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BRAMBLES INDUSTRIES LIMITED

Chairman, Pauline and Gentlemen, -
Thank . you first of all Mr. Chairman for the invitaticn to be here
this evening, I thank you very much for the opportunity that you
have given me to talk on the important .subject of Industrial

Relations in the 1970's.

A
-

I think I should open my remarks to you by saying that I believe

that dinners organised by employers and employers' organisations are

very dangerous affairs, I don't think they are dangerous, Mr, Chairman,

for those who organise them, although I am sure that you have your

‘fair share of hazards and your worries in getting them off the ground.

I don'£ think they are particularly hazardous or dangercus for those
whexpa of Xy you who participate in them because obviously by locking
around a meeting like this you are enjoying yourselves no end. So

I don't think they are dangerous, these dinmners, for the organisors
or the participants. I think particularly they seem £0 be occasions
which are hazardous for the Arbitration Commission, because,as a
student of history, I find that when you look at whaérﬁéppened

in Australia over the recent two or three years it seems to de
occasions just like this, dinners of employer organizations, when

Ministers of the Crown and leaders of industry, let forth with all

their bottled up emotions about the system and its decisions.

Now, so that all of you will understand that 1 am not taking
uPped
this off the top of my head, but that I am basing it em fact, let

me produce for you the proof of the fact that it is at dinners like

el
this ghat these Ministers of the Crown and leaders of Industry do
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in fact sk let off with their feelings kkak about the Arbitratiomn

System and about its decisions.

First of all, for example, let us go to thefggéfof the first
of March 1968. Now on the lst March 1968 wmasxxhe we had a heading
by the sub-editor "Minister returns to attack on Arbitration".

Now this was a report on an address by Mr. Berry, who was yx xhmEm
then fairly lowly in the hierarchy - he was only then Minister of

Labour and National Service. He is now, as you know, Mr. Willis,

" you are concerned with these Commonwealth State Relationships, he

is much more importantly placed now, ;i he is Treasurer -(3f SROUOS?jy

Put
to determine how much you've got or you haven't got.s At that stage,

the lst March 1968 he was the Minister of Labour and National
Service and so, the Age, being a sociai- reporter of things that
happened said "Minister returns to attack on Arbitration". Now
Whe
this k&mtde report of an address which he gave at a dinmer, this is
why I say that dinners are Hamgrxzmm dangerous things, and at this
dinner which was given on thé pexX previous day at the Associated
Chambef of Manufactures of Australi;, returned as the
paper said to his attack on Arbitration. Now before we understand
what the attack m was on Arbitration to which he returned as people

concerned with what was in fact happening we should understand why

he was returning to it, what had he done before? Well, what he

had done before was to make a statement on the 12th of December, 1967,

N A1\
which all of xx youﬁlndustrial Relations then well primed was the

day of a very important decision. It was the day of a thing called
the Work Value Juvdgement in ¥ the Metal Trades. Now, Mr. Berry
:gx the Minister of Labour and National Service had something to
éay on that day and his words7as reporte@;infallibly of cours§7in
the Age were along these lines,¥hkzxmxy he said "history will

determine whether the members of the Commission who tdday handed
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down a majority decisiorn in the Metal Trades Case had come to a
"EmExHpk calamitous conciusion with lasting consequences for the
Aﬁstralian economy." He said in his impartial fashion (that is

not a quote, but this is) "the decision disregarded the most
elementary workings of the Australian Labour Market (and still

KXX within the quotes so that this is directly attributable to

Mr. Berry in his then capacity as the impartial Minister of Labour
and National Service, he said) the Commission has side-~stepped this
responsibility," Now,that was his original statement and so what

we AXEXXEXHXwingxks have returned to in this statement in the Age

-

* on the lst of March is what is?éaidAat a d&ﬁner of the Kssociﬁted
Chamber of Manufactures of Australia and in this he attacked the
decision of the Commission that had been handed gsmmw down in
December of 1967 and he made two memorable comments, the firstg
"the Arbitration Commissi&n should not dream up economic theories

for should it seek to determine Goveenment economic policy." His

Me M7 RABLE
second li-Beds statement was ' an Arbitral authority like the
Commission is essentially an adjudicator seeking to weigh evidence
submitted on claims made before it for determination', and in the
process, I might say in passing Mr. Chairman,of making those very
impartial statements in regard to a decision which he looked at
impartially, he said that it was extremely important that these
things should be sorted out for the purposes of establishing and
maintaining healthy industrial relations in Australia in the future.

So there was the first dinmer at the end of February in which xhse

these things had been talked about.

