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Labor’s Accord: a

capitalist response to crisis

THE ACCORD is the centrepiece of a Labor Party strategy which has its roots back
in the 1970s d
The seventies were years of economic disaster worldwide. From the soaring
unemployment and social decay which faced Britain to bank failures in North
America, from the “energy crisis” which plagued the advanced industrial economies
to the debt crisis in Latin America, capitalism was severely shaken.
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This is exactly what happened during the
“resources boom” of 1980-81. And at a
certain point, firms began to realise their
profits were being squeezed by rising prices
for goods and labour, and by supply boftle-
necks.

Investment fell away sharply as investors
realised no more profils e be made.
Factories cut hack production or closed
altogether, and in the second half of 1982
unemployment rose from 6.6 percent to 9.6
percent. Employed workers d a wage
freeze imposed by the government, and felt
they were in too vulnerable a position to
resist.

The working class as a whole, facing
declining living standards, began to spend
less on goods and this des consumer
spending in turn dragged industry down. By
the end of 1982 the country was facing its
worst recession since the 19305,

So far we have painted only half the
picture. The “business cycle” of alternating
hoom and slump is a well-known feature of
capitalism, and the employing class itsell
concedes as much, as indeed they must since
their system has known 21 waorld recessions
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aover $43.000 million in [977. While capital
rose by more than four times, the number of
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537,000
Ultimately, the huge eost of capital
investment brings with it a growing pressure
on profil rates and they begin to fall, This is
because only the labour of living workers
can create the surplus value from which
profits are derived.* The build up of capital
in Australia led toa decline in profit rates in
manufactunng from 14 percent to 7 percent
in the course of the sixtics and early
seventies. It was ths fall off in profit rates
which underlay the emergence of prolonged
EcOnomic crisis from 1974
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2. Social contracts: the oversea

IIRIT!S!! union leader Len Murry
seventies in that country was “nol sg
Ppolicy for all seasons,” Bri

It is the theory behind the actions of
the current Labor government as well. The
Hawke regime seeks to restructure the
Australian economy to make it more
competitive, and it attempts to rally the
waorking elass behind its policy with appeals
10 national pride.

Yet what economic achievements have
been notched up under the ALP
government have offered the workers little
or nothing. The government’s wages and
“social wage" policy ensure that the entire
wealth produced by the present economic
recovery goes to boost profits. We will

Thaicher: radical Surgery on Britain

oniract of the
- ail’sa

social contract in 1979, when a revolt of lowspald Way of life and thyey out their

BOYErnment's wages stratepy.

What are social contracts, and why
Br!ll.sh workers throw theirs out? 'I"~hhe:’) ‘:‘f:
wrillen or unwritten agreements between
the trade union movement, governments
{usually Social-democratic) and sometimes
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Sunday speeches,
§ not stand for

executive, seck to run capitalism and that
mcans protecting the interests of the
employing class. And while their favoured
solution, the ALP/ACTU Accord

solve capitalism's problems in the long run
itean certainly make our lives difficultin the
short run. For this reason, the Accord must
be analyzed, exposed and fought, That is

what this pamphlet is about

*We are basing our argumenis on the
Marxist labour theary of value, which we
don't have space 1o efaborate here. If you're
interested in learning more abow if, 1y
Ernest Mandel's pamphlet Introduction to
Marxist Economic Theory.

S experience

Y once claimed that the social ¢

much a pry,
h workers rejeclle]d t%:i:m’ VISEA Ay OF e,

provide mare jobs for warkers, Collabor-
auon between capital and labour is Lo
replace the class struggle,

British workers rejected such an approach
because, contrary to the rhetorie, it led to
the warst fall in real s since the after-
Math of the 1926 General Strike. Unemploy-
ment shot up to the highest figure since
1938, Inflation soared along with company
profits,

The experiment was so disastrous that the

TSN

ALP ACTU in this country have
studiously avoided the term “social
contr, in discussing I own strategy

However apologists for such methods claim
that the experiences in Sweden and Austria
are far more positive. Prominent Accord
supporter Bernie Taft, of Socialist Forum,
has referred to the *Austrian miracle”

Let’s have a closer look at all t

In Britain, the first social contract was
launched in 1964 in a “Statement of Intent
on Productivity, Prices and Incomes™ agreed
to hy unions, government and business peak
councils.

A planned economy, said the statements,
a planned growth in real
wages” and that the benefits of
faster growth were distributed in a way that
satishies the clams of social needs and
justiee.” But the growth only lasted until
Tuly 1966, when a balance of payments crisis
hit. Then workers were handed a 12 month
pay freeze. Disillusioned workers deserted
the Labour party electorally and the Tories

cases.

would “give r

S

came 10 power

The Heath conservative government's
attempis at direct confrontation with the
trade unions were defeated in the 1974
strike, and Labour returned to
power with a second social contract, the one
which made the term famous. Labour
promised 1o “bring about a fundamental
and inevitable shift in the balance of power
in favour of working people and their
families.” They promised to dismantle anti-
union legislation, extend public ownership,
inerease social welfare, arrest inflation and
maintain real wages.

Yet in practice they continued the Tories®
wage controls which pegged wages way

miners'

British Leyland workers march against the Social Contract

below inflation. In less than amonth Labour
Party and top union officials had dis-
membered the current metal workers’ pay
and conditions claim and postponed the
proposed national wage case for a year.
Atits general conference, the Trade Union
Congress introduced new pay pudelines.
There were 2-monthly pay elaims
and negotiations had to include ways
of cutting labour costs and increasing produc-
tvity. Pnime Mimster Harold Wilson told
delegates that while Labour wanted to see
industry prosper, living standards would do
well 1o stay the same over the next two

vears,

Union afficial Jack Jones from ithe
I'ransport and General Workers Union
called this a vision of a “rew Jerusalem”. In
the “new Jerusalem”, workers® 1ake-home
pay fell, while employers” profit per
employee rose from £888 10 £1247. Prices
soared and unemploymeni was approach-
ing depression levels

For a time, the government together with
the top union officials managed to reduce
unmion militancy. However by 1977 the
working class began to fight back. The
1978/79 “winter of discontent” dealt the
social contract a mortal blow, the most
important struggle being that of the truck
drivers. Buoyed by a strong level of rank
and file organisation and control, the drivers
won a pay rise of nearly 21 percent in
defiance of a government ceiling of five
percent. Other unions rushed through the
hole they had opened up in wages policy and
Britain’s great expeniment in class col-
laboration was finished

But it had not been without its permanent
effects; rank and file organisation in industry

as a whole had been drastically weakened by
the years of looking to governments and
negotiations to solve workers” problems, A
layer of fulltime convenors had developed
who worked closely with the officials and
represented a conservative force on the job.
As aconsequence, the working class wasina
much weaker position when a disillusioned
public threw out the Labour Party and
elected Margaret Thatcher.

