Reducing Parliament and Minority
Government in Tasmania: Strange
Bedfellows Make Politics — Badly

Richard A. Herr

It may be a truism that politics makes strange dlémifis but sometimes the strange
bedfellows make even stranger politics. The unusldnces created by the
experience of minority Government twice within acade from 1989 have had
unusually profound affects on the contemporarytigsliof Tasmania. The most
significant of these occurred at the end of th@sdof these two periods when the
accumulating irritations with minority Governmerdnge to a head. The Liberal
Party and Australian Labor Party (ALP) combinedaitbipartisan assault on the
Parliament itself in a misguided attempt to deceethe probability of any future
minority Government. The stratagem the two paréidepted reduced the size of
the Parliament to a level that they expected waquievent third parties from
holding a balance of power on the floor of the I-H)uf;AssembI)}.This action has
totally distorted the relationship between Parliatnend Government to such an
extent that it is arguable the Westminster tradiitself is in jeopardy. On the face
of it, such an extraordinary consequence from twiefbperiods of minority
Government seems bizarre, to say the least, edlpagiizen the extensive previous
experience Tasmania has had with non-majority Gowent due to its
proportionally representative Hare—Clark elect@gdtem. This article canvasses
the cumulative features of these two periods ofomiiyy Government to explain, in

1 Two very useful summaries of the steps leadintpéareduction in the size of the Tasmanian
Parliament in 1998 can be found in: Tasmanian &adntary Library, ‘Parliamentary Reform —
Downsizing Parliament’ accessecdhdtip://www.parliament.tas.gov.au/tpl/InfoSheetsirai

1998.htmand Scott Bennett, ‘The Reduction in the Size offthemanian Parliament’, Parliament
of Australia, Department of the Parliamentary LigrdResearch Note 2 1998-99 accessed at
http://www.aph.gov.au/library/pubs/m/1998-99/99ntéh .
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part, why the swapping of alliances provoked whas Iproved to be such a
disastrous partisan backlash against the institudfghe Parliament.

Central to the approach taken in this article ise #ense of mutually shared
experience the two major parties had with minoBgvernment. This, in turn, was
dependent by how close in time and circumstance wWex two periods of minority
Government. The first lasted from 1989-92 and weadbd by Labor’'s Michael
Field who was supported by the Greens sitting enctloss benchésThe Liberal
Party, under the leadership of Tony Rundle, formike second minority
Government from 1996-98; again with the Greenmgitin the cross benches. The
common factor between these two periods was theeintial presence of the
Greens both as members of the House of Assemblgsadchallenging ideology to
the two established parties. Significantly, the &aewere pragmatic to a degree in
that they were willing to support either of the twstablished parties as, indeed,
they did despite a public perception of being higtdeologically driven. This
political flexibility, however, scarcely earned tlg&reens the public respect for
which they yearned. Rather, many Tasmanians embtaeegrievances of the two
major parties and blamed the new party for whay tiegarded as the instability of
these two periods. The proximity in time was impattin that it allowed the two
major parties to develop and express shared aggénst the Greens for their time
in minority Government while their ire was stilldandescent.

Although certain similarities in experience made thLP and the Liberal Party
hostages to a common antipathy against the Gréemsritical factor in terms of
the restructuring of the Parliament was the failoiréhe Liberals’ expectations for
managing their alliance with the Greens. Rundlejgpraach to minority
Government was very much informed and modifiedHeydarlier Field experiment.
Rundle assumed power as head of a minority Govearhafeer the February 1996
election fully aware, or so he thought, of the Uek of the ALP’s approach to
minority Government only four years earlier. Thisolwledge inculcated a feeling
that the chalice of minority rule might be bittentht need not be poisoned if
appropriate precautions were taken. These invobeith positive and negative
lessons to be drawn from the ALP period that wandble the Liberals to regroup
from their setback in the 1996 elections withouyipg the heavy price that Labor
had to pay in the 1992 State elections. Their gisagment in being proved wrong
was the catalyst for their fateful decision to emt¢o a grand accord with the ALP
in 1998 to restructure the Parliament. And so is izt the two parties agreed,
publicly, that the system had to be changed notHeir own good, heaven forbid,
but for the good of stable Government in Tasmania.

