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REPRESENTATION AND INSTITUTIONAL CHANGE: 50 YEARS OF PROPORTIONAL
REPRESENTATION IN THE SENATE (Papers from a conference of August 1999)

Edited by Marian Sawer and Sarah Miskin, PapeBartiament, No. 34 December
1999, Published and printed by the DepartmenteSanate, 1999.

Reviewer: Malcolm Aldons

This collection of conference papers has contrimgtifrom political scientists, senators
(past and present), the media, lobbyists and saffmers of the Senate. The papers
cover a number of very important issues associat#iil proportional representation
(PR) for the Senate and, despite the sole disgentiice of Senator Helen Coonan,
constitute a strong if not impregnable defence regjathanging the existing system of
voting in Senate elections. But the papers aldeae# lopsided and exaggerated view
of Senate importance because the role of the Seanatbe wider context of the
functioning of Australian parliamentary democrasyot dealt with adequately.

The papers can be divided into two groups. The f&on the theory of PR and the
keynote address is by Arend Lijphart, Research eReafr in Political Science,
University of California, the leading internatioralithority on the institutional impact
of PR.

Lijphart uses both qualitative and quantitative Igsia to conclude that PR systems
clearly outperform non-PR systems. The qualitatimalysis includes the admission by
the ‘conventional wisdom’ that PR is better at em@nting. Using regression analysis
he concludes that ‘PR has a uniformly better maomromic performance record than
majoritarian systems, especially with regard to ¢betrol of inflation’. But the most
important conclusion is a negative one, namelyt thajoritarian democracies are not
superior to PR as policy-makers.

| find it surprising that anyone can say that PRetter at controlling inflation without
telling us why or how. After all, the statisticatlationship could be coincidental, not
causal. Nevertheless, if we accept Lijphart’s cosicns, should not PR be extended to
elections for the House of Representatives?

If PR best embodies the concept of ‘one vote, oakier and if this is the sole
determining criterion for electoral systems, thba ainswer is obvious. However, the
paper by Senator John Faulkner, current Leadeneof.abor Opposition in the Senate,
refers to a Research Note by the Parliamentaryabybrwhich says that electoral
systems have a number of functions and they nebd teeld in balance for the effective
operation of the democratic process. One of thasetibns is that seats won should, as
far as possible, be in proportion to the votes iveck This approach implicitly
questions the Lijphart methodology and this in tsuggests an evaluation of our
electoral system against clearly defined critesaaamore appropriate way of judging
the need for electoral change.

Chaney, a senator for a decade and a half befaneds one term in the House of
Representatives, says that if the voting systenttferSenate is changed we could end
up with two versions of the House of Representativighis he believes would not be
good for democracy. Yet no one has asked the ahestion: if the voting system for
the House is changed, would we end up with twoieessof the Senate and would this
be good for democracy?
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The second group of papers covers the value dbémate under PR. The papers can be
sub-divided into three parts — value and effeatstemt problems and future potential.

The first of these, value and effects, is probahé/most important. It is connected with
the rationale for bicameralism.

Marian Sawer (Australian National University) quotéom the 1897 convention
debates that the only check against the ‘tyrannph@fHouse of Representatives’ is the
check of another chamber. Elaine Thompson (Unitiersf New South Wales)
represents this as a public interest requiremsrdpas Chaney.

The second feature of Senate value that can bedirtc PR is the growth of minor
parties and independents. They bring to the palitizocess a diversity of viewpoints
and voices not heard in the House of Represensat@ampbell Sharman (University of
Western Australia) says that this has resultethénlack of government (or Opposition)
control the Senate. ‘From this lack of governmemitml has sprung the independent
role of the Senate in scrutinising legislation andholding governments publicly
accountable through the use of an extensive coewnigystem’. The Australian
Democrats, a predominantly upper house party, toetpinforce this independence.