Then I recall Mr, McMahon who on the 2nd June 1968 was the
Treasurer, hugxwhexX the previous gentleman I spoke about.also had
ambitions to go higher in the political hierarchy, I think they
had been frustrated as I understand the newspaper reports. But

at any rate as Treasurer on the 3rd June 1968 addressing a dinner
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again of the Metal Trades Employers Association of Australia he ix
Wity

wag the Chief Judge of the Arbitration Committee seated three seats
. . . VREVE .

from him on the leftvon this occasiongameé his Honour, Mr. Justice

Moore seated m four seats from me on the left,so I'll have to be

a little bit kinder to him, for this reason, because he is one seat

furtherx removed. On this occasion at this dinner the head of

the department attacked Kirby on wages. He warned the Arbitration

Chief on inflation and said they had misunderstood fundamental

economic rules as to the way in which Australian economy operated.

=
i o A
L,

A month later we had at another dinner of the Australian

Metal Industries Association, this time in Brisbanme, to show that’

we have geographical mEmmmixy immunity, Mr. Adams on another attack

on the Commission, saying that what had been done by the Commission
posed | g iole

at the end l96zq“was one of the greatest blunders ever made in

Arbitration" and he said in & the process of addressing himself

to a group of people at the Associatéd gathering of employers in

Brisbane "it was time to withdraw confidence in the Arbitration } |

system and to improve industrial relations".

Finally, and I want to refer to a celebrated speech'of one

of our guests here tonight, one of the people again from the employers
Mr. D. G. Fowler, who at that stage, and I can't keep up with it now, }
but on the 20th July at least 1968 his positioﬁ was khe National
Secretary of A.M.T.A., the Australian Metal Industries Associatiomn,
and on that occasion he was addressing anofher dinner, the Annual
Dinner of the Tasmanian Chamber of Manufactures in Hobart,
appropriately, and in attackinéi?ecent décisions of the Arbitration

Commission he was reported as saying that the result of the decisions

that hed just been handed down by the Arbitration Commission was
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very likely. and I quote him "to xm&ekwe result in mass unemployment
around Australia" comment at this dinner
when he was attacking the Arbitration system he said, quote " the
Federal Government may take control of wage rises unless the

Commonwealth Arbitration Commission became more restrained.'

Now, Mx I think you can see, Mr. Chairman, why I say that
dinners are very dangerous affairs for the Arbitration Commission.
Spokesmen for the Crown, spokesmen for the employers organizations
. Trpwnh
in the past, sue, Ashltq unreasonably of .course, to take advantage

PRABML BTG

of dinners of employers or employers azxmrizkimux, to attack the

Arbitration Commission.

Now, you will appreciate Mr. Chairman, that I am not a
Minister of the Crown, nor am I a leader of Industry. I believe
there are some who have me %m entitled as a misleader of Industry -
but it does seem that these pebple, the Ministers of the Crown and
leaders of Industry have set a pattern which we lesser mortals
should not lightly ignored. Particularly is this true, Mr. €gz
Chairman, if werare talking about the future pattern of industrial
relations in Australia; and as I understand from EQ;;;éws this is

my brief.

If therefore in the course of discharging that brief that you

A -

have given, me tonight to speak to you about the future pattern of
industrial relations in Australia I do find it necessary to attack

. . 17, , . .
the Arbitration system an%lfn particular. I find it necessary to

7
attack some of the recent decisions that have been given within
that Arbitration system as being relevant to the pattern of
industrial relations in Australia in the 1970'511 am sure that you

Mr., Chairman will appreciate that I am doing no more responsibly

than following a pattern set by those men who I am sure would
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regard themselves as responsible men when they attack the Arbitration

system and the decisions given by it.

Now, before I come to the aspect of my address which will

therefore be regarded by some of the cadaverous people as the main

course I would nevertheless like to go to the entree. n \NDM3Hﬂ(?) I

believe which is discusged in terms of its future that whether you

are talking about industrial relations in Australia, the pollution
. - . . . WE rR

of cities in Australia, celibacy for the priesthoody whether mr

Lopx% OF
axd are talking about any of thesehsituations into the future and

by definitionz that discussion is only xEKER capable of being

discussed mzmx meaningfully if this is in fact put in a way which

takes proper account of the problems of dimension.

Now, it seems to me that this has fw a two-fold inter-related
aspect. That if you are talking about the future of industrial |

relations or the future of any other particular situation. In the

two-fold inter-related dimension is this: First of all you have
the dimension of time; that is, Ikxkhexexky future indusﬁrial
relations in Australia will obviously reflect the past and the
present pattern of Industrial Relations. It will reflect the
factors congtituting those present and past relations and it will
also reflect the parties assessment of those relations and those

factoss.