Sweden, on the other hand, is usually held
up as the example of a successful social
contract. Some writers claim that socialism
is emerging there. And certainly, 2
standards are high (though lower than in
Switzerland, which has no social contract).

Deals between unions and employers
began in 1938, when the union federation
LO signed a “Historical Compromise™ with
the employers’ organisation SAF. Regular,
directly negotiated agreements on wages
and conditions were to be enforced by the
LO, the employers and a Labour Court.
Any individual action relating to the agree-
ment was outlawed. The bosses’ right Lo
hire, fire and supervise work was explicitly
sanctioned,

The social democratic government col-
laborated closely with the LO and SAF,
acting on an economie analysis developed
by the union officials. The officials claimed
that inefficient and unproductive use of
capital, rather than the drive for profits,
caused the ills of capitalism. Their salution
was increased industrial demogracy, a large
public sector, state-led imvestment and
rationalisation of mdustry. In this way
“capital would be gradually socialised under
democratic control.” J

The era of the “Historical Compromise™
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osperity for Swedish

it appear that the on-

tion is the cause. But

he country’s economic

i its position within the world

onamic growth began in the
¢ the direct result of supplying
and materials to Hitler. It was
edl further in the 1940, us immcnse
s were made supplying and rebuilding
orn Europe. In the postwar decades
mportant metal and engineering sectors

w more prosperous still around a strong
‘armaments sector, which flourished because
of international capitalism’s continual
demand for weapons.

Neither the Swedish cconomy nor the
Historical Compromise have proved immune
10 the growing difficulties facing capitalism
in the 1970s and [980s. In the 1970s, union
elaims for industrial democracy, safety and
job security were increasingly refused by
employers. The unions then demanded
government legislation. But by 1976, in the
face of inadeguate legislation and employer
intransigence (backed by the conservative
government of 1973-82) the LO formally
withdrew from the Historical Compromise

This meant a return to local bargaining
and the growth of strike committees. The
increase in rank and file involvement helped
spur a great upsurge of industrial militancy
in 1980, when the unions called a selective
strike and the employers retaliated by locking
oul 700,000 workers. After twelve days the
government caved in and forced the emp-
loyers to grant a 6.8 percent pay rise plus
compensation for the rise being delayed. As
one newspaper commented: “The Swedish
maodel broke 1o pieces.”

Bul the social democratic party and the
LO soon set about putting it back together
A proposal for Wage Earners Funds played
acentral role. These were Lo be drawn from
corporate profits and a levy on wages. They
would be used 10 buy shares and voting
rights in large and medium-sized companies.
Councils, elected directly by the people of
each province, would control the funds. The
plan was put into operation after the social
democrats were re-elected in 1982

The scheme was billed as a challenge (o
monopoly power, but the real aim was 10
revitalise an investment-siarved indusrial
sector. Inthe face of employer resistance the
scheme has been much revised and reduced

Sweden's
Olef Palme
celebrates
election in
1982: three
years of
wage cuts
followed

and had virtually no impact on investment.
By 1985 the social demoerats announced it
would not operate after 1990. Workers had
lost money through the levy and had little to
show for it.

A type of social contract known as the
“Third Way™ is still in operation. After the
clection in 1982 a deal was signed between
the unions and the government, which was
described by the Finance Mimster as a
“tightrope walk over an abyss.” The des-
cription has proved to be apt. After three
years of wage cuts, white collar workers
found themselves forced to wage a major
strike in May 1985, proving yet again that
between the interests of capital and labour
there is no Third Way

Auwstria has not achieved the prominence
of Sweden, yet it does offer an important
test of the social contract approach o
industrial relations.

The bulk of Austria’s basic industries
were nationalised in 1946. This was not the
praduct of socialist revolution. but rather a
capitalist measure supported by all major
political part aimed al bringing into
Austrian ownership industries previously
appropriated by Nazi Germany. This state
sector is the core around which the countrys

Social Partnership™ between governments
unions and employers revolves.

I'he partnership began with a wages and
prices pact in 1947, Ten years later a Joint
Commission for Wages and Prices was set
up to preside over it. Over the years a
network of umuuu.unI\;;\unwu:ul’;mmn\\

3. Labor in power: the dismal history

WHAT‘ a sad story is the history of Australion Labor governments! As early as
1921, historian (-‘urflon Childe was moved to conclude that they were not good for
:nucll. hlurl!ng with a band of inspired socialists,” he wrote, the ALP soon
degenerated into a vast machine for capturing power, but did not know how to use
that power when attained except for the profit of individuals.”

The growth of the Labor Party was partly
a working class response to the call by
socialists and others for workers o intervenc
pulmcm and as such was a necessary and
histaric step forward. But as a pany based
on the official union machinery and, less
directly, on the majority of workers who did
not see the need (o abolish capitalism and
replace it with socialism, the ALP became
precisely a “vast machine for capturing
power”.
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It did not simply use parliamentary
majorities for the profit of individu Y
Childe wrote in despair, but sometim
1o medernise and rationalise capitalism. Buy
it always did so within the tem, and as
capitalism by its nature is based on exp-
loitation and ppression, Labor politicians
have inevitably found the mselves reinforeing
these featurcs of the capitalist system as
well.

Even before they were able 1o form

it, with “social partners™ participating by
law ir vision of public and semi-public

institutions.