All this feeds into the question of how the Senades its power and the answer, or
partial answer, is to enhance accountability. Themnpsays that the committee system
in the Senate ‘is a significant development allayihe Senate more effectively to
review government decisions and to attempt to kkegovernment accountable for its
actions’. Both Sharman and lan Marsh (Australiartiovel University) say similar
things, adding that the committees provide averioeshe development of consensus
politics. Harry Evans (Clerk of the Senate) lists dazen significant Senate
‘accountability measures . . . all founded on tequirement that governments explain
what they are doing and why’.

Yet, there are danger signs that accountabiliyeig undermined in today's Senate.
The major point in a paper by Anne Lynch (Departhwdithe Senate) is the growth of

dissent along party lines in Senate committee tep&@he traces the genesis of split
inquiries to the highly contentious and ‘colour&Enate select committee inquiries of
the past. Lynch adds that many senators who apomeible for the operation of the

committees have caused the split and believeshdtavioural change, ‘a return to the
culture of enforced reasonableness; can in tuurne®enate committees to their better
days. Former Senator Kathy Sullivan, a member ®Hbuse of Representatives for the
past decade and a half, has also noticed this fogrfenate committees to divide along
party lines and says that this undermines the tffstess of those committees.

The question is whether this loss of corporate atter and the consequential
development of the Senate as just another partfigablchamber will affect adversely
future prospects for accountability and consensmatracy. Although of course not
answering this question, Marian Sawer wants theateeto play a leading role in
involving more groups in policy development to eefl electoral change. lan Marsh also
wants the policy process opened up. He refersegliralisation of Australian society,
the development of major social movements outdigentain political parties and the
need for a strategic phase of policy developmemtth& institutional level he sees
committees as the only mechanism to assist indbielopment. Given the need for
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consensus building, it is disappointing that Macsluld not put the members of the
House of Representatives into his equation by mimgahe use of joint committees.

This is a very interesting collection of papersvesi their scope it is not surprising that
they raise some important questions that need assviBt the series is lopsided
because it fails to place the Senate in a broadaerdwork. Accountability is a term that
requires definition and clarification. It is incent to say, as Chaney does, that the
House of Representatives is increasingly irrelee@na chamber that calls the executive
to account. The feature of accountability herehimugh the House to the electorate.
There are also other forms of accountability, idalg administrative review and the
media, which play an important and even essenéel |in the Senate itself we need to
distinguish between accountability that is conng¢tethe review function of the Senate
and its power to amend or reject legislation ancbantability that dos not have this
connection. Committees that examine legislation are example of the first.
Committees that examine non-legislative policy ameexample of the second. The latter
are clearly attempting to influence not Senategowernment outcomes.

If we attempt this and other work and more of &tthas an empirical content | am
confident it will give us a better appreciation aff the parts that go to make up
Australian parliamentary democracy.
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THE NEW ROLES OF PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES

Edited by Lawrence D Longley and Roger H Davidsaank Cass & Company
Limited, London 1998

Reviewer: Malcolm Aldons

This book should be of immense interest to scha@adsstudents of legislatures but not
necessarily to all practitioners. Other than thatgbution by the editors there are 10
other contributors, all by scholars (academics),ts® emphasis on theory is not
surprising.

There are three cross-sectional features of th& baoth emphasising. The first is the
new importance of parliamentary committees. Pasdiataxry committees figure
significantly on all continents, increasingly sewyias the main organising centres of
both legislation and parliamentary oversight of gmvment. The trend is away from ad
hoc committees to parliamentary committee systdrasdre specialised and permanent
and replicate executive departments. The conclasminthe editors is that ‘active
parliamentary committees fit well into separatidrpowers systems and are inherently
at tension with the classical model of parliamgngovernment’.