The second aspeci of this #r dimensional problem is what 1
think for instance the lateral dimension. That is the connection
of industrial relations issues with other matters which perhaps might
not normally be identified as being within the field of industrial
relations, but which will nevertheless not only impinge upon those
relations, but will in fact significantly determine the attitudes

of parties in the fields of ipndustrial relations.
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So yxpu you have, as I say, this two~fold dimensiornal problem
1:]

when you:talﬁfébout the future industrial relations. You have the
problem of dimension which says you won't significantly talk about
what future industiial relations are going to be in Australia,
unless you relate that future to the present and to the past énd you
have as I say a lateral dimension, that is relating the issues which
go to industrial relatioaships which while not normally being

Wil

includedhﬁn the dimensionf of industrial relationships will never-

theless impinge upon them,

Now, I belive if yod.gre going talk égaut this issue and in
fact whether you are going to talk about it or not that this
dimensional problem of putting the discussions about future industrial
relations in its proper setting is rarely understood by those
academics who profess onjgésubject by those editorialists who write
about it, by those spokesmen whkm for employer organizations who
write abou%f by those trade union people who write about it, I
believe that—ggz dimensional aspect is very rarely understood
(7 ' _ Now, Mr. Chairman, I think
probably this is my main point I want to make tonight. It is by
my very firm belief that the quality of future industrial relations
in Australia will depend predominantly upon the extent to which
Govermment and employers appreciate and acknowledge the rightness
of the trade union emphasis upon the lateral dimension of industrial
relations. That is, upon the way in which our relations as trade
unions and employers organizations depend overwhelmingly on the way
in which you understand that the other things that are happening

in our community are going to colour our attitude to the trade union

movement to Industrial relatiens.
Now, I have said, and I repeat, that these two aspects of the

seees 8/




dimensional problem, that is the time dimension, that is the relation
o
of future industrial relations to the present and/the past, and the

\
lateral dimension, that is relating industrial relations problems - i
' to other which impinge upon them is related. It seems
to me that thigiobvious and I certainly hope from what_I want to
develop to you Mr. Chairman that it can be seen by all our guests
here tonightk that they are inter-related. Now if I may go first of all
therefore to this time dimension aspect, that is the proposition which |
says that we will not understand the future of industrial relations %
in this country unless we‘mnder§tand what has happened in the past I
and what is happening in thé pré;ent. Now before I look at that

: FuTufE
in view of the time dimension that is the significance of, industrial

A
relations in the present and the past, it seems to me that it is
important to understand the constants in this equation. There are
I believe certain constants which are self-evident; I don'tw want

| RS
to appear as a philosophgr or as a wisdomis%, but there seems
to be three constants =~ whatever your philosophies are, whatever
you are committed to - happens to motivate you in
this time dimensional exercise of acknowledging that the future
industrial relations will weflect the present and the past,
nevertheless there are more constants. 1 ﬁould like to name them,
I think that the constants are, firstly, that man is concerned
normally to protect and advance the position of himself and his
dependents, and that that concern will be true of his material
position and his opportunity position. I think the second
constant is this that man normally comes to theAconclusion that
he is best able to achieve those results by depending not
exclusively x upon his own resources but by utilising or co~operating
with the resources of others, and I think the third constant in
this time dimension is that man creates constitution, imstitution
and convention to facilitate and formalise his co-operation with

others to achieve those results. :

L 9/ - ;
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I think whatever your philosophy or idealology is you will come back

to the conclusion in your study of this time dimension that those

three things are comstants., A) the Concern of Man with the protection

and advancement oﬁ his position and the protection and advanceﬁent

of his dependents; B) he normally comes to the conclusion that he
will best achieve those results not exclusively by depending upon

his own resources but by utilising and co-operating with the resources
of others and; C) that he will cdnstantly create constitutions,
institutions and conventions to facilitate that co-operation and

to formalise it. -

2

-

Now, as I say those are constants and I believe they are true

by definition of the past, the present and the future.