2 Peter Bennison, ‘A Minority Government for Tasneihe TableVol. 58 (1990), pp. 42-50.
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Elections, mandates and the Hare—Clark system

Essential to understanding the generally negathnages of minority Government
in Tasmania is the popular understanding of whattgins are intended to achieve.
Here, the Tasmanian Hare—Clark electoral systemegposomething of a
philosophical contradiction. Andrew Inglis Clarkyet primary proponent of the
proportional electoral system that now partiallatsehis name, was no friend of a
strong party system at the time of Australia’s fatien. Hence he advanced
Thomas Hare's the single transferable vote (ST\3tesy in Tasmania as a
mechanism to inhibit the entrenchment of partisalitips® In the same vein as
John Stuart Mill's support for ST/Clark appears to have regarded the Parliament
primarily as the community’s debating chamber -asgna within which the entire
spectrum of Tasmanian views could contest for ere. This view was
challenged by the party-based interpretation ottaelas that reposed the greater
democratic value in electing a Government rathanta parliament. Parties of the
left such as the newly formed Australian Labor PéALP) preferred the mandate
theory of elections where basically a general @actvas a referendum on the
competing parties’ policy platforms. Despite thelyacceptance of Clark’'s STV
method, his electoral system has scarcely caussd @momentary embarrassment
to the emergence and maintenance of a two partgrayis Tasmania.

For a significant period, Tasmania had the mosinglly maintained two party

system at the State level of any State in Australzespite commonly held

assumptions about the level of electoral divergitfasmania, Hare—Clark has not
significantly distinguished the State from otheithaut STV. Indeed, comparisons
between Tasmania and other small States in Austsifiongly suggest that the
preferential voting system used on the mainlandegely has promoted more
electoral diversity than STV in Tasmania. Thisrigetboth in terms of the numbers
of parties contesting elections and in the numlvgigh achieve parliamentary
representation. From the mid-1950s through the 1880s, Tasmania could have
served almost as a model of a two-party Stateavésage level of elective parties
was about 4.9 and, for parliamentary parties, theré was 2.9. This contrasted
with figures for the nearest State in size, Soutistfalia, which had figures of 6.0
and just over 3.1 respectivélywhile the absence of socio-political diversity in

3 Andrew Inglis Clark is reported to have referredhe influence of political parties as ‘the accdrse

party system’. See: W.A. Townslejasmania From Colony to Statehood 1803—-1@4&bart: St
David’s Park, 1991), p. 168.

J. S. Mill, Utilitarianism, On Liberty and Considerations on Regentative Governme(gitondon:
J.M. Dent, 1972), pp. 256-75 covers the key elesehMill's support for proportional
representation.

5 R.A. Herr, ‘Hare—Clark: The Electoral Legacy’, irekdus Haward and James Warden (&d.)
Australian Democrat: The Life, Work and Consequenééndrew Inglis ClarKHobart: Centre
for Tasmanian Historical Studies, 1995), p. 185.

Ibid. The concepts used here are derived from the aflouglas Ra€eThe Political
Consequences of Electoral Lafiew Haven, Conn.: Yale University, 1971). ‘Eleetiparties’
refers to the numbers of parties and political ggcontesting elections. ‘Parliamentary parties’
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Tasmania was, and is, a significant contributinggdain this sort of finding, the
public’s preference for the mandate theory of &@sthas been dominant.

The Tasmanian public has tended to accept the angsnof the two major parties
that political stability requires majority controf the parliament. The primary
reason for a popularly supported increase in thebau of Members of the House
of Assembly (MHAS) in 1958 was to secure singletyp&ontrol of Tasmania’s
parliamentary lower hougeln the final days of the 1982 election, the Libera
leader, Robin Gray, used this same argument tot gract when the polls
suggested that independents and third parties nhiglit the balance of power.
Notwithstanding that he failed in his attempt tpeat the same tactic in 1989 to
save his Government, the issue of instability wgaira a factor in the heavy
electoral defeat of the minority ALP Governmentl§92°

The popular preference for the mandate approacleléotions is not just a
commitment to political parties as the essentiatimaism for representation or a
naive urge for political simplicity. It fundamenitakeflects the Tasmanian public’s
conception of political legitimacy. Tasmanians héseded to view the purpose of
politics less as a public priorities setting pracé#san as an administrative process
for managing the State’s limited resourtem this light, it is perhaps clearer why
both the mandate theory of elections and the gendistaste for minority
Government have followed one from the other. Idgpldhas not been a
significantly divisive factor in Tasmanian partisaip and, thus, electoral mandates
for choosing a single managerial team make sendeeagpropriate outcome of the
general ballot for very large numbers of Tasmani&@isce minority Government
opens wide the door to non-managerial politics,rtbed for it has seemed worse
than pointless to substantial numbers of Tasmaniahswas positively
dysfunctional. Moreover, the experience of mino@gvernment has raised doubts

refers to the numbers of parties and political gsothat secure seats in parliament after an efectio
and the closer this average is to the figure ‘tthe more strongly entrenched is the two party
system.

Despite very strong public support in Tasmaniatie concept of majority Government and a
belief that it is the ‘norm’, W.A. Townsley remindlene in his comments on this article that
Tasmania has been governed by non-majority Goverteier nearly half the past 50 years.

W.A. Townsley,The Government of Tasmar(fat Lucia; Queensland: University of Queensland
Press, 1976), pp. 24—6.