The second is the functions of committees and tiewee veritable smorgasbord here.
Shaw's listing is conventional. Those of Nortorthaligh not in this book, are broader
and include certain important and what can be tdrmendecisional’ functionsfoes
Parliament Matter?1993). The functions listed by Strom are verydtiht. He says
recent neo-institutional literature on legislaturstsess four functions — the non-
controversial economics of operation which encorsptéhe other three, gains from
trade, information acquisition and partisan co-aation.

| suspect that these neo-institutional functiorestao American for general application
and have other limitations as well. This raises artgnt questions as to whether
committees can have functions different to legiskd and the similarity of functions
from one legislature to another.

The third cross-sectional feature of the book cevbe power and related powers of
parliamentary committees. The party-committee i@mbship is relevant for all
legislatures. David Olsen says that ‘Parties anumoittees are . . . contradictory and
even mutually exclusive means of internal orgamsat[in a legislature]. The
importance of each is inversely proportional te ither. The more important the
committees the less important the parties and varea’ (Quoted in Shaw. D Olsen,
The Legislative Process: A Comparative Apprqadhrper & Row, New York, 1980,
page 279).

Shaw says that ‘a strong committee in a legislaisr@one that has a significant
independent impact on public affairs’. Strom adadst ttommittee powers are defined
‘by the role of committees in the policy-making pess and mainly by the ability of
committees to influence parliamentary outputs’ @aty).

Committee power can be measured or assessed irast two ways. Damgaard
advances three criteria for examining the relatigmb¥etween parties and committees.
They cover appointment of chairs, freedom of memtsard sanctions (E Damgaard,



226 Malcolm Aldons APR 16(1)

‘How Parties Control Members’, in H Doring, edarliaments and Majority Rule in
Western EuropeSt Martins Press, New York, 1996).

Based on Doring’s study of 18 Western Europeanslatyires Strom identifies four
categories of committee power. The categoriesratiation of legislation, rewriting of
bills, control over committee timetables and infation acquisition. The first three
categories exist in nine legislatures but it isyom Sweden and Switzerland that
committees have initiation powers, power to rewhils and to control their own
agendas without recall from the plenary. Committefethe US Congress are said to be
a model of strong committees. Shaw, however, rétefAmerican exceptionalism’. He
gives four reasons for this — weak political pastianti-statism, vigorous application of
the separation of powers and comity, that is, atmgnin deciding the level of
resources for a committee-driven bureaucracy. Rdwede questions the assumption
that strong committees are a necessary conditiopddiamentary influence based on
his study of the Norwegian Storting. Other contrilvs show that committees are weak
in South Korea (Park) and Japan (referred to imglhecause of party domination and
are becoming weak in the Russian Duma for the saason (Haspel). In the ‘mother
of parliaments’ Norton finds something to cheerwbe- a nascent institutionalisation
of committees. Based partly on the ‘batting averagethe percentage number of
recommendations accepted, Shaw concludes ‘thanéwe British committees have
made their mark’.

This is a very interesting book but, as one scha@aknowledges, comparative
legislative studies of committees is in its infanblevertheless, some comments are in
order. All the contributors were asked to examinauanber of questions relating to
parliamentary committees under three broad headaigsiges in functions, changes in
external relations and changes in internal relatigdithough these categories and the
guestions in each of them are very good, what ssimj is the key relationship of
committees to the political system. This relatiopsshould cover the relationship of
committees to government and parliament and heacthe political and electoral
processes. It is only when these relationshipgeased out that we can appreciate the
significance and limitations of the work of comreés in different legislatures. It would
also be interesting to find out why there has taenshift to permanent committees and
committee systems. There is sufficient informatiorexplain Senate developments of
the 1970s and 1990s. There may not be much pukpiamation of the 1987 House of
Representatives reforms. Halligan et al advanceeseery interesting and plausible
explanations for the growth of policy work by conttieés. Be that as it may, the
Commonwealth Parliament cannot escape being taggedn ‘arena’ parliament, or
chamber-oriented institution, in which committeese anot the focal point of
parliamentary activity.

