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INTRODUCTION

The government/business interface in agricultural production. food processing and distribition
is a topic of long-standing interest to agricultural economists. It has been the subject of at least
two presidential addresses to this Society (Edwards, 1989; Johnson, 1994).

There are two established perspectives on the role of government in a market economy-(Rausser
and Zusman, 1992; Self. 1989, Johnson, 1994). The first is that of governments as benign
defenders of the national interest: the second is that governments are simply a marketplace for
favours to individuals or interest groups - that is. therc is a supply of, and demand for
regulations and government assistance and the manifested activities of government represent
some sort of equilibrium in this market.

To these two perspectives. we will add a third; governments as proactive partners with business
in seeking to achieve policy objectives. This model has some similarities to the public
choice/rent seeking model but the basic difference is that, in the "partnership” model, the
emphasis is on governments seeking cooperation from business, rather than the other way
round. In both cases, there is a supply of and demand for government policies but, in the
partnership model, governments are not a passive vehicle for the activities of interest groups.
There is a significant national interest component.
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Business School Faculty of Business and Economics, Monash University, McMalions Road Frankston
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The partnership mode} has strong parallels with industrial marketing - the application of
marketing principles to the supply of products and services to business customers. The model
recognises that, in an increasingly global business environment, Australian state and federal
governments compete with governments in other countries for investment by both Australian
and overseas owned companies.

There are two basic questions here; firstly, is this sort of activity appropriate for the Australian
federal, and state povernments. Ihc second-order question is, given that some degree of
intervention is seen to be \ppmprmtc how can we enhance its effectiveness? The first step s
to recognise that firms within a sector are not homogeneous. They differ in a multitude of ways
- scale, technology. marketing strategy, and so on. ldentifying these differences requires the
detailed research that supports any form of professional marketing activity, We have made a
start on this sort of research and present some of the results below:,

THE POLICY-MAKING ENVIRONMENT

. . e . . - 3 - ) . .
Direct and indirect assistance o industry has fallen,” Most analysts agree that this trend will
continue.

On a more general level, Self (1989) argues that environmental forees will require government
to play a greater role in the future.

These environmental forces are:

- Technological Change. For example, in agribusiness, governments will not be able to
avoid the regulatory issues arising from genetic engineering and information
technology,

- Economic changes are moving the organisation of economic activity further from the
laisse7-faire ideal - requiring more government intervention to remedy market failure,

- Social change such as the decline in traditional family structures throws more
responsibility on governments (and. to some degree, business) for individual welfare

The costs of obtaining data to support the case for, or against, government intervention can be
substantial - possibly a significant share of the deadweight loss component of any policy
measure. Policy debate often proceeds without such information, the Opposm& arguments being
based on hypotheses derived from selected theories rather than facts’ The stronger the
ideological position of a protagonist, the more selective the use of theory. This often condenses
to interest debate versus negotiation.

The plethora of regulations and assistance measures telating to the food sector in Australia seems to
suggest that successive governments find it a sector woithy of their sustained attention

: . One quantitative measure of the impact of government intervention is the Effective Rate of Assistance
{ERA). ERAs for Australian agriculture and food manufacturing have penerally declined
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Of course, analysis of major palicy issues is often supported with detailed empirical investigations (as in
most IC studies). However, most investigations of the organisation of export marketmg lack .such
supporting information.




This suggests that the environment for passing or failing the intervention test may change over
time with the prevailing ideology. It is certainly more difficult to justify any government
intervention today than it was twenty years ago.

In developing a policy proposal, it is harder to produce reliable information to support the
intraduction of some new intervention than it is i produce information that shows that an
established policy has failed - historical information always being more reliable than a forecast.
Joskow and Noll (1981) argue that "...far too much of the cffort of economists has been
directed towards asking whether there should, or should not be regulation and far too little effort
directed at how to improve the performance of regulatory policies"

In this context, anyone who canvasses the possibility of any type of partnership between
government and business begins with a significant handicap, We address this topic in the
fallowing section.

MODELS OF THE GOVERNMENT/BUSINESS INTERFACE
The Nationa! Interest Perspecetive

The basic premise of national (or public) interest mode! is that the role of government policy is
to increase social welfare, The government is seen as a "omniscient and benevolent dictator”
(Johnson, 1994), but the democratic political process ensares that the dictatorship is one that
remains responsive 1o the public interest.