R. A. Herr, ‘Politics in Tasmania: Parties, Stategjhts and PresidentialisnCurrent Affairs
Bulletin, April 1984, pp. 3-13.

Steve Tanner, ‘Media and Minority Government irsihania’, in Marcus Haward and Peter
Larmour (eds)'he Tasmanian Parliamentary Accord & Public Poli§89-92: Accommodating
the New PoliticsCanberra: Federalism Research Centre, 1993, pp9%81—

Some public opinion polling to support this adisirative rather than political perception of State

government can be found in: R.A. Herr, W.Y. Hemmiagd friends, ‘Accountability and
Proportional Representation: The Tasmanian C&sditics, November 1974, pp. 216-220.
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as to the legitimacy of both of the electoral psscéhat contrives it and the
Governments that result from it however effectivanagers they might bé.

Impressions of liaisons past and future expectatson

These public expectations of elections were pueupdessure only four years after
the fall of the Field Government in 1992. The viatas Liberal leader Ray Groom
honoured an electoral promise to trial a fixed t&anliament scheme. Time ran out
in 1996 and, despite the Liberals trailing in tipentmon polls, the Parliament had to
be dissolved and elections called. Polling thatgssted the neither major party
could win a majority. Thus, as the various parpespared for the election, the
consequences of the perceived failure of the 1989w@ority Government were
very much to the foreground of their thinking. Naily, the ALP, Liberals and
Greens differently interpreted the lessons takemfthe 1989-92 period but it
would be wrong to say that their understandingthefField minority Government
were the full story. From the outset, more wastakes than merely a matter of
perception. As will be noted below, constitutiontdctors also impacted
significantly on the positions that the three mtivere in a position to take in
leading into the election. Nevertheless it wasghdy attitudes that were most on
public display and, therefore, most overtly impottan the campaign just as they
were to be in the formation of a minority Governinand in the style of governing
adopted by minority Premier Tony Rundle in Governtreibsequently.

Undoubtedly, the overwhelming public impressiontloé 1989-92 experience of
minority Government was adverse and so the prosgextrepeat was perceived as
a negative in the 1996 campaign. Both major paréiesepted that the public
distrusted minority Government and therefore thla¢yt had to disassociate
themselves from the suspicion they would coopenatie any circumstance which
would produce minority Government. This need wati@aarly strong in the case
of the ALP since it believed, not unreasonably frdme tenor of conventional
community attitudes since 1992, that it carried fhaditical stigma of having
formed a minority Government with the support o tGreens in 198%. As a
result, the ALP felt compelled to make a grand dramatic gesture to prove the
sincerity of its oft repeated pledges not to pgéte in a minority Government

2 The irrelevance of the objective outcomes of nityajovernments on Tasmanian public opinion
underscores this observation. Recent minority gawents have been quite successfully innovative
without public recognition of their achievementeeSNayne Crawford, ‘Distancing Decision Pays
Off', Mercury, 14 March 1998, p. 36.

Public opinion polling | had undertaken for varsoBtate newspapers since 1992 revealed fairly
consistently that four out of five Tasmanians wapposed to the concept of minority government.
Personal discussions over this period with Libaral ALP MHAs reinforced my understanding
that their private polling was replicating thesadfings. Intriguingly, the ALP often pointed to the
1992 electoral result as vindication that minogbvernment had cost them heavily in terms of
public support. However, the fact that their eleatgtocks had been in decline since the 1982
election and that the 1992 outcome was (at leastsfi}ly) a continuation of the previous decade
was dismissed out of hand.

13
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after the 1996 electiolf.Its chosen mechanism was a public letter signedlby
members of the parliamentary wing of the party &idr reaffirmed by all other
ALP candidates for the 1996 electibn.

Partially driven by the need to respond to Labmeéhemence on this issue and
partially by its own appreciation of the public&sistance to minority Government,
the Liberals also sought to reassure Tasmanianghég too would not agree to a
minority Government. Generally this tactic was ped both through volunteered
policy comments by parliamentary members of thetypand in response to

guestions put by the media covering the campaigmweder, despite repeated
demands that the Liberals make the same defirggdgture made by the ALP, Ray
Groom'’s embattled Liberals did not follow suit. Gtitutionally, they could not.

An underrated (and often suppressed) positive tee§the previous experience of
minority Government for the Liberal Party was aagee understanding of the
process by which minority Governments are formedthe case of the Liberal
Government suffering a severe loss of public supjothe polls, this knowledge
provided a certain perverse security. The ALP cquémise not to accept minority
Government from the safety of Opposition. The Crowould not compel the

alternative government to accept ministerial comsioiss against their will. The
same constitutional logic of Westminster democracgwever, prevented the
Liberals from renouncing their commissions with@rtother group of advisers
being willing to advise the Governor. Given the AdBeclared determination not
to accept commissions to govern in minority, tleis the Liberal Party ‘stuck’ with

minority Government if the Governor refused to gransecond and immediate
election to overturn a non-majority result in trebFuary 1996 election.