Finally, and in order to get a better appreciatbstrong committees it would be useful
to find out whether there have been comparativéiesuof the nine countries referred to
in Strom, particularly the legislatures of Sweded &witzerland.
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PARLIAMENTARY COMMITTEES: ENHANCING DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE
The Report of a Commonwealth Parliamentary Assioeiggtudy Group
Cavendish Publishing Limited, London. 1999

This interesting book with a very suggestive titken be divided into two parts. Dr
Gordon Barnhart, former Clerk of the Canadian Seras written the first 10 chapters.
He acted as rapporteur for the study group. Theai@ng 15 chapters are written by
members of eight parliaments.

Both parts contain considerable material on proeedund related matters such as the
size and types of committees, withesses, and rggaffind facilities. Because my
interests centre on the performance of commitiegsl concentrate on such matters.

Giles Radice, a long-serving Labour member of treuse¢ of Commons, asks the
guestion, what are committees for? The answerailsabmmittees are not an end in the
themselves. The main but not the sole purpose a@bramittee and, in fact, the

Parliament is to hold the executive accountableriBart].

But strong, disciplined political parties preveim ttonvergence of ideal and reality, and
the government view of Parliament determines theergxto which the executive is
accountable. As Barnhart writes, ‘The more powethé political parties, the less
influential the committees.’

It is not surprising then that Milliken (Canadajers to the uncertainty and confusion
over exactly what should be the role of a parliat@mgncommittee. He quotes the views
of Canadian professors Sharon Sutherland and CHEa®ks that all-party committees
do not mesh in with the concept of responsible gawent and that strong committees
blur the distinctions between political parties agive power to ‘irresponsible’
committees rather than ‘responsible’ governmenth&gs as a result of this, Barnhart
poses some interesting questions about commitidesy include whether committees
are just ‘make work’ bodies that have very littféeet on public policy, and whether, in
the real world, members can toss aside their partiliefs so that the government back
bench can combine with the Opposition to make theeBment accountable.

Most of the country pieces are of interest and eallim Anderton (New Zealand)
discusses committees in the context of the mixedvpes proportional (MMP) electoral
system. He says that under MMP it is most unlikbbt any one political party will be
able to form the executive. The longer-term efferftd/MP on the functioning of the
New Zealand Parliament and its committees shouldfbgreat interest to researchers
and practitioners alike.

Senator David MacGibbon (Australia) deals almostlesively with the Australian
Senate. He points out that normally, in Austratianmittees are seen by government as
a nuisance and refers to the ‘all-too-frequentsilivi of committee reports along party
line’ [reports that examine bills]. He may be lanieg the fact that the Senate has lost
its proud record of corporate character and is rik®,the House of Representatives,
just another party-dominated chamber.

Milliken (Canada) refers to the incidental functowf committees. These include
educating parliamentarians, mobilising consent ematributing to the policy process.
Radice (United Kingdom) draws a very fine line bedw criticism and accountability.
He says that with their built-in government majgriselect committees of the British
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House of Commons should not be expected to catittisir own government. They can,
however, rightly and properly, hold that governmenaccount.

A very interesting contribution comes from Indigngdescribes the development of the
committee system in India and refers to the govemmAction Taken Reports’
presented to the House from time to time. Such rispoutline progress made in
implementing committee recommendations and alscudssany unresolved differences
between the committees and government. Althougtetieea response mechanism in
Australia for committee reports, it lacks the direeferences to implementation that
exist in India. Sing also makes a significant pevhen he says that ‘effectiveness of the
committee system can only be gauged from the resspthe committee reports generate
from the various sources like the government, tles$and the public.’

What this book lacks is a rigorously developed emtgal framework, which can be
applied to assess the performance of parliamewrtamnymittees. This framework should
include the different political cultures of differecountries. Because committees are
not an end but a means for achieving an end, #irgt point is the functions of
Parliament. Perhaps the clearest relationship etitenctions and committees is in the
Australian Senate. Several Senate committees dieetdo specific Senate functions
and they all connect to the basic function of teagte — the house of review function.

