof the art of policy
development. Policy knowledge only becomes impadnteren raising the personal
profile to broaden the support base or gain praonoti

| see myself as having a front bench role in tis¢adit future: so here is a chance to
learn about legislative processes and develogsskitleed practice in the formu-
lation of questions that you can ask and how Ithsk. | came up thorough the
party machine. You need to organise an election’amgiour man, but | haven't
thought too much about policy for a long time. (Mid&nmittee member H)

The Policy Specialist

The policy specialistdefines his/her role as the pursuit of a particylalicy or
policy area. Theolicy specialistmay have a personal interest in the policy or may
see policy as a response to particular pressinglgnme. They define themselves in
reference to these issues:

I'm also very interested in banking issues. I'd édpo get into some of that on this
committee. Banking charges are getting out of h#iledjust terrible the way they
treat people. (MHR committee member I)

Here the case is made for government intervent®ia aesponse to the specific
problem of the imbalance of power between banksdtizens and the treatment
meted out as a result. Wheparliamentarianstry to make parliament into an
efficient vehicle for managing a range of problenis policy specialistshave a
focus on the particular problem. They tend to explheir coming to parliament as
the best vehicle for pursuing the issue rather Hsan end in itself.

Thepolicy specialistries to keep the focus of work narrow in linetwibe need to
spend resources developing specialist expertisedaaling with a specific area of
policy in depth. They have a sense of the poli@aas a discipline and point to
specific influences in the past where they devealdiheir disciplinary knowledge.
Often the source of disciplinary knowledge is inaatupation or profession that
they pursued before their political career:

I’'m an accountant. I've always worked with the @&t Practising Accountants
and I've always been interested in managerial igpees, issues of financial
management. | am the Minister assisting the Treasnd | enjoy that work very
much. (MLA committee member B)

These kinds of disciplinary defined roles also uidg the law and finance. Topic
area experts identify together, even across pangs. During interviews the
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recognised experts on superannuation in each opdhies at the national level
separately characterised each other as part of pawdiament’s single store of
expertise. The lawyers also tend to maintain tpeafessional identity, even in
cases where they have had many years in the pariam

Lawyers! A pox on them, but you can’t do without ushelps being a criminal
lawyer. You've got to have an overall objective gnd’ve got to be objective.
Criminal lawyers are a special breed. (MHR comraitteember J)

In these cases the disciplinary background cagibsdy of technical knowledge
that appeared to give the proponents a sense afveenment. Sompolicy special-

ists define their role by describing their activity nimanaging their policy agenda.
This policy activism suggests that they see afmi¢hemselves in policy advocacy.

Advocacy for them is an exercise in political magragnt. The discourse of the
policy specialistis full of discussion of strategy and tactics, #ssential question
being that of how to alter government policy. Iftio government theoolicy
specialistis an agenda manager, who promotes a form of gauwee from the
backbenches. This role has more to offer indepesdiian major parties whose
members need only keep the issue hot within thy pard await the next swing of
the electoral pendulum. In the major parties, agemdnagement activity operates
within the party room; it is sufficient to develapceptance of the agenda within the
party and then await a stint in government.

Policy specialisé, who wish to actualise their roles by managingagenda, must
develop the most complex and diffused web of petsioner-relationships of all the
types. The most activgolicy specialistdook and sound like lobbyists. They must
operate by connecting high-quality sources of golidformation with decision-
makers. In constructing their relationships, theyd to locate themselves at the
centre of a web, which connects those with polagwrant information and sources
of executive power.

The Political Theorist

The political theoristis a member who refers extensively to theory plaring his

or her own behaviour. Theeoristis highly reflective in some cases to the point of
being academic in orientation. S/he draws distimgibetween the general run of
politicians who refer to an external source of gnick such as a party platform and
those ‘more evolved’ members who develop respomsesrcumstances on the
basis of rational and coherent thought:

| think very few politicians have attempted to sat for themselves a philosophical
background as to what they are doing. Many woud ¥as, but | do what the

party says. | have a Labor philosophy’ or whateBeit. Labor philosophy didn’t
come out of thin air and so they don’t know hovgtoback to first principles in
terms of their philosophy and I think that is qustl. (MLA committee member C)
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Thetheoristconstructs his or her role directly from theorinedry becomes a basis
for both action and identity. Hence the theory &mel role become one, with the
member trying to embody both the theoretical pples and the persona of the
theoretician.