The voter intention polls had shown that neither &LP nor the Liberals could
achieve a parliamentary majority. Thus, while Lapawvately banked on a second
election strategy, vice-regal action to call anottlection without first testing the
result of the first election on the floor of the l$® of Assembly was extremely
remote!® The clear consequence was that the Liberals wigsdy Ito retain
government in two of the three most likely electayatcomes. For the Liberals,
this offered some comfort but it also made it difft for them to claim as
convincingly as Labor could that they would not gete with forming a minority
Government. The party did not want to be chargeith \Wypocrisy in accepting
minority Government in the way the ALP was after 989 election.

14 For an example of the continuity and consistesfajre ALP’s position on minority Government
after it 1992 defeat, compare: Peter Dwyer, ‘ “Govalone” ALP’,Advocate 15 June 1994, pp.
1-2 with the wording of promises made just befbredlection, Peter Dwyer, ‘Plea for clear win’,
Advocate 12 February 1996, pp. 1-2.

15 Australian Labor Party, Letter, 1 December 1994,

181t should be noted that there was public disgaiitut the prospect of a premature second election.
This forced the ALP to attempt to deflect such @ne at the last minute by offering to support the
Liberal Party in minority Government if necessa®ge: Michael Lester, ‘Field bombshell’,
Mercury, 7 February 1996, p. 1.
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Of course, this circumstance could only offer saroenfort if it were not widely
known. However, since the ALP too was aware of tesson from the 1989-92
experience, the Liberals’ constitutional bind alwagmained a potential electoral
liability. The ALP tried to exploit the Liberals’xposure to adverse public opinion
on this point by claiming that the Liberals werdt @m forming a minority Govern-
ment. The Liberal Party found itself unable to tayrest definitively the charge of
toying with minority Government with some credilgesture and so unhappily for
its own case against minority Government did appe#end legitimacy to the ALP
complaint. The best the Liberals could do was ta that ALP would repeat its
‘deal’ with the Greens (presumptively on the grositilat they were ideologically
closer). There is no direct evidence to determidatwaffect this chink in the
Liberals’ campaign tactics may have had. Howeuee, fact that both the major
parties attempted to tar the other with the tafrgaajtness on the issue of minority
Government shows the depth of their conviction ihais a genuine liability.

Perhaps paradoxically for the two major partiesyéwer, the lesson of Govern-
mental succession learned from the experience 89 18ay well have aided the
Greens in their quest to hold the balance of po@ertainly the Greens went to
some pains to ensure that the electorate was awéne relatively non-problematic
procedures for securing a minority Government atfter 1996 campaign. In this,
their opponents’ own positions benefited the Greéhdike 1989, there was no
chance of having to defeat the out-going Governmentinstall a minority
Government. The ALP had insured this was not aipiisg while constitutional
practice made retention of a defeated Liberal Guwent in minority a near
certainty. Thus one of the potential terrors of onity Government — the
uncertainties of succession — was less a factd®@®é than it was in 1989.

Dangerous liaisons amid the electoral ruins

The pre-election opinion polls proved fairly acderan the event — the Liberals
lost their majority and the ALP failed to win on&he Greens lost ground
marginally from 1992 but, due to the performancethe ALP and Liberals, ended
election night in possession of the parliamentaalatce of power. The Liberals
fell from more than 54.1% of the first preferen@@sl992 to 41.2% in the 1996
election. The drop of 12.9% was second only tolfh&% decline suffered by the
ALP between 1979 and 1982 elections in the modean Ehe ALP vote climbed
from a worst-ever result of 28.6% in 1992 to 40.624996. The Green vote fell
marginally from 13.2% in 1992 to 11.1% in 1996Thus, the Liberals won a
plurality of the vote and 16 seats in the 35 seaidd of Assembly while the ALP
secured 14 up from 11 seats in 1992. Significarnlig, Greens, despite losing one
seat, held four seats and so secured the balanmmaaar on the floor of the House

1 These figures compiled from: Tasmanian Elect@xriite, Report on Parliamentary Elections 1990
to 1994 ,December 1994 and Tasmanian Electoral OffReport on Parliamentary Elections 1995
to 1997 November 1997.
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of Assembly. Former Liberal MHR Bruce Goodluck taible final seat in his old
constituency of Franklin standing as an independent

The key decision on forming a Government after ¢kection thus rested almost
solely with the Liberal Party although the Greerssawvilling to play a part. Labor

had already opted out of the calculations of fogna Government both by its
campaign promises and by its failure to win a mgjaf seats in the election. The
former had been firmly rooted in the ALP’s assessntieat the 1989 Labor-Green
Accord had been a disastrous mistake while theerlaitas interpreted as the
public’s continuing distrust of Labor for havingtered into that liaison with the

Greens. The Greens, without any real hope, indicateillingness to allow Labor

to form a minority Government but recognised thallydhe Liberals would accept
their support, albeit minimally. Therefore, eveneaaction night, there was no real
doubt in anyone’s mind that the Liberals would amn in office despite the loss
of their majority. Nor was there any doubt thaiviiuld not be in coalition or any
other formally acknowledged association with the&srs.