In the public interest model, the government intervenes in 2 market economy when the market
fails to maximise social weifare because of natural monopoly, externalities or the lack of
effective competition. It is also recognised that government intervention may not necessarily
result in a net improvement. In the long term gevernments can fail as well as markets.

Some cases of potential market failure in the food manufacturing sector are:

1. When a pioneering exporter incurs expenditure in establishing an Australian produet in
a new market and following exporters "coat tail" his efforts. It can be argued that the
exporter's marketing effort shou!d establish a brand presence sufficient to provide a lead
over followers. After all, such competition is found in any situation where a new
product/market is being established. The validity of the free rider argument depends on
whether the overseas buyer sees the product mainly in terms of its Australian origin or
in terms of its brand. Ironically, generic Australian promotional activities can, unless
carefully managed, make it easier for frec riders (For example "Clean Food Australia®
campaigns) -

2. Negative externalities in exporting; for example, if the efforts of the pioneering exporter
turn out to be a disaster or if a well-publicised quality problem is linked with the
"Australian" generic brand.

3. Statutory Marketing Authorities (SMA¢) were, in many cases, established in response to

a type of market failure - the market power of agricultural producers relative to
processors and retailer. SMAs have, in many cases, been successful in generating higher




prices for producers but at a cost to consumers. That is, from a societal viewpoint, there
may have been overcompensation for the original market failure. (Industry Commission,

1991). SMA’s may also slow down structural adjustment, which may, at waorst, lead to
the demise of the industry, Fowever, the abolition of SMAs leaves all but the largest
agricultural producers in a position where they are in danger of becoming alienated from
the food chain. There is a need for new legal and institutional structures that facilitate
collective action by agricultural producers. This would require an integrated review of
all relevant legislation: trade practices. company law, cooperatives law and so on,

Australia has one of the most concentrated food retailing sectors in the world. The
evidenee suggests that food retailers certainly use their power to reduce prices paid to
suppliers but are intensely competitive for customers, It appears that this arrangement is
appropriate from a societal perspective - consumers get cheap food and only the most
cfficient food manufacturers and suppliers survive. However, Samuel and Rathatunga
(1993) point out that the situation is not as simple as this. Large food manufacturers may
establish alliances with large retailers, which may resuit in smaller, innovative
manufacturers being excluded from the process. They argue that, because these smaller
manufacturers are unable to secure a profitable foothold in the domestic market, they are
not able to initiate export activities. In a similar fashion, large retailers, comfortable in
their oligopolistic domestic market. may not feel any need to export or invest offshore.
However. it appears that exporting is seen to be an appropriate societal objective for
Australian business. In this sense, the failure of potential exporters 1o do so could be
seen as a type of market failure,

Destructive Competition, which can arise where there is excess capacity and high exit
barriers in an industry. For example, the New Zealand meat processing industry, which
had excess capacity when the kill was significantly larger than it is today, suffers from a
cycle of new ownership, intense competition for supply, bankruptey, new ownership (at
a significantly reduced price) ..and so on. This situation would not usually be described
as market failure. In fact, it could be argued that New Zealand farmers benefit from the
intense competition for livestock. However, it is clearly temporal market failure of the
type described by Traxler and Unger (1993) in that investors in the industry are always
focussed on short term survival rather long term strategy. The role of government in
facilitating rationalisation at the maturity phase of the industry life eycle is well
recognised in Japan where MITI actively supports such activities {(Mirza et al, 1994;
Van den Bosch and de Man, 1994)

The currently-fashionable government activity of identifying "best practice" companies
and encouraging other companies to follow their example can both "crowd out" private
initiatives and generate externalities, Westgren (1994) pives an example of an
apparently innocuous activity - government-supported training programs:

" Suppose the industry leader is competitive because of its commitment to being
a 'leaming organisation' and because it makes a concomitant investment in
in-house training programs. Should the government subsidise the imitation of
this successful strategy by rivals spending publu, money ‘on identical training
programs? Will this enforced dissipation of quasi rents throughout the industry




make the whole industry more competitive, or just erode the global position of
! ;

the industry leader? (Underlining ours)

7. Policy in relation to mergers and acquisitions is designed to correet the market failure of
monopoly power, There is evidence that this activity is being pursued more vigorously
under the new competition policy. Business people argue that restricting the seale of
operation of Australian food companies limits their opportunities to be successful
internationally (Langdon. 1995). This argument is debatable. An alternative point of
view is that a highly competitive domestic market may actually encourage export
activity.