This all seemed to work well until the
mid-seventies, when Austria was hit belatedly
by the world recession. Industrial production

fell by more than six percent in 1975, and the
slale seetor was hard hit. The social demo-
eratic government responded with deficit

. Jobs would be protected in return

ationalised
tlabour was kepton. As
a result unemployment was kept below five
percent

But policies of this sort cannot solve the
problems of capitalism, they can only post-
pone them for a time. Today, the state sector
faces a crisis. The largest state-owned
industrial group, Voest-Alpine, lost $317
million in 1985, and a lar ire had to be
appr ed by the government to cover
the losses and restructuring costs of other

firms.

The public debt has soared

Opposition parties and private enterprise
arc now demanding rationalisation of the
state secte ts of it be sold

and event

off to private entrepreneu This would
inevitably mean significant job losses and a
weakening of the position of trade unions,
With some rationalisation already underway
{some production lines have been closed at
Voest-Alpine) and more likely to come
workers will once again find that in the long

run their only defence lies
strength.

in their own

governments, ALP parliamentarians proved
10 be traitars to the workers they claimed to
represent. As carly as 1894 o weekly Labor
paper bemoaned the “bogus” MPs who
“looked 1o parliament as a dude does 1o a
private bar — a place where weak brains arc
drugged and all principles prostituted to
satiate a debasing lust.” And once in power
the ALP quickly demonstrated its commit
ment Lo capitalism. Trade unionist WG
pence remarked of Thamas Price, the (irst
Labor Premier of South Australia that “the
rich anti-Socialists soan discovered that the
Socialist Premier . . . could be trusted with
hig business affairs.™

Onc imporiant measure strongly sup-

poried by Labor was the introduction of
arhitration. The unions hoped that through
arbitration “their government” could neut-
ralise the economic advantages which the
bosses held on the industrial battleficld, but
they soon learned otherwisc.

The Australian Workers® Union became
the dominant umion in the rural sector,
submerging more militant unions like the
Amalgamated Workers Association. The
waterside workers” first federal award was
made conditional on the union amending its
rules Lo give the rightwing Federal Council
power 1o discipline ils branches. “What
these cases revealed,” wrote historian lan
Turner, “was the domestication of the trade
unions 1o the arbitration process.™

Turner went on to relate the story of a
four month lockoutin Broken Hillin 1909
The umions appealed to the Arbitration
Court for an injunction against the
employers, and it was granted. But Justice
Higgins, the second Justice of the
Arbitration Court and the most favourable
ever 1o the union movement, warned that it
would probably not be enforced. Later the
High Court effectively threw it out.

Turner concluded: “Arbitration, the inst-
rument which labour had created to
ameliorate its condition and to secure ils
strength. was found to operate as a bludgeon
against the unions when they aggressed, but
to be ineffective againt the employers when
they were the offenders.” And not for the

last time

By 1910, Fede Labor had formed its
first stable government, under Andrew
Fisher. W World War I began Fisher
ing hoosted military
He declared that
port Britain to “the last
Some 60,0

pared

spending 300 per
Australia would
man and the last shilling

Australians died

this gruesome battle to
shore up Britain’s imperialist interests.
Athome, living standards fell. Unemploy-
ment doubled and prices soared. Wages
were Trozen. In response to a wave of
militant strikes, Labor banned the revolu-
tionary Industrial Workers of the World.
Fisher was succeeded by Billy Hughes.
Under his administration governments and
employers alike laid off or refused to hire
young men so they would be forced to enlist.
With the war becoming increasingly un-
popular, such measurcs proved insufficient,
and Hughes called two referenda to introduce
conscription. Only a massive rank and file
rebellion among working class Labor sup-
porters defeated this move. Hughes himsell
was kicked out of the party, and he crossed
the floor to lead a conservative government
Labor did not return to power until 1929,
with the advent of the Great Depression
Conditions for most workers were so
appallingly bad that conservative govern-
ments could not govern credibly. A Labor
government was needed Lo contain worker
unrest and to impose further sacrifices. The
Scullin government set about serving its
capitalist masters in conscientious fashion.
The coal miners, who had been locked
out for months by their employers, were
abandoned despite Labor promises to help
them. Unemployment grew from 12 percent
1o 28 percent. Public works projects were
drastically cut, throwing thousands onto the
dole queues. The Arbitration Commission
imposed a ten percent pay cut across the
board 3
Worst of all, the Scullin government
agreed to the infamous Premiers’ Plan of
1931, which cut pensions and government
wages by 20 percent and reduced government
workforees

JATHIRALLS
THE .

Miners strike in 1949: Labor sent in the army
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As a consequence of worker disillusion-
ment with “their” government, Scullin was
thrashed at the polls in 1931, and the
conservatives reiurned to power for a long
spell. Labor had done the job for capital,
and in return had been sent packing. [n an
editorial, the Times of London explained
the realities of Labor rule:

“The reduction of an artificial standard of
living is certainly a disagreeable task. It is
perhaps fortunate that it is a Labor govern-
ment which has been forced 1o contend with
the econamic crisis.”

But what of the successful Lahor govern-
ments of the forties? During the second
World War, the Curtin government was
brought 1o power because the conservatatives
were unable Lo discipline the working class
sufficiently in the interests of the war effort
The ALP. together with the Communist
Party which backed it, convinced most
trade unionists to forego strike action

Wages were frozen and workers” nght to
change jobs restricted. Production was
speeded up dramatically, and imitations on
the length of the working day were virtually
abolished. Two “left” MPs, Ward and

Dedman, were put in charge of manpower
administration and rationing, in order to
persuade workers (o make sacrifices.

The sacrifices were accepted hecause
working class people believed they were
fighting a war for democracy. Yet Labor
continued to demand sacrifices after the end
of the war. Wage-pegging remained for two
years after the war ended; Chifley and his
government fought bitterly (though unsuc-
cessfully ) to defeat Victorian metal workers
demands for higher wages.

In 1948 the Queensland Labor government
ed viciously repressive legislation, in an
attack on striking rail workers, and sent
their police to beat up pro-union demon-
strators, And in 1949 |hc(‘lnﬂcygnlvurnmcnl
wen in “boots and all” against striking coal
miners. The army was sentinto the coalfields.
In the aftermath Chifley beefed up the penal
powers of the Arbitration Court.