AN

SR i THERS O
A

Now the significance of thestime element in any discussion
! ;

about the future, and particularly of the future of industrial

i

relations obviously turns upon the third of these constants. That
is that man creates constitutions, institutions and conventionélfo
facilitate and ﬁormulate his co~operation with ;thers to achieve
these results and what of course is crutially is the question

that carries with that constant and that is are the constitutions,
the institutions and the conventions wkkhwhir which he has
established is the past which are operating in the present either
unchanged or with modificatioﬁs are all those constiéutions,
institutions and conventions appropriate to the future which he
can now see as a rational intelligent human being unfolding

before him. Now let-me, Mr. Chairman, relate that issue, that is
the third constant and the question contained in the first constant
to the Australian scene and particularly in regard to this issue

that you have asked me talk about, the future Industrial Relations.
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Let me repeat, this - is the third coastant in the time dimension,
that is that man #mesrtk does create constitutions, institutions
and conventions to formalise and facilitate his co-operation with
others to achieve those results which kig he has in mind, and
the question whether xkey those constitution; institutions and
conventions remain true appropriate to the achievement
of his results and I am relating that to the Australian scene
and pafticularly in regard to this question c¢f the future of
industrial relations.

Now if you do this, if you relate it§£o the Australian
scene it seems to me that certain things become quickly obvious
if you intelligently look at the situation. Australian's
throughdut history in many areas of our affairs have ;oncluded
that the consitution, the
organisational arrangements the conventions which previously
regulated theif affairs mem no longer remain a pxrbimmx
appropriate to their ends, no longer remain appropriate to achieving
the sorts of things that they want to achieve. Mr, Chairman,
without perversing the whole area of Australian affairs, that is,
without going for instance to those things that aé Australian
citizens we are now asked to regard as fundamentally important
even to the extent of asking our 20 year olds to go and die, without
going to those sorts of considerations, let's confine our analasis
in relation to what I have been saying to how we change our
conventions, . our organisations amd our institutions to the sphere
and the field of industrial relations. Let us lock Xm first of
all at the side of indﬁstry, and then in a moment we'll look at

the side of labour.

Now looking first of all, Mr. Chairman, at the side of
industry - your side, not my side. I wonder whether you and your

L o L P . -
A SRSV GTN 4

¥amagingxPixeskmx, Mr. Holcroft, or the other executives of industry

ceeee 372



g
Tape 2 : ' -E-
who are gathere& here tonight, as you move into the 1970s I wonder
whether you would regard the internal organisation of your
enterprises which operated at the beginning of this century as
apprbpriate now to the achievement of your purposes. 1 would
understand it as very likely, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Holcroft, that
if you detected at any point within your enterprises an érganisational
system which was in fact the one which was operating 70 years ago
I think it very likely that you would dismiss on the spot those
people who continued to opexate according to those systems of
organisation and enterprise. I9 the very éimple and intelligent
and obviously correct reasoﬁ tﬁ;t you would regard.as we go into
the 1970s such a system and such a mess of organisation as being

utterly inappropriate. One has only to ask tbe question in

regard to your industry and in regard to the industry of the people

that you would not tolerate to go into the 1970s a system of
organisation  or enterprise which was exactly the same as that

which operated in 1960.
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Your achievements as such in an enterprise, as an organisation

and us within the Labour movement freely concede that

the achievements of very large areas of Australian industry are
something of which we can all be proud. Your achievements ﬁithin
industry are attributable basically to the fact that you have changed
your organisation, you have changed your methods of operation, you have
changed your relations with others with whome you have been associated,

because you have understood that those relations, those organisations,

- o
I

those methods of operation,“whigh may have been relevant in the past,
are no longer relevant to the current and predictable realities

with which you are ceonfronted, Indeed this is virtually"a circular
discussion and a circular proposition, because those current and

predictable realities which we are talking about have been self-generating.

As you in management in one area, have changed your modes of operation,
as you have changed your modes of organisation, as you have changed your
relations one with another, you have by necessity imposed upon others

within the productive process the compulsion to change their's.

totally true of industry of management, if we are going to
talk about this thing that T Have putrto you as a proposition, cne totally
and incontrovertibly true is this, that the role of Australian industrial
and economic achievement, as we go into the 1970's, would not have been
possible unless you collectively and individually, and self-generatively
had said as we pass through time in this twentieth century, the ofganisations,
the forms of enterprise of the nineteen hundreds are not suitable to the
needs of the day, we will change dynamically to make ourselves equipped to

deal with realities with which we are confronted.

That is the economic dynamism which is the truth of 1970 in Australia.
Now I have talked about this truth on the side of the organisation industry.