The changed constitutional circumstances from 18&fle it possible for the
Liberals not to have to act on a ‘lesson’ they edr from the previous minority
Government of not entering into a formal arrangenvath the Greens. The word
‘accord’ had come to symbolise and stigmatise th® Aninority Government in
the years between 1992 and 1996. Thus the Liberate anxious not to have to
engage in any undertaking that could be constrised d.iberal-Green Accord’.
Convinced of the damaging electoral consequencbsinf able to establish such a
linkage, the ALP happily used the phrase despsténiiplicit self-recrimination to
embarrass the Liberals regardless of its merituiinout the 1996 campaign. And,
in the event, it proved an epithet without merithosince the ALP were quite aware
that no accord would be needed and because thealsheere quite determined not
to enter into such an agreement.

As in 1989, the 1996 election brought a change ramiers but with a vital
constitutional difference. When Tony Rundle repthéay Groom in the wake of
the Liberals’ electoral reversal, this was entiraly internal party affai’ There
was no specific need for action, political or camsibnal, to prepare the way for
the Liberals to retain control of the Treasury bexec Certainly, there was no
necessity to repeat the Accord process to secwergment:’ The Governor, Sir

18 The contrast with Labor on the issue of leadgréhllowing electoral defeat was marked during
this period, however. The parliamentary ALP leadiéichael Field survived three substantial
electoral reversals, in part, because the partgraed the need for a long-term strategy to win back
majority rule. The Liberals generally continued thedern tendency of parties to reward defeat
with the leader’s resignation.

This is not to accept that there was a need formal accord in 1989. | believe that it would bav
been possible for the issue of support to be testetie floor of the House of Assembly in 1989
and that the appropriate response would have egcBlarliament to test the ability of the ALP to
secure cross bench support. Nonetheless, thesactapted by the defeated Premier, Robin Gray,

19
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Guy Green, needed only to accept the resignatidmsofirst minister and accept
Groom’s advice to commission Rundle in his steadd,Ain forming a new

Government, Sir Guy did not seriously risk the pext of being offered

unacceptable advice on new elections. These werdattiors that compelled the
previous Governor, General Sir Philip Bennett,@eksimmediate and fairly formal
guarantees that a new minority Government followtimgy 1989 elections would be
able to provide supply. Sir Philip felt that he aiot have the luxury of waiting for
the matter to be tested on the floor of the Assgrohly to discover that he would
be forced back to rely on the advice of the forRezmier, Robin Gray. Hence,
Government House perceived a need for an overtudgmn by then opposition
forces that they could work together to securedgbtiin 1989 but did not perceive
the same need in 1996.

The positive lessons from the 1989 experience lier formation of a minority
Government were few and largely conjectural. THeetals found some comfort in
the knowledge that constitutional ‘inevitability’as something of a virtue, which
protected them to some extent, it was hoped, froendharge of changing their
mind on minority Government. Of course, this benefis mitigated by resting on
an arcane area of Westminster constitutionalismchvhiew in the public
understood. On the ALP side, the general willingrtesoverlook the constitutional
niceties made it possible for Labor critics to iahat the Liberals had reneged on
their campaign promises and to attempt to portnayRundle minority Government
as based on a tacit Liberal-Green accord.

It cannot be said that the Greens fared any bastarconsequence of the inexorable
logic of minority Government formation in 1996 anddeed, they may well have
fared worse. Despite their misgivings about theelalts’ political agenda, the
Greens could not reasonably refuse to support iheréls from the cross-benches
even without the protection of a formal agreementl996% Any other course
would work to confirm in the public’'s mind the camtional wisdom of 199192
that they were a source of instability and thatoniy Government itself could not
work. Thus, as much as they may have wished tot@nghe Rundle-led Liberals,
it was much less possible for the Greens to imposelitions through an accord in
1996 than it was in 1989 precisely because of fiperence and lessons of 1989—
92. The Greens were obliged to offer support to rtheority Liberals without
securing anything of substance in advance.

put more pressure on the Governor than was apjtedn be certain that supply could be
provided by a minority Labor Government.