The government’s proposals to nationalise
{he banks are sometimes pointed to as an
example of ALP “socialism” in action, but
{he Prime Minister madeit clear the aim was
simply to stabilise capitalism and provide
better financial back-up for capitalist
industry. Even so. he would '_prubably not
have sought bank nationalisation at all had
{he banke rs not made legal challenges 1o his
moderate attempts to regulate the finance

in 1945,
mdﬁf:“t;iographer Crisp comments that
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e men who worked with him as
apues or as economic and
dvisors had any doubt that as far
ahjective of cantrol of banking was
“he was content 1o reston his 1945

voters turned Chifley

I the system did not need an
» government. It was only at the end of
¢ sixties that social unrest and the need
for economic restructuring made one

LRy ;

Youth were rebelling, the war in Vietnam

was enormously unpopular, and industrial

struggle was rising steadily. If anyone could
contain the situation and make nccessary
the adjustments, surely it was the ALP ...
especially as a new rightwing leader, Gough

Whitlam, had replaced the “socialist™

Calwell. Whitlam, an associate of NCC
fellow-traveller Brian Harradine, had
organised a federal intervention into the
Victorian branch of the party to oust its
leftist leadership.

By 1972 bosses like Ken Myer were
prepared to vote Labor. The ALP carried
out numerous measures Lo rationalise
capitalism such as tanff cuts and the intro-
duction of a more sophisticated foreign
policy (recogmising China). Conscription
was ended . . . but only because the youth of
the country had fought and won a battle 1o
diseredit it in the eyes of the public, and
because by 1972 it was ohvious that the
Vietnam war was unwinnable anyway.

The government backed equal pay, but
only hecause workers had won gains for
women on the shop floor through direct
action already, and because of the demands

of an explosive ncw women's liberation
movement.

In 1974, world capitalism moved inta
economic crisis. Australia was not exempt.
And like every Labor government before it,
the Whitlam regime began to implement
measures 1o force the burden of the crisis
onto the working class. ALP ministers
began to autack “dole bludgers™ — in factit
was they who invented the term

Millions of dollars were handed out to
companies like General Motors and EZ
when they faced profitability crises. The
notorious Hayden budget of 1975 cut
spending. public works, social welfare and
the deficit, setting the pattern for the Fraser
government which followed

Most significant, pcrhaps, for the lon
term was Labor's introduction of wag
indexation. Supposedly wages would be
automatically boosted to match inflation,
and in cxchange the unions would exercise
“restraint”.

In reality the indexation rises were based

on CPl figures which understated the cosy of
living. They only boosted the award com:
ponent of wages, 1gnoring overaward pa
ments. And because workers had 1o w:.l‘
months for them Lo be granted, they lagged
badly behind price increases. As a resuly
real wages hegan to fall even before Fraser
came (o power
Theemployers, panicking at the extent of
the economic crisis, and seeing a Labor
regime gripped by ever-increasing insta-
bility, threw the Whitlam government outin
November 1975, In response, workers
mohilised in the streets and launched a wave
of strikes. There was every prospect of a
powerful radicalisation of Australian society,
which could have defeated Kerr and Fraser,
‘While the demonstrations continued
Labor led in the polls 3
Whitlam, however, was not interested in a
radical struggle which could jeopardise the
orderly working of capitalism. He called
on his supporters to restrain themselves and
wait for the elections. Bob Hawke chimed in
with his call to “cool it™ The movement in
the factories and the streets declined, and as
itdid so, Labor's support began to fall away
in the polls. Fra sweplt Lo power. A
subservient Labor regime had, once again
been dismissed by its capitalist masters
The pattern of Labor i power is woefully
consistent throughout this century. The
party sometimes makes reforms which are
needed by capitalism stself, or forced on it by
working At the same time,
works within
ogic. And con-
ttacking the very
ers it claims Lo represent. At the end of
f Labor government, workers are all
too often demoralised, disoriented and de-
mabilised, easy prey

lass str

however, it consister
system and accepts
sequently it ends up
wor

asp

new round of
openly reactionary conservative rule

4. Fraser’s failure and the roots of the Accord

IT WILL be a long time before the

ousness of the Fraser government is

forgotten. "\‘r’ntz Mal — Ea‘t Pnl"' read a piece of graffiti during the 1983 elections,
aptly summing up workers’ feelings about a regime which had openly sought to
reduce wages and worsen working conditions by smashing the unions, while its

“razor gang” slashed social welfare.

Fraser operated on a texthook capitalist
theory: by cutting spending and wages,
inflation would decline and profits would
improve. Business would find the confidence
10 invest, and the Australian economy — in
deep recession from mid-1974 — would
recover.

In practice, Fraser found this strategy
difficult 1o implement, During the early
years of his povernment the working class
was on a very short fuse.

_The number of strikes declined from the
historic six million days lost of 1974 and
became noticeably more defensive — mare
likely 1o be fought over sackings, victim-
isations, speed-up and the like than over
wage demands. Even so there were big
struggles: the 24 hour Medibank general
strike in 1976 foreed on reluctant union
officials by the rank and file was one high
point, and the |l-week Latrobe Valley
strike of 1977 was another.

Both ended in defeat, but served 10
remind Fraser and his backers that the
organised working class still retained con-

siderable strength. Wage indexation became
partial but was never abolished. Government
spending rose more slowly than under Labor
and there was a shift towards industry
assistance al the expense of welfare spending,
but the dramaltic cuts in overall expenditure
which most people had expected did not
oceur until the 1978 “horror budget™and the
Tollowing 1979 “mini-budger”.

Living standards fell and for the first time
the government was able 1o offer significant
new subsidies and tax concessi
employers. A few months after the mini-
budget the Loan Couneil gave state govern-
ments the go-ahead for overseas borrowings
of §1.8 billion. Local ownership and export
guidelines were loosened up 1o lurther
encourage loreign investment

Andthen in August 1979 a substantial oil
Price increase was announced by OPEC.
Suddenly Australia’s energy resources —oil,
coal, natural gas and uranium — were in big
demand. Investment began in earnest. And
50 Was born the “resources boom” on the
back of which Fraser won his last election in

ions to the

Malcalm Fraser. lexibook capilalist th ‘
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1980 :

Yet this very economic recovery, the first
success of the Fraser policy a_flcr several
years, led in {he end to his undoing. For the
excitement about the resources hoom
affected workers to0.