Let us go to labour -- organised labour.
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We in the trade uﬁioﬁ movement, it may not be true that we have had

the dynamic force operating within our movement to make ourselves
equipped year byiyear to deal with the economic.realities with which

we are confronted, but i£ is nevertheless trﬁg, that the trade union_
movement of 1970 is an infinitely different, and an infinitely better
equipped organism than was the trade union movement of 1900. The
processes of amalgamation have proceeded at times slowiy but they have
proceeded surely, and at this moment, as we move into the 1970's, T
think they have accelerated to a considerable degree. On our part, on
this side of the industrial relations bench, we know that the form of
organisation which marked the trade union movement of 1900, is an
infinitely inadequate form of ogganisation for 1970, and we are trying
to do what we can and should abs;t making ourselves more efficient, and
I think we have done as much as we should -- I hope that we will in fact
in the near future move much more quickly than we have ig the past to
relate our organisation, our forms of enterprise, to the realities

with which we afe confronted. So clearly it is true we have this time
dimension element, that you on your side of the industrial relations bench,
Mr. Chairman, we on our side have realised that what we are going to be
in the future in terms éf our competence, our efficiency, is going to be
a function of how we have learnt from the present and the pasf, how

in fact, we have adapted our forms of organisation, - or as I put it before,
our constitutioﬁ, our institution and our conventions, - how we have

adapted those things to the realities with which we are confronted,

Brambles in~1970 would be bankrupt if it tried to operate according to the
concept of 1900. You are not bandrupt because you have changed with the
necessities of time. We, on our part, would‘ﬁe infinitely less efficient
in the trade union movement if we tried to operate according to the concept

of 1900.

So this is true of us, - we are aware of the time dimension of -how we are

‘going to be affected in the future according to our analysis of the present

and of the past. But infortunately, Mr. Chairman, this is not true of
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our society as a whole. If we look at our wider context in which we

operate as an industrial relations group vuf people, the society in which

we operate has been dormant, and has been very dormant. It may be, I think,
Vthat this is because we are operating within a federalist society and that
this creates particular problems. But what is in fact true, is that in 197C
as we go into the 1970's, our society as a whole has not done those sorts

of things which you on your side as industry, which we on our side as a
trade union movement, have done. You have changed, you have lived with

the timés, you have abandoned irrelevancy., We, perhaps not as fast as you,
have done the same thing. But this wider community within which industrial

relations operate, have ndt done these things.

Today in 1970, we still have to operate constitutionally in a situation
whetﬁer we go underthe same constitution, before the same dinstitutions
and with the same conventions as operated 70 years ago. This seems to me
td have been particularly diminishing upon our opportunity on your side
and on our side, to have the sort of industrial relations which are
appropriate to the way in which you conduct yourself organisationally; and

we conduct ourselves organisaticnally.

For instance, and without going into this in great detail, because the
time is not available -- one really needs to go to that sort of thing which
I have on many other public occasions talked abtout. That is the fact that
_very recently in our affairs as a community, in 1969, in our Federal
Parliament, we did indulge in a luxury of asking what the time dimension
means in regard to our political arrangement. Our Commonwealth Parliament
said, "let's appoint a committee, an all party committee, which would

in fact look at our relationships, and.ask the question whether we move
into this second half of the twentieth century, whether.our constitutional
and institutional arrangements, were valid. =-- whether they constituted
the appropriate environment within which, interalea, we could properly

have the industrial relationship which was relevant to the sort of economy
in which we are operating." Now that all-party cémmittee which brought

out its report said "noy and obviously and without possibility of

contradiction brought out a report that it is absurd, they said, and
’ %
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they were a gréuﬁ of very conservative gentlemen, let me say, for imstence,
that one of the members of that committee was a gentlemen called

, our High Commissioner in London, -- and as I understand
it no~one would label him as a radical or as a socialist, but
was a,signatory to this report which said '"look your time dimension is
'up the creek'. The futﬁre of Australia is being hampered unduly by
the fact that presently, you are confined by the past. That the constitutional
and institutional arrangements which now determined the way in which you are
going into the second half of the century, are out of date, They said that
the Arbitration Commission, for instance, is being improperly asked to

undertake certain duties of relating wage fixing decisions to what should

Pl

happen in terms of an intéérate&,economic ﬁéiicy. -~ And they said that
certain changes should be made.

: these
Without going into/details, I think that you will understand that this
is the point which you will understand the inter-relationships of the

two aspects of this dimension issue to which I have been referring.