Perhaps the principal protection the Labor—Grkerord offered the Greens was to be found in
some significant political concessions, both suttstaly and procedurally, in recognition of their
support for the Field minority Government. Thisveel to achieve some of their interests even
before the Parliament sat. The terms of the Accardbe found in: Peter Larmour (etdihe
Greening of Government: The Impact of the Laboré@rAccord on Government in Tasmania
Hobart: Wombat Publishing, 1990, pp. 57-65

20
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The 1996 electoral result itself also played aremisal role in the way the three
parties understood the risks of forming a minoédgvernment. The Liberals were
so chastened by the size of their reversal in @lacsupport that they felt that some
period of ‘fence-mending’ was in order before tHeged the electorate again.
Thus, supping from the chalice of minority Govermmeppeared a less risky
option than confronting a premature poll. On theeothand, the ALP’s gains were
more modest than Labor had expected and this aggbearjeopardise the two-
election strategy the some in the party had hopeghtnaccelerate a return to
Government. More dishearteningly for both majortipar the Greens had only just
lost the one seat that the 1996 election cost thidém party seemed cemented in the
cross benches at a level of support that made &emare or less permanent fixture
on the Tasmanian political landscape. Ironicalie same calculation encouraged
the Greens to think of themselves as having aestal in the State and so to plan
for a continuing involvement, which included theogpect of recurrent minority
Governments. However unwise it may have been, their expectations and their
strong electoral support from 1989 through 1996oéelto gentrify the Greens
politically from 1996 as they looked to a contingiand responsible role in the
Tasmanian Parliament.

The Rundle experience of minority government

The absence of a need for a formal accord madeegessary for the Rundle
Liberals to develop a different approach to powkargg from that pursued
previously by Labor. An informal process emergedcihwas unlike the more
structured arrangements that had been delibereteigtructed under the terms of
the 1989 Accord. The more open entrepreneuriaé stylthis informal approach
suited the Liberals, in part perhaps, becausdléated some consonance with their
philosophical approach to politics. In its own walgis less structured approach
also assisted the Greens to some extent sincevitlexy the adversarial/legalistic
relations the Greens found with Labor in theirtfperiod on the cross benches of
minority Government! However, without a formal accord, the content and
procedures of this approach had to evolve adaptinethe crucibles of experience
and need. Thus, the lessons of the 1989-92 minGoernment were particularly
important to each of the various actors in the 138®arliament and how each had
assessed what had gone ‘wrong’ in the operationthef 1989-92 minority
Government.

Not surprisingly, the Liberal Party found the lesscof earlier minority to lie
almost wholly on the negative in terms of governiigyimarily, the Rundle
Government seemed anxious notagpeartoo reliant on Green support for its
survival or for the success of its policies. Theereed wisdom for both major

21 personal communication with Christine Milne, forBzeens leader, 20 February 1999. As a
personal note, | would add to this observation thatchange in leadership of the Greens from Bob
Brown to Christine Milne between 1989 and 1996 atsutributed to the more flexible,
negotiating style of inter-party relations in tleesnd minority Government.
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parties was that the public found Green influenc@alicies of the Labor under the
strictures of the Accord unpalatable. The Accord hede the dependence on the
Greens highly transparent and, this in turn, séye¥eded support for the ALP
subsequently. The pragmatic answer to such a probl&as to ensure that
consultations with the Greens did not occur in ofoga. As long as there was little
public attention to the brokering of compromisetagen the minority Government
and the cross-benches, adverse public reaction d@uéxpected to be minimised.

Given their own long term ambitions to be seen #sgaimate and stable part of
the Tasmanian political process, the Greens welingvito cooperate with the
Liberals on holding negotiations off the centregstalhey could see few benefits in
public confrontation. Despite a strong bias towar@nsparency in their own
approach to government, the parliamentary Greense welling to present
favourable policy and administrative outcomes wrtlown membership discretely
rather than publicly as evidence of their successnfthe cross-benches. This
‘outcomes’-based strategy did not always work aodased the risk of losing
support amongst the party faithful in pursuit of anlikely broader public
legitimacy. And, in the end, it may well have bard through lost core support in
the 1998 elections. The Regional Forestry Agreerparticularly caused no end of
heartburn internally as many supporters could ret@ refused to accept that the
parliamentary Greens had achieved as favourabteitmome as they should have.

There were some favourable aspects to the entreymiahrelationship the Greens
and the Liberals developed for working together olwhivere informed to some
degree by the Greens’ earlier experience with Labbe absence of the Accord’s
preset agenda enabled the Greens’ to propose issubsas gay law reform more
easily. They were as aware as the Liberals thaRialle Government needed to
‘score runs’ politically if they were to regain toslectoral ground. The Govern-
ment could not afford to be seen as hamstrung@ntthing’. Thus, the necessity
to broker agreements which could be seen as achexs aided the Greens in
helping to set a political agenda to which they &acess but did not control.