Already in 1979 workers had won a round
of work value cases, most of them by strike
action. Now a generalised “wages push™
hegan. In Aprl 1981 Telecom workers won
amajor pay rise, well above anything allowed
forinthe wage indexation guidelines _U\h:r
groups of workers began fighting for similar
indexation was abandoned

rises, and wa
altogether.

Initially Fraser was unruffled by the
wages surge, thinki it would only bring
gains to strongly organised groups of workers
in sectors of industry which were particularly
profitable. This would establish the 1dea of
wage rises being based on the ability of
bosses to pay — a precedent worth the cost
in higher wages for some workers

He was proved quite wrong. Within
months comparative wage justice “flow
ans” — had passed on the wage rise 1o the
whole working class. As is commen in
Australian industrial relations, the strong
unions pulled the weak behind them and
everybody gained. 1

Alarmed, er warmned of a “wages
explosion™, and Industrial Relations
Minister lan McPhee warned that “the
relative share of GDP for wages and profits
is now at the same unhealthy proportion
which prevailed in the notorious ycars of
1974-5,

While the Fraser union-bashing methods
had managed to hold down wages during
recession years, they had not broken the
unions’ basic strength and could not prevent
workers clawing back during the recovery
what they had previously lost. Many
employers began o become receptive Lo the
Labor Party’s suggestions for controlling
workers through more sublle means.

The economic bubble burstin 1982 as the
world economy moved into recession As

Medibank general strike of 1976: the workers still had fight

the rush to invest in 1980 had been based on
an expected high demand for energy
resources, the international recession hit
Australia particularly hard. Production fell
off more drastically than at any time during
the seventies, and unemployment reached
postwar record levels.

lgnoning the international character of
the new crisis, the Fraser regime blamed it
on the wages surge of 1980-81. With the
press, the ALP leaders and even some union
officials echoing this line, and with unem-
ployment leaping from six to ten percent,
workers suddenly lost confidence and Fraser
was able 10 impose a wage freeze.

Under such circumstances, 1t 1s not
surprising that the arguments made by
militant socialists found linle echo among
workers. Socialists argued for meeting the
recession by turning the strength and
militancy of the wages push to fighting to
protect jobs, by taking over companies that
sacked workers and running them in the
interests of the workforee. But for a labour
movement shaken by the effects of the
sudden economic downturn, Lhe alternat
being developed by the ALP and ACTU
seemed more attractive ... and much easier.

Hawke, Keating, Crean and Kelty offered
a deal between a Labor government and the
unions that would guarantee regular wage
rises without the unpleasaniness of strike
action, as well as government programs l:)
create jobs and a boost in the “social wage™.

Above all, the lure of a deal was over-
powering for the union officials. Asa group,
union officials arc brokers who negoliate
the price of labour hetween nnl’k!r':i and
hosses. For this they havelo have credibility
with both ¢lasses. This is a nifty balancing
trick at the best of times, l_luldurmg periods
of sharp class conflict it becomes much
harder. During the seventies, the working
class and the employers had uhcr_n:nrly
moved onto the offensive. each trying (o
extract ever more from their enemy and
reluctant o accept the compromises pro-
posed by the union officials.

Under the proposed Accord, they could
Buarantee their members pay rises and job
creation schemes and give the bosses indus-
trial peace. And for themselves there was the
promise of a greatly increased role in the
planning and direction of economie strategy.
for the union officials were 1o have a
prominent place on various tripartite com-
mittees and at economic summits.

The employers themselves were far from
convinced that the whole thing could work,
but after discovering in practice that Fraser-
style union-bashing could not achieve a
decisive shift in wealth from the working
class Lo themselves, they were prepared Lo
allow the ALP to come to power and give it
altry.

The economic and industrial relations
strategies incorporated in the ALP/ACTH
Accord at the start of 1983 did not emerge
overnight. All through the second half of the
seventies, while Fraser pursued his strategy
of confrontation, union officials and the

intellectuals associated with them had been
attempting to develop an alternative.

The earliest economic program offered by
the unions was the People’s Budget, which
set out the sort of budget the government
should enact in ordér to cut unemployment
and maintain living standards, [t was
followed by more elaborate baoklets called
Austratia Uprooted and Australia Ripped
Off produced by the metal workers’ union.

These publications, along with mare
sophisticated versions cireulating among
left academics, amounted to alternative
economic strategies. They advocated a high
degree of government intervention Lo solve
the crisis, Regulation (especially of the

financial system), restructuring of industry

10 make it more efficient. tanff protection,
even nationalisation. And along with it
collaboration between government and the
unions 1o set wages without disputation
During the Fraser years, in the face of a
pugnacious conservative government, there
was talk of workers using their industri
muscle to impose such methods on policy-
makers. But as the chances of an ALP

election victory began to revive after 1980,

{he focus shifted to geiting the ALF to take

them up and implement them from the

government henches in parliament. y

Geuing Labor elected meant reassuring
{he employers that the new policies would
ensure industrial peace and create a favour-
able climate for private enterprise. Implemen-
tation would be kept well away from the
hands of the working class rank and file, and
entrusted (o bureaucratic committees. The
election of Labor governments in Victoria
and South Australia with impeccably conser-
vative, pro-business policies went a long
way toward creating the night elimate. The
ckilful co-optation of the teacher unions by
the Victorian Labor goverament provideda
model of how unions could be controlled by

ALP governments. ¥

The election of these governments, which
joined the entrenched rightwing Wran
administration in NSW. encouraged the

Federal ALP. ltshowed that it was possible

1o appeal to the ruling class and still keep the

votes of traditional working class supporiers

" all with a policy of class collaboration,

summed up in Hawke's slogan: “Bringing

lia together.”