The first point that I have been talking about was the first problem 6f
dimension, - that is kxhexpxmkizmxsX relating the future to the present
and to the past.l Within the trade union movement our real issue, if you
like, we use Mr. Chairman, on the other side of the industriél relations
fence. Our government, and I find it on most occasions
difficult to distinguish government and yourself, the real issue that we
_have is not merely your unawareness of this time dimension préblem the
inadequacies of existing institutions to deal with the future, but it is
that you will not understand our insistence upon the fact of the 1atéra1
dimension of industrial relations. In other words, we say that our
assessment of the future of industrial relations in this country, is

very significantly determined by the previous performance of the tribunal
set-up of the lrelationship, that is the Arbitration Commission.
We believe that in the past and in the present this performance has been
eminently unsatisfactory.But, and T hope that you will upderstand the
wisdom: of what T am putting to_you, we believe that basically fhis
performance of the Arbitration Commission has béén unsatisfactory because

of the too blind refusal of government of employers and of the Tribunal

w
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itself to understand the lateral dimension of tbis problem. That is,
the relationship of the decisions of the Arbitration Commission to

the other areas of economic decision making processes, which will in
fact in upon and determine in fact, the quality and effect of

the decisions of that Arbitration Tribunal itself.

Very briefly, let me put to you,-Mr. Chairman, this point,

If you wanted to summarise the 1960's, the decade before we go into
the future of industrial relations, -- if you wanted to summarise the
attitude of employers of government, and of unions, -- this is what

you would come to. Employers say as they invoke quickly and like

w .

charletons and people visiting'a brothel, the concept of public interest,

that is they use it but they don't love it, -- as they embrace the
concept of public interest before they into the Tribunal, they say
Rx%%y%ﬁing in public interest, that these c¢laims of the unicns should

be used not as a claim of the unions against us or for them, though
something which is going to have an impact upon the public interest, and
you therefore, the Tribumal, should view their claims and not as claims
merely for themselves or as something against us, but as something which
is going to affect the public interest and so their claim for an increase

in the price of what they have to sell should be looked at in that sense.

The Government, and as I say, you cannot easily or readily distinguish

the government from the employers in these proceedings in this decade.

Let me tell yoﬁ the storf, I suppose you have all heard it, because

you are all intelligent looking people, vou all read the "Australian",

you all read the most intelligent 1efter that Ltas ever been in the
newspaper in the post-war period, -- it was this letter about three weeks
ago, -- it was a letter by a man called Burchall in the "Australian'

and he said briefly, '"Dear Sir, May I suggest that the Australian Government
should sell its 24 Fill's to the Israeli Government. This would at one
and the same time solve two problems. Firstly, it would solvé the problem
of whether the Australian government itself should accept or reject the
F111l and secondly, it would continue in a state of complete mystery which

side we support in the Middle East crisis™.
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Now while there may be that air of mystery about who the Government
supports in the Middle East crisis, there is no doubt which side they
support in industrial relations, and I am ﬁoming therefore, at this

point to my analysis of what has been happening in the last decade.

I have told you what the employers argument is and their brothel-like
embracement of public interest, the Government is no different, and

in fact I think they are slightly more open to criticism, - they are
equally brothetlike in their approach, They embrace the public
interest, but don't love it, and in fact they come into the Arbitration
Commission and say to the Tribunal the public interest demands that we

=

should either reject or at_least that you should minimise the demand

of the unions, because if you do not do this then in fact the public
interest will be " against by the fact that costs could increase, --
this would have a terribly affect upon mraginal farmers, upon pensioners
and upon all these people about whom we can very easily and

. And so tﬁey say to the Tribunal, please don't do anything
about either or giving toé much to these unions because this

thing called the public interest should be loved and protected.

The unions say fhis, and I think the record will show that this is exactly
what we do say: We are not unaware of the ﬁroblems of marginal primary
producers, We are not unaware of the problems of pensioners, -- we

ar; pot unaware of the fact that an increase in the price of labour will
increase costs, and therefore economically have an impact upon rising

costs in the Australian economy. But we say, in the time dimension elemenf
to which I have been referring, that nothing has been done about changing
you, as an Arbitration Tribunal. You still happen to be a Tribunal for the
settlement of industrial disputes, -- nothing has been done about changing
your responsibilities, and if this thing called the public interest which
we embrace not in the proper -itke concept but we embrace lovingly, and

meaningfully, if the public interest is going to be protected, then this

has to be and entire concept and if, in fact, you are going to
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look after thé interests of the public, then you the employers, and

you the Government have to do things, (not mereiy say things) but you

have to do things which are im fact going to look after the public interests,
We say, for instance, that it is absuré for this Goyernmént, which

embraces the public interest -- we say that it is absurd for you, who
are represented cbllectively by tﬁe employers who afe in these
Tribunals, that it is absurd for you to come in and pay a lot of money
to council and say that the reasons for making the decision about the
pfice of labour should be the public interest, if in fact you are not

prepared to create the aparatus within the community which is going

to enable us collectively to bring the time dimension factor into
perspective. That is to say, what happened in the past, what has