When we take a broader approach to the functioriRadiament we find there are the
functions of manifest and latent legitimation amda@untability, what | call the ‘holistic
functions’. These functions are discharged in waioways and one of them is the multi-
function parliamentary committee. Committees anduslly indispensable for giving
effect to these functions and, therefore, verynitefiy enhance democratic governance.
The World Bank [1992] defines governance as ‘thereise of political power to
manage a nation’s affairs.’

We need to go further. We need to tease out théusmrmeanings of the term
‘accountability’ to find out which parts fit in wit committee work. We need to work
out ways of assessing or measuring committee infleeand we need to examine
whether committee processes are both public anitipatory.

This is a better approach than vague tests andvinalaims of committee effectiveness.
It is only when this work is completed that we ddogonsider whether and how
committees should be strengthened. But calls fecetives to loosen their grip and for
members to buck party discipline may go unanswesrethey have in the past. The only
other options available are the status quo witheseosmetic changes or the possible
prospects offered by the changes to the electgs&ts in New Zealand.
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PARLIAMENTARY DEMOCRACY. DEMOCRATIZATION, DESTABILIZATION ,
RECONSOLIDATION, 1789 — 1999,
by Klaus von Beyme, Macmillan Press Ltd. Hampshire lamadon 2000.

Reviewer: Malcolm Aldons

This book, a welcome addition to the literaturecomparative legislative studies, looks
beyond national boundaries and thus increases onderstanding of that pervasive
phenomenon: parliamentary democracy.

Beyme observes that the ‘Parliamentarism of Reptadee Government’ [he coins
several words that the computer questions!], thathie process by which the executive
became accountable to the legislature, was a ®einttecentury development. So was
the consolidation of parliamentary government. Beitause the minimum requirement
for democracy was universal adult male suffrage, ‘tlemocratization of parliament’
occurred during the twentieth century. The risaiotatorships destabilised the system
but the period after 1945 saw new waves of parligaresm and democratisation — in
the former colonies of the British Empire, in Sarth Europe in the 1970s and Eastern
Europe after 1989.

The book has seven chapters. | do not proposestritie the contents of each or any of
them but rather will discuss the salient featufeth® book.

Beyme says there are many types of parliamentavgrgment. He lists six common
institutional characteristics and also refers taaie socio-structural features essential
for the consolidation of parliamentary democracke Tinstitutional factors include the
various ways the parliament controls the governnfgoestions, committee inquiries)
because the government needs to have the confiddribe parliamentary majority to
survive. The socio-structural features include oiged parties and the development of
a political culture favourable for changing goveants by peaceful means.

He observes that other models of parliamentary morent have joined the

Westminster model. We therefore have the followiogr models: majoritarian (UK.

Ireland, Sweden and Norway); majoritarian—federdiSA, Canada, Germany and
Australia); consensual-unitary (Israel and Denmadgd consensual (Switzerland,
Belgium, Netherlands, Italy and France). Presumalblyding to the consensual models,
Beyme refers to the ‘cogovernment of the oppositiamd to cooperative work in

legislation found frequently in ‘consociational detracies’, all of which is alien to the
majoritarian Westminster model.

All this is very interesting. All of this is necesy background for a discussion on
parliamentary committees. Beyme notes that mosttiremtal parliaments have
developed strong committees and, with the exceptibnthe Netherlands, these
committees are under the efficient control of thety groups. The main work of
committees from a transnational perspective dodslinoin autonomous decision-
making but rather in the power to amend bills.

This takes me to the chapter on functions. TheawgiRamines four functions in order
to assess the impact of parliamentary work on gouent-legislative relations. These
functions are the representation and articulatibmterests, the controlling function,
legislation and recruitment. Beyme says that pawiatary control has declined most
rapidly and even in legislation, said to be the mimportant, parliamentary initiatives
are declining in all parliamentary systems.
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He also refers to party cooperation in legislato concludes that the success of the
opposition should be evaluated by the successfahdment to government bills.