If these are real examples of market failure, it does not follow that legislation is necessarily an
appropriate response. I fact, the evidence from successful food exporting countries such as
Holland or Denmark is that cooperation among business people through trade associations and
the like is more likely to be effective m managing most ty pes of market failure (in particular | to
33 than coercive legislation Tt follows therefore that governments should facilitate, not
discourage collective activaty. This is the model provided by "corporatist” (and apparently
economically successfuly States such as Germany and Japan (Murtha and Lenway, 1994).

Fhe Interest Group Perspective

The interest group perspective sees political actors operating in a forum that might be called a
“political marketplace™. Zusman (1994) describes this marketplace in the following terms:

~ political actors (political parties, political entrepreneurs, policy makers in
government ete) rationally seek to maximise political support to themselves by
offering political favours to interest groups. Political actors compete with each
other for political support. A competitive market in which political favours are
traded for political support is thereby created. Endogenous policy formation is
then associated with the equilibrium solution of the political market”.

In this model, the state is not an organic body apart from the individuals comprising it and the
issue is how efficiently government institutions enable individuals to express their preferences
about public goods, services and policies (Johnson. 1994).

Economists have devoted considerable attention to the question of efficient markets for goods,
services and capital. Similar principles should apply to the organisation of political markets. The
most important criterion for an efficient political market is that individuals and interest groups
should have equal access to information and equal access to the political process.

Zusman (1994) states four conditions for an economically efficient political-economic
equilibrium:

Other phrases used to name and deseribe this model of the policy-making process are "public choi¢e” and
“rent seeking'




a) All individuals whose well-being is influenced by the policy choice should be

represented

b) The policy objective funetions of both policy makers and organised interest groups
should reflect group members' policy preferences.

¢) Interest groups should be treated as being equally powerful in the policy making
process.

d) The preferences of members of unarganised interest groups (for example consumers)

should be faithfully reflected in the policy making process.

This model is interesting, but incomplete in the sense that it does not include, the important
criterion of equal access to information.

Zusman (1994) expresses reservations about a market model of the political process in terms of
the problems of satisfactorily defining the "price” that is established in the political market and
because the exchanges that oceur in political markets are of a much more personal nature than
the impersonal exchanges that occur in commodity markets. Rausser and Zusman (1992) say
that .." the paradigm is limited by its profoundly eynical view of the political process” (page
248) and that ", governments do more than engage in cither improving allocative efficiency
through collective action or simply serving rent-seekers and the politically powerful®.

Moving from the assumption of a perfectly competitive industry’s political market
acknowledges the reality of industry’s desire to differentiate it’s political offering,  Under
certain conditions, discussed in the next seetion. this activity can enhance economic welfare,

Government/Business Partnerships

In a sense, the government/business partnership model lies between the public interest and
rent-seeking models. There is recognition of cooperation and the possibility of a positive-sum
game. This can only occur when there is a degree of mutual unders: nding between the two
parties. In corporatist economics, such an understanding is s ~n as a necessary precondition for
the development and implementation of industry policy.

From government's perspective, effective policies are those that achieve a high degree of
acceptance by business in a short time. But, even at an industry level, firms are not
homogeneous - as is evidenced by numerous studies that show intra-industry variation in
performance and strategy is significantly greater than inter-industry variation (For example:
Schmalense, 1985; Connor, 1991), The conventional marketing response to customer diversity
is to segment the market and tailor marketing activitics to the nceds of each segment.
Government policy is however, usually of the "one size fits all" type, Targeted industrial policy
increases administrative costs, has all the problems associated with favouritism and "picking
winners" and, in the long term, lacks credibility in a pluralistic cconomy. (Murtha and Lenway,
1994)

Perhaps surprisingly, there has been very little research on government/business relations!
a part of business strategy: "In the strategic management literature, frameworks explaining th
impact of the national environment, and more particularly of government, on fi irms
industries are still in their infaney” (van den Bosch and de Man, 1994). We will 4-basic
model (Figure 1) of firm strategy to develop some exploratory propositions on this question,
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Figure I: Environment/Strategy/Implementation/Performance Linkages

Figure 1 identifics the three key dimensions of the environmentstrategy/performance

relationship;
- Each higher-order sct of variables can influence performance directly, or through

intervening variables, For example, the environment may influence performance directly
or be mediated through strategy. Strategy may be considered to influence performance
directly or through the mediating variable of "implementation”,

- Firms may passively accept environmental change (for example, legislation) or
proactively seek to influence the direction of the change.