The theorist values intellect and intellectual rationality. &/tspends time
deconstructing the arguments of opponents and @&gogrinciples and
assumptions to analysis as a means of attackingntegrity of the argument.
Political theoriststend to express the view that a better grasp ebrth and
contemplation of theory will lead to higher qualiggtion. The member quoted
immediately above went on to argue:

... because if they did [i.e. think about theirlpgdphy], | think there would be
times when they would cross the floor and they woahlise that the party is going
off the rails, that there are higher principlesmumdich to base things and make
sure that the pragmatic doesn't take over. (MLA pottee member C)

The theorist disdains the pragmatism that characterises ther ayipes. S/he also
distinguishes between theory and ideology. ldeolalives other kinds of
politicians. Ideology is unthinking and uncriticahd therefore dangerous; part of
thetheorists role is to attack and discredit ideologies:

Political correctness has been an enormous bligiitustralia. Political correctness
supports economic rationalism. That is becauseauimnrationalism is not a
theory, it's a political ideology. It's a new kirad political correctness. (MHR
committee member K)

Theorists might take positions opposed to the atiirestitutional structure but they
are far from anti-institutionalist in their poliit analysis. Those who wish to play
an activist role are able to construct in their gmation the ideal institutional
structure, which would express and reinforce theeferred way of operating.
Those who are also activists can be expected ter & f critique that supports
changes to the institution that would be more fasble to their agenda. A
theorists notions of consultative and deliberative decisioaking are here
presented as an agenda for parliamentary reform:

... The Greens have a difficulty with the adversasiatem, taken to the extreme
that it is in politics and it's also, | believe whkigu don’t get as many women
entering and staying in politics. And also peogiéerent kinds of people, because
it is a very threatening and hostile environmes&eriate committee member E)

For minor parties such arguments mark a happy m®nce between personal
conviction and political necessity, since parliataen reform designed to reduce
adversarial behaviour would probably attack the-pacty system and hence would
also enhance their personal influence.

Theoristscan find themselves at odds with the wider soerat, whether it is the
party or the parliament. Their rejection of curréarins and norms can isolate them
from others who support collective decision-makargl disapprove of individual
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political agitation, such as the partisans or thdigmentarians. They are often
criticised by colleagues as mavericks.

A caveat that needs to be put on any further dedimiof this role type is that the
sample from which generalisations are inferred isteq small. As Table 1
demonstrates, there were only five members inghidy who could be identified
primarily as political theorists. It is their disttiveness from the other types that
supports their inclusion as a separate categorgir Tinclusion is necessary if the
typology is to be comprehensive, because they d¢amsubsumed under another
type.

Table 1 provides detail on the distribution of memsbexpressing the various roles
by house.

Table 1: Role Types by House

Parlia- Political Partisans Policy Constituency | Unclassi-
mentarians Theorists Specialists Servants fiable
ACT Legislative 5 9 1 4 1 0
Assembly
House of . 5 2 4 6 7 2
Representatives
Senate 4 1 1 5 1 0

When looked at from a purely institutionalist pexsfive the table suggests that the
different institutional structures nurture opposprgferences. The ACT legislature
has relatively fewpartisanseven though they are the most numerous type dveral
The Senate is heavily concentrated vp#ntisans,even though it might be seen as a
more gentle chamber by the casual observer. ddrestituency serviceole is
relatively rare in the Senate and ACT Legislatives@mbly where the constituency
does not identify with members as individuals, lbseaeach electorate has many
members. There is a greater spread of role typemgmembers of the House of
Representatives, perhaps reflecting the more cdmepsive nature of the pressures
to which MHRs must respond.

Table 2 represents assumptions associated withfitkepreferential roles. As

mutually exclusive assumptions they are the basislistinct frames though which
parliamentary life is viewed. As opposing framesythgenerate competing
knowledge bases. Competing concepts about whatpent is, what is should do
and how it should do it, create the conditions dopolitical contest between the
validity of the respective elements of knowledgs. dhe style prevails by force of
numbers it comes to dominate and characterise @dougs. The committees are
being politically reshaped.
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Table 2: Assumptions underpinning role identification and play

Type Assumptions

Parliamentarian Parliament is a highly functional institution, which simply needs MPs to enact its precepts in
order to deliver optimal public policy.
Benefits are delivered to constituency through the creation of good governance.