The willingness of the Greens to cooperate with Rumdle Government behind
closed doors initially helped the Liberals to firad positive benefit in their
entrepreneurial approach to managing minority Gawvent. Their obligation was
perceived primarily as keeping the doors open ¢o0Gheens to propose options and
then for the Government to dispose solutions. phigess drew a veil over the less
seemly side of securing compromises and this, in, tproduced less political
drama than the previous Accord-based minority Guwent’'s methods; a public
outcome which suited both the Liberals and the @e&he Liberals particularly
enjoyed the way this approach enabled them to &aepit for outcomes that
might have been more politically contentious ifythead been perceived publicly as
Liberal-Green compromises.
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Other impacts on the 1996—98 minority government

While the primary concern of this review has beem adaptive learning between
the 1989-92 Field minority Government and the 1986-Rundle minority
Government, the fact of minority Government wascelg the only matter to bear
on the ease of governing for the Rundle Liberalshe® factors, whether
idiosyncratic or continuing, presented challengbat teven an experienced,
majority Government would have to address. The mdoasmatic of the singular
difficulties to confront the Rundle minority Govenent was the Port Arthur
massacre (28 April 1996), the horror of which efgplilthe nation as well as the
State. In addition to such specific and individweadents, there were routine
relationships that always posed challenges to Gowents in Tasmania regardless
of party or power. The small size of the Statelintsted resources and role in the
Commonwealth are included in these enduring factdosvever, relations with the
Legislative Council have always posed special corg;eas this upper house is the
most powerful in Australia, in part because it aanbe dissolved and because it
can reject supply.

The profound effects of the massacre at the hiswite of Port Arthur occurred
within weeks of the formation of the Rundle mingriGovernment affected
relations between the Liberals and the Greensway which drew them closer
together. Until the tragedy, the Greens felt thetif® suspicion of the Liberals,
anxious to avoid being tainted with a tacit ‘acc¢phwblding them at arm's length.
The enormity of that event created a need to wodether; cooperation made
easier by the Greens’ deferral to the Liberals on gontrol legislation. This
proved a watershed in their relations that substiint facilitated the
entrepreneurial style that characterised their egibant relationship. Whether the
‘lesson’ learned from the Accord about the valueaaiore flexible relationship
would have been accepted without Port Arthur isoetnyet possibly vital point of
interpretation.

Relations with the Legislative Council proved anemesting test of how the
minority Liberals expected to continue in officeilghbeing legislatively effective.
Given the discreet inter-party collaboration betwé®e Liberals and the Greens, it
is very difficult to determine who invested mosatagy in maintaining the relation-
ship. However, the Rundle Government’s troubledtrehship with the Legislative
Council suggests in retrospect that more of thditshould go to the Greens. The
Liberals certainly worked to keep their doors operfacilitate cooperation and
were willing to listen to solutions but, in the end appears to have been a
relatively passive entrepreneurialism. The Grea®srsto have borne the onus of
proposing options and possible solutions in ordenake the cooperation work.

The contrast between the Liberals’ management eir trelationship with the

Greens and their relationship with the Legislattveuncil tends to reinforce the
image of a passive entrepreneurialism. Virtuallyoéithe elements which required
the Liberals to pay close attention to relationthvie Greens also applied to their
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engagement with Tasmania’s upper house. Yet, thmutgts time on the Treasury
benches, the Rundle minority Government gave eappearance of finding the
demands of managing the Legislative Council irksonite was a strange

circumstance for a political analyst to witness av&nment apparently work its
cross bench support so sensitively and yet be sofisted in its dealings with

another element of the Parliament that was equedlsential to its legislative

success. Whether it was a case of ‘familiarity dsesontempt’ or a situation where
the Rundle Liberals assumed they could count owngtrsupport from a

conservative chamber and so did not expend thet effoguaranteeing this support
is difficult to say. It is even possible, as soméhie Rundle camp claimed privately,
that the tensions were deliberate and intended dmef reforms on an

unrepresentative second house. Whatever, the etmanthe Legislative Council

often proved a more difficult factor to managettoe Rundle minority Government
than did the Greens.

Conclusion

There was an unusually strong connection betweenrtimority Governments of
1989-92 and 1996-98, much more than had ever beetase with any other past
pairings of minority Governments. The 1989-92 eigrere did more than provide
a guide to meeting the challenges of the lattahéxminds of many Tasmanians -
players and observers alike. It coloured attitustesleeply that the second episode
was almost defined by the first. For the ALP, thesbns of 1989-92 were clear and
undeniable. These have become an article of partésth even to the present day.
The experience had been an unmitigated disastertla@fore could not be
repeated under any circumstance. Based on the Aui®gencounter, the Liberal
Party suspected that minority Government was inde@oisoned chalice but the
constitutional equation for the Liberals was quiiéferent in 1996. Since they
really could not avoid minority Government in 1996¢ Liberals attempted to
make a virtue of necessity and tried to avoid thiblip ‘taint’ of minority
Government. To some degree, this attitude alscachenised the Greens’ approach
to the 1996-98 minority Government as well. Howewegically for the Greens,
the Parliament and the State, there was one msserighat was drawn from these
two closely associated experiences of minority Gowent.