This chapter and particularly the comments on lati:m (including that on
committees) would have been enhanced by the typadddegislatures used by Phillip
Norton. He divides legislatures into three typésse that rubber-stamp the decisions of
the executive; those that can amend or reject bohat initiate; and those that can
initiate their own legislation.

Chapter 6, The Government and the Parliamentaryolifigj is also interesting. Here

Beyme combines rational-choice theory with neotimsbnal research to challenge the
traditional view on the weakness of minority govaemt. This view maintains that,

because they do not last as long, minority govermrhas less stability than majority
government. He questions the relationship betweémonity government and less

efficiency, pointing out that even without comparatanalysis the Scandinavian parlia-
mentary systems are hardly less efficient tharréke ‘Otherwise these countries would
not be at the top of the ladder in welfare andribéfestyle.” He makes a valid point

that ‘it is not the number of parties that is deesfor government stability but rather
the traditions of conflict resolution in the varoyarliamentary systems.” Therefore
‘consociational’ democracies can have as muchlgtaa$ majoritarian systems.

Because of the timing of the two publications, Beymwas not able to support his
qualitative analysis with the quantitative analysisLijphart (article inRepresentation
and Institutional Change — 50 Years of ProportiofRdpresentation in the Senate
December 1999). Lijphart’s paper was on proporfioegresentation and the traditional
argument is that PR produces minority governmefist tare less stable. The
conclusions of Lijphart are that PR has a muchebetecord than majoritarian
democracy on all the measures of democratic quatitythat the latter does not have a
better record at governing.

Unlike those who lament the loss of responsibleegoment, Beyme sees the bigger
picture and the difference between the ideal aatityeHe says that a certain amount of
tension between ideal and reality is use&d long as the ideal is not too unrealistic or
utopiari [emphasis added]. Reformers want a return tddhed old days’ that were an
ivory tower parliament elected by a handful ofzstis, so that the parliament could
make decisions independent of the people.

Although parliament has declined in importancdulfils what Beyme calls symbolic
functions, that is the legitimation functions of fém. If we concentrated exclusively on
the ‘decisional’ functions of parliament, for exdmpthe controlling function, we
would conclude, as Gordon Reid did about 25 yeges that the Australian Parliament
is a weak and weakening institution. However, if lwek beyond these decisional
functions to the functions of manifest and lategitimation and accountability, what |
call the holistic functions (see my article, ‘Respible, Representative and Accountable
Government’ inAustralian Journal of Public AdministratipriMarch, 2001) then the
picture brightens considerably.

This book is recommended reading for those intedes parliamentary democracy.
Assuming that it has not been done before, whatow needed is a comparative
analysis of the Westminster model and other ty@adiamentary democracy.
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DEADLOCK ORDEMOCARCY? THE FUTURE OF THE SENATE
Edited by Brian Costar University of New South WsalRress Ltd, Sydney 2000 (List
Price: $12.95

Reviewer: Malcolm Aldons

This book is a companion to other writings on Semaform. And as the contributors
suggest, or imply, we are no nearer to achievingsensus today as we were 25 years
ago.

The Introduction (Brian Costar) says the key isaddressed by the contributors to the
book is ‘on how to resolve the dilemma of creatimgd maintaining effective yet

accountable governments.” His answer is to seeladetrral solutions. But this does

not recognise that behavioural change, namely tiss bf the Senate’s corporate
character is, probably the cause of any problem!

The contribution by Senator Helen Coonan (Safegaatdandbrake on Democracy?) is
the feature article. Her major point is that prdjmoral representation (PR), as it exists
today, is a flawed system because the minor paatieover represented and therefore
hold the balance of power. However instead of cottaéng on traditional review,
these parties have used their voting power ag#iesgovernment. The result is that ‘at
very best ... government will be by compromise. tThaturn, means at least delay, at
worst inability on the part of government to respam what it considers to be effective
and necessary ways to crises in the national aachistional spheres.’