Constituency Parliament is a trading post at which political power within the constituency can be
servant exchanged for favourable distribution to the constituency from the common wealth.

Benefits are distributed directly to the constituency through individual grants or connecting
constituents with their entitlements.

Partisan Parliament is an arena for competition for political credit.

Political credit is won through the session and cashed in at election time.

Benefits are delivered to the constituency through the implementation of a comprehensive
and integrated program as represented in the party platform.

Policy specialist | Parliament is one place where policy agendas are developed and the primary place where
they are promoted.

Benefits are distributed to a particular policy interested constituency through the
development of particular policies to a high level of sophistication.

Parliament is dysfunctional and will tend to achieve less than it otherwise might because it
is constituted by sub optimal institutions.

Benefits can only be better distributed to all constituencies by rethinking the nature of the
political process.

Political theorist

The greatest dissimilarity among assumptions it ltleaween theartisanand the
policy specialist: this is also reflected in their respective evabratof the
significance of committee work and provides a z&wm competition between the
uses towards which committees should be Pattisanstended during interviews
to disparage the use made of committees by those wdre coded apolicy
specialistsand vice versa. These differences can be traceddhrthe discourse of
each type about their preferred operational fortmtharacterising the committees
as the locus of ‘real work’, orgolicy specialistriticised the structure of chamber
debate for the manner in which it encourages f@cusngpartisars on each other
rather than the issue of public interest:

| would give it (i.e. the committee) a high prigrit believe parliament plays a vital
role. | think in popular perception it's not seenteving the role it did 50-100
years ago — because of TV question time, partyipslwvhich has allowed the
people to see politicians at their absolute woittaut seeing also them at real
work. (Senate committee member E)

They also distinguish the type of committee (idiparentary/party room) to which
they are willing to devote personal resources, sedhey recognise that different
forums are embedded with operational componentsptisaluce policy work in the
case of the parliamentary committee and party-palitvork in the case of the
party room committee.Partisans see greater significance in party room
deliberations, where they can develop the partjtipas have direct access to front-
benchers and can prevent the party doing somethiagvised that which might
damage its public standing. It is easier to brinfitigal information explicitly into
the debate in the party room.
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Policy specialistdended to see party room committees in reductidersns as a
vetting process, without significant time availabfer development. They
characterise parliamentary committees as being ereagive and more powerfully
resourced:

| see these committees as unique. They're nothkeeus committees. They have
better resources and more time. There is a seaetédou get the chance to
explore a very wide range of issues with real egp€MHR committee member L)

Parliamentary committees enable thelicy specialiststo collect and deploy

technical, policy-related data. Howevenartisars, especially those in opposition
parties, see detailed examination of policy questias taking second place to
issues of political significance. Herepalicy specialistalludes to a tension with a
more seniopartisanand party colleaguen a particular committee:

There is a lot of personal indulgence. | am guwftjt myself. For example, there’s
my desire to explore future issues that | spokeibbefore. | always want to look
into the future of the issue rather than stickniniediate, politically pressing
concerns. Some members see that as importaniiasta of the committee’s
limited time. (MHR committee member M)

This member has felt the pressure frpartisanswho regard his specialist interests
as idiosyncratic, self indulgent and an imposit@nthe time of otherdPartisans
condemn attempts by others to focus the committeghe needs of a narrow
constituency, which they characterise as a ‘petsaganda.” One described this
activity as arising from ‘personality defects’. iFhpressure also frustrates the
objectives of mangonstituency servantsho opt out of committee work, except of
the infrequent occasions where an inquiry is foduse distribution to their
particular constituency.

Conclusion

Members’ explanations of their responses to theseidns suggest a number of
perceptions about options for action. They can @mpo establish an operational
style for the committee that is consistent withitthersonal preferences; they can
seek committees where the social environment isenoonducive to their own
operational style; or they can simply opt out. Tgreconditions for competition
might exist where one use of the committee excluglesther. For example a
partisaris natural desire to broadly map the issues that ditie: parties conflicts
with the policy specialiss desire to explore an issue in depth and to dgvel
bipartisan approach. parliamentariaris desire to allow people to bring forward
evidence might conflict with partisaris desire to filter evidence and bring forward
only those witnesses that can prosecute the pargs, or attack those witnesses
who tend to inform the case of the opposing party.