emerged in the present, is not appropriate in the future. That is, that

we shouldn't in fact, prevent this stupidity, for instance. ‘

In 1968 in the State of N,S.W. whicH we will use as an example, the

unions in N.S.W., and there are some representatives of the Iron Workers
here. Those unions responsibly, and dedicatedly, had to spend the

whole of that year im the public interest, in preparing their claim fér

an increase in the pgice of what they had to sell, that is their labour
within the steei industry, to take it before the N.S5.W. Industrial
Commission. They did a good job, an excellent job, and they were required
to do this because it was in the pﬁblic interest. At the end of a year

of preparation and presentation the Commission handed down a decision which
gave them an increase not all they asked for by any means. It gave them
an increase in the price of what they had to sell. And the public

interest tﬁat we all talk about and some of us in different degrees

of reality embrace, the public interest had said that the Iron Workers
should do this. Within a matter of two weeks after they had done that,

the respondents in the case, B.H.f. essentially what they are, -- in two
weéks they increased the price of certain of their products. As distinct
u%%gmthe requiremeﬁt upon the Federated Irpnworkers who had to prepare

and present the case in the public interest, because what happened to the
price of labour could affect the public interest, -- there w3s no
requirement upon the respondents to dorthis. Tﬁe other great of

that situation was reneated after the 1969 nationz&_l wage case when again
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after we had been required to go in and get this miserable increase

of 3%, from the Tribunal, B,H.P, were as free utterly, tb go into the
privacy of their Board Rooms, and increase the price of their product
by 3.7%. I don't suppose there is one single person around this

weil filled foom who would suégest that the decision of B,H.P. to
increase the price.of their product by 3.7% didn't infringe upon the
public interest, didn't go to the who economic cost structure of
Australia. But these employers of whom you are agx.a part, this
government.did not in fact say, and still does not say, that the
industrial relations structure in.Australia requires any action on the

part of these people to justify their action.

3 s ST

‘Now, we say that this Arbitration Commission that we are in fact
confronted with in the federal field, that this Commission which is

yhe centre-piece if you 1ikg, of our thinking about future industrial
relations in Australia, has been put, if you like, in a false position.
It hasnit really adopted the position of the employers -- it certainly
hasn't adopeed the position of the employees unfortunately. If what

it has done is to do something which solves nothing, I believe it salves
nothing, and it certainly reflects very little credit on itself

as an Imdxk Institﬁtion. In 1969/70 these are things that happened.
There are three major cases in 1969. There was E£%§§§%¥$ the equal pay
case, the organised trade union movement spent a lot of time, a lot of
energy, and I think, spent it well, in trying to say what should happen
in regard to equal pay in Australia. The organised employers of
Australia did the same thing. There was only one thing which we had in
common basically and that was that the Commonwealth Government was wrong
in what it was putting to the Commission. Some sections of the
diversified employers movement thought that the Commonwealth was wronger
than other sections of the eﬁployers movement thought, but nevertheless
we'were at one in saying they were wrong. The Commission said that their
decision would be a translation of the Commonwealth éubmissions, from

submisgions into decisions,

| S
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Other sections of the-employers movement thought fit but
nevertheless we were at one in saying they were wrong. The Commission
said that their decision would be a translation of the Commonwealth
submission from submissions into decisions. We have then the
National Wage Cage. The Commission again basically transferred
the wishes of the Commonwealth Government into a decision. In the
Engineers Case the same thing happened after a long complicated case
the Commnonwealth Arbitration Commission translated the decision of
the Commonwealth Govermment in its employing capacity in the Public
Service Board they translated that Commonwgglth Govermment decision
into a decision of the Arbifragzon Commission and we have had a

couple of decisions since then which are of the same kind.

Now I am not really concerned in talking about the future of
Industrial Relations to criticise the Commission, I think that-
in fact khey have been terribly wrong "death wishey" sort of decisionms,
but I think the attack ® Mr. Chairman basically if you are talking
about wanting to achieve sensible and decent Industrial Relations
in the 1970s should =mmx be directed not to the Commission but ahould
be directed to the Government and in a sense to ourselves as a
community which tolerates the absurdities which have emexged in
the 1960s. I believe, if I may go finally into what I am saying
about the state of industrial relations in the future, 1 think
that the state of these industrial relations is going to be a function
basically of the acceptance by employers and by govermnment of the
insistence of the Trade Unién movement that whatever determines the
well-being of people within those Felations that is within industrial
relations will depend and will continue to depend upon what happens
in Fhe rest of our economic relationships within Australia, and
xeknkiw relatedly it is going to depend upown the acceptance by the
Government and by you in the employers ranks that the Commission
has to be no longer put in the false position of on the one hand
saying that the time dimension has not altered., That is that the

consitutional arrangements they operate in 1970 are the same as

2/4
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they were in 1900, but on the other hand being asked to face up

to the problem but the economic relationships of the 1970s.are
such that whatever it does with regard to wages impinge upon the
rest of the economic decision making processes in the society.