Senator Coonan examines several matters that ositihér solve her problem or
improve the system. She questions the need, tddaythe smaller States to have,
irrespective of population, the same number of 8esaas the larger States. She calls
for research into the feasibility of a thresholdteyn for PR used by many European
democracies, a system designed to exclude partiemmlidates who secure only a
minimal share of the votes. The Senator says tietdbuble dissolution procedure is
not adequate and puts forward an alternative. ‘Whbe Senate disagrees with the
House on two occasions over the same bill thereldhme provision for a joint session
of both Houses.’

However, the Senator’s call for bipartisan supg@s$ gone unanswered. Senator Meg
Lees (Parliamentary Reform: The Baby and the Batmwasays that the ‘problem
Senator Coonan seeks to solve simply doesn't exigbecause) there is no objective
evidence that the current Senate is hostile orelsabing any differently than former
Senates over the past 20 years.’

It is all about power, according to Senator Ledweré&fore, the calculated, orchestrated
and sustained attack on the Senate . . . is metivhy an overwhelming desire for

absolute power on the part of the executive.” Slaegs emphasis on reforming the
electoral system for the House of Representativbigh although interesting is outside

the focus of the book.

Senator John Faulkner (A Labor Perspective) poald water on the Coonan views

without criticising the Senator. Senator Faulknayssthat ‘the Senate system does
produce a result which accurately reflect the \g8itrengths of parties within State and
Territory boundaries.” He adds that PR has given3enate a popular legitimacy the
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institution previously lacked. But the increasingflience of the minor parties and
independents has resulted in the growing frusimatfogovernments.

The Senator says the minor parties are here to Ategtralians just won't buy changes
to the electoral system without the voters havirgjrtsay. A 199'Bulletin Morgan poll
showed that 72 per cent of voters opposed anyczlcthange designed to make it
easier for the major political parties to conttum Senate.

Senator Faulkner does not accept that Senate powegrordinary legislation poses a
threat to the system of responsible governmentatsepower over supply does. A
government should be responsible only to the HmfsRepresentatives so that the
government continues in office only if it has tlmnfidence of that house.

He says that matters of Senate reform are ultimdtel the Australian people via a
constitutional referendum. But there is little goin using this method if the major
parties do not agree on the questions to be put.

In the three articles by the three Senators 1 dothmok there is one reference to

‘accountable government’ or ‘accountability’ altlybuthere are several references to
‘responsible government’. The contribution by Hareyans, Clerk of the Senate

(Accountability Versus Government Control: The Effeof Proportional Represent-

ation) rectifies this omission.

Evans says that PR is a superior electoral systrause it is more representative and
therefore more democratic. Because PR deprivesrgaments of control, such houses
can act as a check on the use of power. This ¢@mfse even more accurate because of
the power given to the Senate in the constitutiewans thus points out that upper
houses have only one hold in enforcing accountglild that is the power to withhold
assent from legislation. ‘An upper house withowgidkative powers could simply be
ignored by a government assured of the passages tégislation. A reviewing house
without power over legislation would be ineffective

| think it would be difficult to argue against thienclusion. Nevertheless. the value of
the Senate and the secretiveness of governmentbearexaggerated. The term
‘accountability’ has different meanings and one them is extra-parliamentary
accountability such as administrative review. Tluiam was a government initiative.
Another meaning is that the government is accolmtsb the electorate through the
Parliament. But few would disagree with the stateintleat the Senate plays a vital part
in the process of accountability. Be that as it yidgnator Coonan’s views should be
examined further. Their value would be enhancdeifparty endorsed them. However,
this is election year and that would be askingtéar much. Perhaps all we can hope for
is for the major parties to give us an undertakimgt reform of the Australian Senate
would take place only if the electorate directlpegved such reform. A