In the case oparliamentariansandpolicy specialiststhe balance of interest lies in
competing to refashion the committee because thesereal objectives to be
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achieved through the committee. When given thecehof assignment, members
will cluster around those committees that givetiemcy to their preferential role.
The partisan tries to get appointed to committees that deah vpiarty-political
issues, but is more likely to opt out when stucthvein appointment to a committee
that is not inquiring into a party-political matter lacks any potential to develop a
public profile. Partisansonly involve themselves in non party-political eigs
out of a desire to help meet the party’s obligatmthe parliament.

A majority of any one type on a particular comnatigill set up social pressures
within the committee for a style of operation cabant with the role features of that
type Adding to this pressure is the competition fatss among the operational
styles that support particular roles. Some memhmnsstruct arguments that
legitimate an operational style for committees thapports the free operation of
their preferred role. Others try to contain whagyttsee as aberrant behaviour.
Constituency servants and policy specialiate subjected to taboos imposed by
other types that attempt to reduce the risk thatmtiember’'s agenda will impose
itself too greatly on the committee’s more colleetivalues. Activepolicy
specialistsand constituency servantare criticised for having private agendas,
which by definition are not legitimate in a foruwr the delivery of public interests.
Partisans in turn are wvulnerable to attacks bpolicy specialists and
parliamentariansfor unparliamentary behaviour, especially wher ¢bmpetition
becomes intens€onstituency servanendpartisanswho choose to opt out can be
criticised for their lack of a work ethic with reémce to the committee.

Viewed in this way, the nature of committee worlcdiraes as much a subject of
political competition as the policy issues to whiblke committee turns its collective
mind. Success at reconstructing the committeecaora with the objectives of a
particular type wins those members an institutioat tirects collective resources
towards their objectives. With committees doingrenand more parliamentary
work, this as a resource worth the winning.

This competition to reconstruct committees inevjtafaises normative questions

that are important in themselves but whose ansveees beyond the design

limitations of this study. Does the organic andtestable nature of the committee
produce worthwhile results? Are some roles moherently worthy than others?

The evidence presented here does suggest thatraiteendominated by members
of a particular type will produce an arena that wéturally be focused on the needs
of that role. Partisanstend to be concentrated on party-political inquirie

constituency servantsok for distributional issues and so on. Partiitigs matters

in the construction of some committee referencas,nteany inquiries are focused

on issues that are either non party-political, tiipan or are not high enough on the
public agenda to confer electoral advantage.

What makes for a productive committee inquiry idedmined by the values
inherent in each of the roles and is thereforedselfi a highly contestable question.
Three of the role types are by nature turned tosvetite service of bigger
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institutions — the party, the constituency andphdiament — while the other two
are more self-referential. That said even flolicy specialistis likely to flourish
where there is a match between personal interestamder constituency segment
with the same interest. It would be possible toeltgy a set of criteria for what
constitutes a worthwhile committee process fromrteeds of these superordinate
institutions and then observe how successfulphrisans, constituency servants
and parliamentarianscould be in cultivating committees towards theskavioural
ideals. The makings of such a study already liethe various parliamentary
prescriptions advocated by the parliamentary cleskeh as the quotation from
Odgers provided above.

Parliamentariansandpolitical theoriststend to regard parliamentary committees as
having a value in themselves because they enhlecedrking of the parliament.
Partisans will naturally regard party room committees as en@atisfying than
parliamentary committees because of the capacityouertly deploy political
judgement. HowevemRolicy specialists'desire to build expertise also helps them
build a specialist profile during party room delsaté/hile the evidence suggests
that Policy specialistsshow more enthusiasm for the parliamentary coremitt
those in the major parties often see the parliaamgntommittee as a feeder of
policy relevant information into the party room pess. Most studies see the
dominance of the party institution in parliamenttify as being exercised through
the power of the executive, but the large numbésadisansandthe readiness of
others to reference party membership when disoyidbi@ir role suggests that the
influence of parties is also a matter of persomaefgrence for many members, not a
hardship to be endured. In addition their appeatseta prima facie case that party
room committees and parliamentary committees opdrata closer concert than
their institutional separation would suggest. A
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