- Managers respond to their perception of the environment, which may, or may not,
correspond to ohjective reality or reality as perceived by other actors. "Those factors that
go unnoticed or are deliberately ignored are not part of the organisation's enacted
environment and thus do not affect managerial decision making and action" (Stow and
Miles, 1983. p239) This view contrasts with the economist's "black box" model of the

firm in which there is assumed to be a uniform and predictable response to any
environmental change.




Two parts of this model have implications for the design, and implementation of government
policy: the perceptual processes by which managers receive, sift, and use information
concerning their external environment and conditions that encourage and facilitate o proactive
response to threatened environmental ehange- in our case, changes in govemment policy

Perceptions of Environmental Change

[
The perceptual process illustrated in Figure | has a number of implications for
government-business relationships.

Firstly, managers' pereeption of government activity is influenced by their attitudes and
previous experience. A manager who has had positive experiences in previous dealings with
government (for example, the attitude of most food manulacturers o the Vietorian State
Government) will respond differently to one who has not. Managers' attitudes to policy are also
likely to more positive when they have had some say in its development (for example, Food
Victoria)

Sceondly, the "npise” in the communication channel increases with the number of policies,
thereby diluting their impact, The Commonwealth and State governments atl seem to find food
manufacturing as an attractive target and there is plethora of assistance measures for this
industry. One of the results is that managers have trouble keeping up with what is going on. In
our survey, the average awareness of Federal and State assistance programs was 68 percent; 65
pcrcem for small (less than 100 employees) companies (Appendix Table 1), The average for
"aware, but did not use” was 51 percent, supporting the view expressed by many managers in
face-to face interviews that application and reporting costs exceeded the potential benefits.

Thirdly. the credibility of government policy is determined by both 1t's specificity and whether
managers see the policy as continuing beyond the term of the present government.
Overly-specific policies tack credibility:

"Policies that target a particular technology or product, however, amount to a bet unless
government can anticipate or control or perfectly anticipate all economic factors that all
cconomic factors that pertain to its suceess. Under the circumstances, firms can
anticipate considerable policy inconsistency associnfed with errors and false starts.
Firms will avoid non-reversible commitments that reduce their flexibility to change
courses” (Murther and Lenway, 1994)

The most specific policy is one targeted at a particular firm (eg Kodak in the late 1980's) or
industry sector (eg wool processing). Firms will only respond to such policies if the payback
period on any associated investment is relatively short,

Business as a Proactive Participant in the Policy-Making Process

Business interest groups can take a more, or less, proactive role in their relationships: with
government. Oliver (1991), identifies five levels of strategic response: that an organisation may
make to an cnvironmental change (govemmuu being just one component of the busing
environment); acquiescence, compromise, avoidance, defiance and m’mtpuldlxon. She suggests




that a pro-active, manipulative response is most likely to oceur when there are multiple
constituents imposing conflicting demands {acquieseing 1o the demands d6f one constituent will
certainly oftend another. Therefore, a proactive response is required to change the position of
one or the other) where the environmental change poses a serious threat to the organisation or
the perceived benefits significantly exceed the cost,

Political behaviour is a particular category of response to environmental change. It is
potentially attractive to finms for five reasons (Boddewyn and Brewer, 1994):

- “Rents” ean be clearly identified and quickly obtained.
- Political behaviour docs not necessarily reguire wealth, A person's time, organising

ability, legitimacy and access to information may be equally, or more important

- Collective action is both legal and encouraged in the political marketplace: it is
discouraged in the economic marketplace

- Political power can be more enduring than economic power. (sustainable competitive
advantape)

- In politically constructed environments, actors do not always experience dircetly the
consequences of their actions.