Neither the ALP nor the Liberals fully accepted itharrangements with the
Greens. This was especially the case for the AL#enfirst of the two periods of
minority Government and, indeed, Labor’s antagortistie Green agenda brought
the Accord to a premature end. However, despitér then pleas for a less
adversarial Parliament, the Greens were stunnedh Wieetwo major parties again
combined to work against them. This time the danvage intended to be fatal; the
electoral outcomes were the object of this grand, temporary, collaboration.
Ironically, the target was not the State’s beloedd therefore untouchable)
Hare—Clark electoral system but the Parliamentffit3&ée State’s constitution was
changed to reduce the numbers of members in theéHotuAssembly from 35 to
25. Despite a great deal of sophistry about coginga and the like the driving
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force behind the change was an irresistible urgeetmre majority party control of
the Government by raising the electoral threshotdtie Greens to an unachievable
level 2

It should be remembered, however that this wastmetfirst time that electoral
outcomes had been manipulated. The Hare—Clarksyktes been altered in an
attempt to confect a majority government outcontes as the object of the 1958
change. Then, forty years earlier, the strengththef two party system was so
completely assumed that the simple change from euerbered constituencies (six
MHAs in five electorates) to an odd number (sevenglectorate) would secure a
majority result. Ironically, the 1959 election didt produce the promised majority
result but subsequent elections in the 1960s amdsl@enerally did meet the
expectation. Nonetheless, with the advent of a-sughported Green movement, the
1958 electoral change did work to make minority &owments more likely through
the lower quota for election.

The 1998 legislative reform package to amendr alia the Constitution Act 1934
and theElectoral Act 198%ould only aid one party; Labor. Yet, the LibeRarty
embraced the ALP’s reform model with grim deterrtima such was the depth of
their feeling on the experience of minority Goveemn It is difficult for an
outsider to understand this attitude given its réad legislative achievement; a list
of self-inflicted ‘mistakes’ (such as the failed dad Government reform attempt
which alienated many traditional Liberal supporteus which were not related to
its minority status); and the opinion polls whictdicated almost conclusively that
Labor would win a majority at an early election. ddaubtedly there were very
strong personality factors at work but this wageely the whole story. A variety
of sectoral interests and influence intersectech wite Liberals’ exasperation.
These included continuing public resentment ovéitip@ans and especially their
pay and perquisites; extreme economic rationalttgudes amongst peak business
interests anxious to address a self manufacturedr-government’ issue; and a
State suffering from a generation of economic nsaldooking for a scapegoat.

Thus, the Rundle minority Government, aided by Ahd, grasped the ‘popular’
nettle of reducing the size of Parliament as a m®eainchanging the State’s
electoral results that gave the Greens the balahgower?® The Parliamentary
Reform Act 1998 (Tas) was officially ‘An Act to ame certain Acts to provide for
reform of Parliament by a reduction in the numbiemembers of both Houses of
Parliament and for related matters’. However, wties act received Royal Assent
on 27 July 1998, it changed more than the sizenefTtasmanian Parliament. It

2 scott Bennett, ‘The Reduction in the Size of the Tasian Parliament’Parliament of Australia,
Department of the Parliamentary Library, Researcte/2a1998-99 accessed at
http://www.aph.gov.au/library/pubs/m/1998-99/99nfith.

2 In part, the apparent popularity of this measare e seen in the very enthusiastic media
endorsement of it. All three of the State’s dapprs carried editorials in support. See: ‘Altering
the quotasMercury, 15 July 1998, p. 18; ‘Best hope for majority rukdvocate 16 July 1998, p.
10; and ‘Majority rule is good for businesExaminer 2 September 1998, p. 16.
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challenged the effectiveness of the Westminstetesystself** The subsequent
1998 election confirmed both the Liberals’ act aofifical hari kari and Labor’s

promise of majority Government. Whether either wibally have profited

themselves or Tasmania is a judgment that histdiyremder at some more remote
point in time. Nonetheless, the mutterings agath&t unsustainability of the
smaller Parliament have increased since the 2002 Stlection. If the 2006
election produces another minority Government ases@olls suggest may be
possible, however, the verdict of what lessons Weaiened from these two periods
of minority Government will be reviewed very pulbjic A

24 For example, after the 2002 State election, iberals had won only seven seats — so few that
they unable to match the Government’s front berfatiree.
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