I hope I can conclude on this‘point which will bring together all
I have tried to say about this issue which essentially I think can
be reduced to this point but if you are going to talk about

Industrial Relations in the 1970s you have to do two things.

Firstly you have to understand if those relations will be
determined by what has been done now and what has been done in

the past. ) 7 I

and Secondly the other dimension that you have to relate
Industrial Relations to the decision making processes about profit

and price control and so on.

You have to understand all that and come I hope to this
conclusion that you as an employing group associated with other
émployers and the Govermment can make one of two decisions, There
are two alterﬁatives I believe open to you and according to what
decision you make then that is going to determine the nature of

Industrial Relations in the 1970s.

First of all let me put what I regard as the least attractive
alternative. What you can do as one alternative is to say in fact
as a Government, with which you have some influence and you can

say as an employers organisation that the 1970s into which we move

are no different to the year 1900.

You can say that nothing has happened, that it is still the
same world you can say for instance that we don't need to change
our apprenticeship training system, let us bungle on, don't ak ask
" the Trade Union Movement to ch;nge its attitudes, don't let us go

through the trauma of change because it x is a different world. v 3/4
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Let us say that it is still the same world in the 1970s as it was
in 1900 and we don't need to do anything different, and give to the
Trade Union movement the same laissez faire race as you want in
1970 and as were fashion in 1900. iet us go out use our economic
power'our industrial strength to hold you up to ransom to do what
we like, let Unions hold us up to ransom put up proces if you want
to, don't have to subject your decisions to a tribumal in the -
public interest which can look at ybur claims as to whether you

are entitled to put up your proces just lets have a free run all

of us. We'll abolish the penal provisions, we'll have a free run
and so will you. Nothing' has changed. Legks go back to the jungle.

That is one thing ¥ you can do.

The second thing you can do is to say that the time and the
lateral dimension has changed for both of us., But it has changed %

equally for both of us.

That neither of us you on your side and we on our side should

be allowed to operate, as we go into the 1970s in the same way.

Ourx Arbitration tribunals should not be asked to put themselves
in this quite false position of operating on one and the same time
the proposition that the Constitution has not changed but the

economic EmH circumstances have.

Let us say «as a community to you as a group of employers
that it si a different world in the 19705.‘ Quite a different world
in which if we have got claims on limited economic resources that
we should be required within an adjusted arbitration system to
justify our claims in the public interest, and that you om your
side are just as likely to affect the public interest by the claims
that you make by your procing processes, and that you should be

required to justify those claims.

44
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I believe that if you adopt this second alternative, rather
than a law of the jungle, the Industrial Relations picture of the

1970s will be a more sensible one.

I believe that not only will.Industrial Relations in the
1970s be more sensible but I think that we will if we do these
things rather than adopting the former alternative, we will give
ourselves as an Austraiian community going into an entirely
different world in 1970 a greater chance of maximising production
and achieving a more equigablendistributioﬁiof production within

our society.

That of itself will be important and will be something we
have not done up to this date but again putting ourselves in the
wider dimension if you like and I have been concerned with talking
about dimensions.

I believe that we will =mewk achieve that situation within
Australia, and if we do these things and we maximise production
and create a more equitable system of distribution in Australia
then we will create a base from within Australia from which we
can make a significantly greater contyibution to the welfare of
that part of the world by which we are surrounded and I do believe
that this is ultimately the most important consideration, because
we can conceive I imagine the most desirable efficient form of
Industrial Relations in Australia. But if collectively as
employers and as unionists within the Australian community as a
whole we have not done all these things which are most %k likely
to achieve an international friendly relationship and a peaceful
relationship with our neighbours in § whatever we have done internally

will ultimately I think prove to have been in vain.

«vs 5/4
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And so I think that we should not only from the point of
view of self interest as a trade union movement but from the point
of view of xek orpganised employers and of Government, we should
swiftly try and demolish the anachronisms which are currently I
think devilling Industrial Relatioﬁships in the 1970s if we do the
sorts of things that I suggest I think we will have the xpuax
rewards not only in Industrial Relations but in Australia's economic

growth and in the broader dimension in our relations with other

countries.

"
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