Modifying Ofiver's (1991) alternatives slightly, Boddewyn and Brewer (1994) categorise the
relationship of business and government as:

Non-bargaining:
compliance
avoidance
circumvention

Bargaining
conflict
partnership

Following the well-known model of the bargaining process, conflict would be expected when
the government/business relationship is a zero-sum game; parinerships are generated and
sustained by the possibility of a "win/win" solution. A win for the government is where the
policy provides identifiable social benefits. Such policies are more likely to be promoted by
inclusive, and truly representative "umbrella groups" such as the Keidanran in Japan and more
likely to be implemented in parliamentary democracies with an elitist career civil service
(Hillman and Keim, 1995).

Boddewyn and Brewer (1994) develop a series of propositions on the political behaviour of
international business firms. In most cases however, these apply equally well to a business
operating in only one country. These propositions can be opuratmnahscd into testable
hypotheses on business behaviour. Five of the key propositions are:’

- Businesses comply with government when government actions are favourable or have
small impact on them, or when they lack the power to change government behaviour,

¢ We have miodified these slightly from the paper, but:their essential.nature is unchanged




- Businesses circumvent government policies when the benefits of doing so exceed their
legitimacy cost (political/legal cost x the chances of getting caught). An example would
be the use of agents in international marketing to handle the payment of illegal, but
customary, bribes.

- Conflict occurs between government and business when:
- the result is important to both parties
- the situation is pereeived as being a zero-sum game
- both parties believe they have sufficient power to influence the outcome

- Partnerships occur when:
- both sides see the situation as a positive-sum pame.
- the government is willing to correct for natwral  market failure or to generate
market imperfections
(The "partnership” proposition is. of course, the converse of the conflict one.)

- Business will use political approaches more when they have had previous positive
experiences of political processes.

Because political action is usually carried out through some sort of interest group, we add a
sixth proposition:

- Businesses with a successful record of cooperation, will be more effective in using
- . . g 7
interest groups to influence government.

Governments as Competitors for Business Investment

Governments compete internationally for business investment (Brewer, 1993; Boddewyn and
Brewer, 1994). Footloase glabal companies will seek opportunities for foreign direct investment
(FDI) anywhere in the world, recognising that governments are an important (but not the only)
influence on the profitability of such investments, Until vecently, the international business
literature has emphasised the role of government policies that increase market imperfections, the
argurnent being that such imperfections (cg tariff barricrs) generally encourage FDI ahead of
exporting and other entry strategics. Mowever, Brewer(1993) points out that reducing
government intervention may also attract FDL Furthermore, global companies consider
government activities in relative (Country A compared with Country B), not absolute terms.

Brewer (1993) categorises the government policy/FDI interface as follows:

I Policies that increase market imperfections and increase FDI

- Protectionist import policies (including technical barriers)
- Weak enforcement of intellectual property law

- Investment subsidics

- Undervalued currency

‘There is some irony hete. Trade practices law discourages collective activity in the ‘business aren:; but
governinents generaiiy prefer to deal with well organised groups inthe political avena.




- Weak competition policy measures (facilitating mergers and acquisitions)

2. Policies that decrease market imperfections and increase FDI
- Liberalisation of investment restrictions
- Privatisation of government enterprises
- Institution of currency convertibility
- Anti dumping measures against imporis
- Reduction in favouritism towards domestically owned firms in government
procurement
- Stronger enforcement of competition faws
- Rebates on tarifls on imports for export-oriented FDI projects
- General liberalisation measures (increasing expectations for growth)

3 Policies that increase market imperfections and decrease FDI
- overvalued currency
- increased restrictions on FDI
- price controls
- restrictions on purchased imports
- Restrictions on remittance of dividends

4. Policies that decrease market imperfections and decrease FDI.
- Vigorous enforcement of competition policy
- Vigorous enforcement of transfer pricing rules

For cach of these four cases, Brewer also identifies the impact of government policies in the
company's "home" country (or any alternative investment location) relative to the country being
considered for FDI. For example, privatisation of government owned enterprises in Australia
may encourage Australian companies to invest their money here rather than offshore,

Brewer's paper has been discussed in some detail because it addresses three important issues:

- There is a wide diversity of government policies and programs that impact on business

- It is inappropriate to generalise concerning the impact of regulationfderegulation.
Different companics will find different opportunities as government policies change.
- Internationally footloose companies ( for which global market share is increasing)

consider government activitics in relative terms, in particular, the activities of their
home country govermment relative to foreign governments.