Aul_:n:a! ung:his basis that the Hawke

government was elected in March 1983.
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5. Hawke’s strategy for Australian capitalism

‘ 'WHERE Fraser had failed, Labor haped to succeed in re i

ibuting wealth from

Jahour to capital. The economy was headed for a recovery in the wake of an upturn
‘overseas, and the new government set out to make the most of it. Hawke and
Keating envisaged a rate of growth higher than the world average, and decided that
the public sector would take the lead. One important measure was the First Home
(Owners Scheme, which poured money into the housing industry and helped make it

a cornerstone of recovery.
igh rates ol growth would create an
environment of “business conlidence,” that
elusive prize so hard for Labor governments
to altain. As a consequence, invesiment
would grow in the private sector, and private
industry would gradually take over the
leading role in promoting economic growth
High rates of growth would also allow the
government a bit of room to move in the
area of the “social wage ™ (welfare. education
and the hike) where some concessions would
have to be made 1o workers after the

unpopular cutbacks of the Fraser years

Industry also had to be made more
compelitive compared to the world economy,
and so Labor began to elaborate a series of
“industry plans”, These aimed at making
various industries more efficient. with tax-
pavers and workers picking up the bill. The
steel industry plan was the pacesetter. As a
headline in Busimess Review Weekly pul itz
“The heat is on the workers ™

While the government would give BHP
about $360 million over five years and
guarantee it 80 percent of the steel market,
the firm did not have to maintain levels of
employment. The company, which had
already sacked nearly athird of its workforce
in the previous vear, would be allowed to
further reduce it through natural wastage,
Meanwhile, the unions agreed that pludt‘h-
ity would be immensely boosted, from
218 tonnes of steel per cmployee to 250
tonnes in the first year alone.

In the wages area, Labor first carried out
an initial rip-off at a time when workers’
conﬁdem\j was still very low as a result af
the recession. The Fraser wage freeze was
maintained for six months, and while there
was talk of an eventual “catch-up” claim 10
miake up the lost money later on, it eventually

became clear that the ACTU had no
intention of ever seriously pursuing it

However before the recession ended, the
government began shifting its ground and
backed full cost-of-living increases. In
preparation for the emerging recovery, Labor
was applying its longer term strategy of
conning workers into a process of class
collaboration. They would be given a few
crumbs during the recession in exchange for
years of “restraint” when the economy picked
up.

Job creation programs, announced in
May 1983, proposed to spend $300 million
toereate 70,000 jobs. However the program
was largely cosmetie. 1t would be more than
offser by tax increases announced in the
same month. A further cosmetic measure,
the Prices Surveillance Authority, was an
exceptionally toothless t ACTU Sec
retary Bill Kelty assured the employers that
“itis not intended noris it necessary, to seek
to regulate the prices of all goods and
services Nor do we endorse a pricing
authority which seeks to deny reasonable
profits . .. ™

The overall strate,
hoosting profits at the expense of
Making this happen depended very heavily
on the role played by the union officials,
most importantly the top bureaucrats of the
ACTU. In fact, various un
including supposed leftists like Lau
Carmichael of the metal workers union were
deeply involved in formulating the
and in stage-managing the famous
summit” which took place soon after Labor
came to power.

T'he union officials presented the Accord
to their own members as a “working class
intervention " While such rhetoric ereated
the illusion that workers would wield some
power, it really meant an increase in the
influence of the union bureaucracy. Union
officials would sit on various tripartite
committees involving themselves, manage
ment and government. By shifting the scene
of wage determination away from the shop
Esgllr:‘e“':x[,?,:f:ﬂ‘ backroom negotiations

on Commission, the of-
ficials increased their power relative to the
union rank and file

Tn_ be sure, it also strengthened their
position relative to the employers. Far from
being mere tools of the bosses, Kely and
Simon Crean among others worked closely
with Keating and Hawke to convince the
basses of the new strategy, and to some
degree imposed it on more backward
cl:_r!wms among the employing class.

The capitalist system is not a tightly-run
conspiracy. The capitalists themselves are
made up of competing groups, and most of
them pay more auention to short-term
profitability than to the longer-term interests
of their own system. It is partly for this

Bill
Kelty:
price

reason that the xists, and the system
of competing political parties which sur-
rounds it. At times, the Labor Party with its
he bosses can play a role in
rms which benefit the system
1are not fully understood by many
cmployers.

Thus the much-remarked scenc at the
economic summit, wh the ALP
ACTLU were seen 1o have stolen a march on
the employer organisations. Many bosses

nted this, and have had to be reminded

hat the Accord is in thei

t, and that they are the main benefic-
1aries. As Paul Keating told an interviewer
“I've said somewhat flippantly that if we
were providing se policy setting d

outcomes in Western Europe, theyd be
lighting candles to us in the cathedrals
Selling the Accord to workers was an
equally important task. One convenicnt
device was 1o stress its supposed human-
itarian qualities. It was time, the umion
officials argued, for well-organised groups
of workers to spare a thought for others, In
exchange for wage restraint during the
economic recovery, more jobs would be

created and the social wage would rise, thus
benefitting the poorest members of the
working class. Wage rises would not ex

ceed the rate of inflation, but would be
guaranteed to all workers including those
without the industrial muscle to win them in
the field. (We shall put these claims to the
test later on, )

These were the carrots. At the same i
the ALF and ACTU were prepared to
flourish the big stick. When the small Food
Preservers Union struck at Heinz near
Melbourne in 1983, the gavernment declared
their demands to be outside the Accord, and
demanded that the union be excluded
the national wage case. The union was
threatened with fines and subjected to a
vitriolic denunciation from Laurie
Carmichael at the ACTU Congress,

Subseguently, the Hawke government
(along withthe Cain government in Victoriz

y

declared war on the Builders
Federation, which they saw as a
HrOguE union™ and a threat to the Accord.

As important & either the carrot or the
stick was | ahor’s tactic of incorporation of
union officials and aclIvists Commenting
on Lhe 1985 ACTU Congress, the Financial
Review noted with satisfaction the “new
economic rationalism that is evident through-
out the ranks of trade-union nim-ml\_ as a
result of their involvement in national
cconamic decision-making." As union
officials take increased responsibility for
making the system wi k, they inereasingly
adopt a capitalist mentality

One little known example is the Trade
Development Counil, a tripartite body
representing hosses, government and top
union officials. The TDC has held seminars
involving more than a thousand unionists
which aim to teach them greater “respon
sibility™ and “flexibility™

The Accord strategy has already produced
some impressive results for the employe:
The Australian
than the woi
soared. While

virtually
Labourers

and profits have
rs' living standards

worke

have rei d roughly static or perhaps
declined, the bosses have been raking in the
dough.