Support for the view that is what is good for General Motors is also good for any country that
attracts General Motors as an investor is given in a recent article in The Economist that reports
research showing a strong positive association between multinational companies' approval of
government policy and economic growth (The Economist, January 27th, 1996). "Political
credibility” (as seen by business investors) provided a befter explanation of cconomic growth
than any of the traditional measurcs,




Summary and Some Implications for the Australian Food Industry
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A basic principle of marketing is to segment markets and target specific groups of
customers. For a number of reasons (for example, 3 and 4 below), governments are
reluctant do this, thus limiting their effectiveness in influencing business.

Managers are more likely to respond positively to government initjatives when: a) their
previous experience of government has been positive, and b) they participate in the
policy-making process.

Increasing the number of government programs reduces their impact beeause: a) The
budget for any scctor is limited. (More programs means less dollars per program -
possibly to the point of ineffectiveness), b) managers are boundedly rational (A
multiplicity of programs adds to the confusion as appears to be the case for government
programs relating to food manufacturing)

Policies that are specific to an industry scetor ot individual firm lack eredibility with the
industry.

Business will be successful in influencing government when they promote positive-sum
policies - thase that benedit a number of political interest groups or provide relative wide
social benefits.

Political behaviour can be attractive 1o firms. 1t is likely to be most attractive in
corporatist states that have a tradition of socially responsible (as in 5 above) political
behaviour by the business sector. Australia has no such tradition. The Australian food
manufacturing sector has been an example of a politically ineffective industry group.
They did not have a good record of cooperation within the industry or credible peak
bodies that promoted positive-sum policies. Collective or individual lobbying efforts
were not sophisticated by international standards. This situation could, however, change
with the establishment of the Australian Food Council.

Australian povernments are competitors for investment by global companies, both
between State governments within Australia, and between Australia and other
governments, This applies to both the established multinationals and Australian-based
v;:ompanic:s.8 Competition between governments can oecur both by increasing or
decreasing market imperfections. (There is increasing evidence that the latter is seem
more positively by international investors).

Notwithstanding 7 above, established global food companies such as Nestles or Tate and
Lyle have shown that they can find profitable niches in a variety of political and
ceonomic regimes,

“The “home™ country of a company is becoming increasing frrclevant (Ohmae, 1990), This is
particularly true in the food manufacturing industry where internationat coriipetition forces companies
10 be footloose in search of customers, reduced raw material and manufacturing costs and:intérnational
strategic alliance partoers,
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Appendix Table 1

Awareness, Use and Value of Government Assistance Programs

Al companigs Small Companics Large Companies

Fedear! Program Notawarc  Awarcbutnct use  Meianscore  Notaware Awarcbui notuse Mcanscore Notaware  Aware but not Mecan
use score

180% tax concession 226 62 4 431 25.7 638 375 10.7 57.1 5.00
Andustry R&D grants
Rural R&D Grants V8 534 246 410 S14 233 357 60.7 295
Innovative Agriculturai 432 451 333 486 34.8 2.71 32.1 46.4 3.88
Program
Best Practice 308 564 4 31 371 562 3.56 7.1 57.1 525
Networking 286 571 438 333 552 3.58 10.7 64.3 5.44
Quality Management 19-6 579 4.97 229 61.0 4.68 7.1 46.4 533
Export Market 195 556 5.00 20 600 +.84 17.9 393 5.25
Development Grants
Murketing Skills 451 451 414 476 438 3.80 35.7 50.0 340
Program
Export Market Advice 135 591 383 143 615 385 10.7 30.0 3.78
(Austrade)
Trade Promotien 233 526 407 238 57.1 4.32 214 35.7 3.60
Market Access Advice 36 1 46 6 3.68 390 476 3.67 250 42.9 3
(Fureign Affairs/Trade)
Ciean Food Promotion 39 | 474 325 429 467 3.86 250 5.0 C 240
(Ciean Food Australia) ®
Wage subsidies(Jobistart) 53 586 445 57 590 4.39 3.6 57.1 4.60
Training and Skills 90 624 423 105 667 390 3.6 464 4,78
Program
State Programs
Innovation Support 669 29.3 233 695 257 250 57.1 $3.9 2.00
Improving 632 30.1 +75 6.7 27.6 425 50:0 393 5.25
Manufacturing
Emiployment, Training 36.8 482 441 400 49.6 3.91 25.0 429 4.91

and Industriai Relations
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