According to budget estimates for 1985
#6, corporate profits would be 11,000
million higher than in 1982-83. At the same

time the corporale sector’s tax liability has
lion as a result of

increased onl

adroit finaneia g on the part of the
employers
Unit labour costs (wages plus [ringe

benefits), which have [allen by less than two
percent a year on average in the western

industrial cconomies since 1982-3, fell by 6.4

percent in Australia in Lat rst year in
power, before the rate of decline slowed
again, This meant money in the cmployers®

augmented by
d

as b
{fectively raise prices ah
increases. A document circulated by
ustralian Teachers® Federationin 1985
commented
The share

which

i
d

wrd high
nal produc
al record
s are far outstripping
i the gap cannot he
the effects of dep-

wages and salaries 1
" Price
wage mo
explained sinpl)

"

alion Unit labour costs are at their
fowest fevel since the beginning af the 1970s.
The increase in labour productivity in 1983

84 was the highest for many years.”
And while workers' wages were being
restrained, corporate executives were doing

a hit better. A confidential management
survey reported that in 1984-85, executive
salaries had risen by 8.4 percent, compared
1o a rate of 6.9 percent [or average male

wet Arnings.

Overall, Labor has delivered the goods o
Australian capitalists. 1t has done 50 in the
hope that by handing higher profits to them
on a plater, it could encourage private
industry to invest. A happy parinership
between capital and labour would take the
country forward

However that is not the way capitalism
works. Having got its pound of flesh, big
business wants another pound and then
another. The Victorian Employer 2
Federation declared with & straight f
late 1985 that “the union movement had not
vel made any sacrifices”, while the Westpac
Bank’s Review warned the government
against an imminent “slackening of resolve

in

on the wages 155Ue

More ominous than any rhetoric 18 the
hard fact that business is reluctant Lo pul is
windfall gains back into the system in any

6. The Accord: promises versus reality

THE ACCORD, say its backers
standards”. And when
promises.

* In the incomes area, centralised wage-
fixing would bring full indexation, and a 9.1
percent catch-up claim would make up the
money lost during the Fraser wage freeze.
We'd get a national superannuation scheme
along with tax cuts and price control. Low-
income, women and migrant workers would
benefit particularly

{ was launched, this claim was embuodi

is about the maintenance of real living

ed in some specific

* Emplayment prospecis would improve
with a parallel fallin unemployment levels,
rly for young people. Enhanced
nd safely measures would make

particul
health
existing jobs better.

* [ndusirial democracy would ensure
worker participation in “‘“""l"“”’ff“‘
decisions. Unions would have “an

Food preservers picket: the Accord was used lo hammer them

form of productive investment. While vast
sums are poured into speculative ventures
like Robert Holmes A'Court’s attempt to
take over BHP, investment in plant and
equipment and construction were set to fall
about $2000 million n 1985-86 compared
with 1982-83.

In other words, the relationship between
the ALP/ACTU and big business has been
all give and no take, To Paul Keating, thisis
evidence of a “redneck™ mentality on the
part of the bosses, wha have never had it so
ood. But under capitalism, itis the rednecks
who have ultimate power. They will get all
they can out of the Accord and then, if it
suits them, they will once again send Labor
packing and bring back their natural allies
in the Liberal Party.

We shall return to this later possibility
Jater on. But now we must turn to the most
important question of all. While the bosses
rake in the money and Hawke and Keating
pai themselves on the back — just what
henelits, if any. has the Accord brought the
working

immediate and integral role in the aperation
of the economy.”

* Anti-union legisiation would be
repealed. This included the CERR and
CEEP Agts and sections 45D and 43E of the
Trade Practices Acl.

* The social wage would be hoosted with
a new, unmversal health scheme and
increased attention to social wellare.

Three years later, how have these

promises stood up? Let's start with the
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and incomes area,

At the 1983 economic summit, after only
amonth of ALP government, Simon Crean
was already reassuring the employers that
there would ot be an immediate or total
catch-up following the end of the wage
freeze. He explained how centralised wage
fixing would ehsiruer the ability of stronger
unions in areas such as transport and
construction 10 win big wage gains. And
Paul Keating promised from the beginning
that unit labour costs would fall o the
1969/ 70 level, “having been way out of line
in the meantime.”

Bob Hawke, who had initially atacked
the wage freeze imposed by Fraser,
extended it for another six months, When it
finally ended, workers were granted a full
CPI1 rise because the Arbitration
Commission and the government feared
that otherwise they might win more through
industrial action. But to make up for it,
indexalion hearings were sct al only six-
monthly intervals. The ACTU dropped its
campaign for shorter hours. At the next
Commission hearing in April 1984, it also
agreed to drop the 9.1 percent catch-up
claim

Next came the Medicare fiddle. In April
1984, workers® indexation rise was
discounted: 2.4 percent came off because
supposedly with the introduction of
Medicare, health costs were no longer pan
of the cost of living. In reality, however, we
were still paying them, in the form of the one
percent tax levy. And we had to start paying
the levy before Medicare was announced
Far from declining, health costs have
increascd. A worker on $250 per week now
pays $14.70 for medical insurance,
compared with $18.00 before Medicare. But
if you add in the money lost by the
discounting of wages, the cost rises to
$22.50

Further discounting followed in the first
Wage increase of 1986, as workers were
made to pay the price for a fall in the value
of the dollar — something which was hardly
our faul Supposedly this was 1o be
compensated for by gavernment support for
a3 percent productivity claim, 1o he paid in
the form of improved superannuation
benefits.

But government insiders privately
admilted to journalists that the super
benefits would have had to be granted
anyway, in order to head off a Transport
Warkers Union claim for hetser benefits
which would have set a precedent. And it
soon emerged that workers would have to
fight to ensure that we really ot the super
deal (with the government often as not,
attacking unions for doing so),

Overall, the decline in real Wages to 1984
totalled about 11.5 percent, However we
were promised that tax cuts would offer us
S0mE compensation. In August 1984 we got
Onetax cut, which gave a maximum of 57,60
back € are promised another in
September 1986, which 15 hardly likely (o
make up for the the further real wage losses
which will have occurred by then.

John Halfpenny of the metal waorkers
union gave a graphic example, during th
1985 tax debate, of Just h':m- trivia!Ig 1h:
Labor EOVErnment's tax cuts have been, He
said that in 1974 a fitter, married with 1wo
dependent children, had 1o work 3 hours 8
minutes 1o pay his weekly tax. In 1984 he
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Simon Crean rassuled employers over
the wage catch-up

had to work 7 hours 4 minutes to do the
same. Meanwhile, indirect taxes — which
hit workers and the poor hardest

mcreased by 14 percent in Keating’s first
budget and have been indexed ever since

Price control has been a joke, The Pr
Surveillance Authority is only a monito

body with even fewer controls than
Whitlam's ineffectual Prices Tustification
Tribunal, The metal unions launched their
0wn price monitoring scheme.
from telling the officials what the;
already knew that prices were rising
rapidly little came of this rather
expensive exercise, The metal unions, which
were committed under the Accord to a
policy of industrial peace, could hardly
engage in sirugele over the issue! i

};uppqmra of the Accord, such as Les
Ayres of the public service union ACOA
argue that centralised wage fixing at le
Eudrantees that afl workers
those lacking industrial muscle
regular pay rises

But the sugar workers found out
otherwise in 1985, In the first wage case of
the year they Bol nothing whatsoever,
because of the crisis in the industry, then
they had their wages further discounted in
the second hearing. And it was only because
they taok industrial action, in defiance of
their officials and the Accord, that they got
anything the second time around.

Ayres also claims that “a centralised
system achieves greater distributional
cquity between groups.” But how the Bap
between higher and lower paid workers is to
be narrowed if everyone gets the same
percentage increase, has yet 1o be explained.

Ifwe turn next toemployment, there is no
doubt there are more Jobs around, This is
the natural consequence of EVery economic
upswing, and not something specific (o the
Accord. Moreover the jobs growth conceals
Some important weaknesses. In the private

But apart
ir members

ast
neluding
will get

sector, it comes from u

Lilising
and equipment

«
at full capaciiy

Sling plan

o 5 ot

new investment which would gffor ST Iul\ it

for maintaining the eXpanded wnrlinrue
e

over time. In the public
{‘\pprhﬂlnlllh‘\ have decreased wih CUls in
expenditure, and staff haye actually heg,
cut back in Social Security, St

In metals and maun[acmr;ng, jobs
continued to be shed well into the Hawke
regime. GMH, which has already cut their
workforce by half in the Previous ten years,
aimed to axe anather 1500 jobs by 198, 11
mining, 2000 jobs were lost in the 1§
to May 1985,

The d for young workers is worse, I
1984 youth unemployment was M8
percent. Despite the “priority one”™ rhetoric,
Labor does not seck increased apprentice-
ships, decent wages or paid time off far
training. Rather it proposes subsidies to the
bosses, € culs and user-pays training in
an elfort to persuade companies to hire
voung workers

Unemployment rates have fallen, but
only to a still-disastrous 8 percent, sl ightly
higher than in Ronald Reagan’s America
The average time on the dole before or

Seclor new joh

month

between jobs is inc 1. Under the
Hawke government, the number of people
unemployed for 104 weeks or more has risen
by more than a third

No wonder that the ACTU has simply
gwenup on full employment, reporting that

“unemployment is still likely to remain high
in the foresecable future,”
Relations Minister Ralph Willis sp
the nced 1o get used to “permanently high
levels™

In the area of health and safety, various
agreemer

s and legislation are now in place
Yet in the public scctor, repelitive strain
injury (RSI), the direct result of poor
working conditions, is
Irightening rate. In the Department of
Social Security, workers had o take strike
action Lo force the Labor government to
agree o sale working conditions when
computers were introduced. And even after
an agreement was reached, one workplace
alter another found it had 10 fight 10 get it
implemented

“!ndm[n;zldwmm.u_\,' as we have seen
largely means participation by

Increasing at a

irge| union
officials or Bales in bureaucratic
commitiees. Often as not, unions’ inlegral

role in the operation of the economy™ turns
OUL to mean imposing worse conditions on
their members, as in the case of the
Industry Plan. At best, it bogs delegates
down in interminable procedures around
Issues where strike action would produce
Quicker results. Nowhere do workers have
dc;’\_\uu e control of the workplace.

The Accord is supposed Lo bring
particular benefits for women The union
newspaper Women ar Work claims that
women have made “a number of gains™
already, yet on closer examination these
Prove 1o be largely illusory,

he paper lists the Sex Discrimination
Act, an Affirmative Action Pilor Program,
ratification of an [LO convention, and a
research program, None of {hese have
meant a significant redistribution of wealth
10 working women. More likely their main
effect will be to move more women into
management positions and the higher levels
of the public service,

—d

iality of lhcd:‘\fﬁrrr:a(:z;
% aphically demonstral
A:l;anbp;\zﬁgz::'rl;;l Ir! lFi‘P. which participated
o e sram at the same time as it fought
il plnz‘:w ahout discrimination against
i Cm-"n seeking jobs 1n its Wollongong
T::I‘:-mk‘« Now that the women have won
i 3 is appealing
o {Ng:\'wlfw]jepl.ahlnr has cut back on child
ca:: F:ndmgjusl at a time when women are
:nthe workforce in increasing numbers.
cm;:;t lghc real test is in the wages area The
Accord is supposed to benefit \L‘\'\Ertpallg
workers, so an obvious place Lo start \mu-,
be to do something about the way \mmend\
work is traditionally undervalued, uwmp-irgl*
with work performed mainly by mcn‘”?
1985, after considerable pressure, the AC
unched a comparable worth case for nurs?a“
Ferminists saw this as a test case i(n‘a‘
women. But the AC TU agreed 1?1.:[ any
decision in their favour would not flow onto
other working WoIpen. and that it must
involve negligible costs
|n\(‘;‘l]\:i(\,1‘:rll\|[.[.]h". ACTU was not seriously
fighting for wages equality And 51\c_\(:oort
said as much, When the Arbitration \!‘]’EI
mission threw out the conecept of comparable
worth, the ACTU hailed it as a victory

The superfic

because the Commission allowed the nurses
to make a further claim under its anomalies
ons. But this, as NSW Nurses Assoc-

Provisic

Packers al wo

he Accord has held down women's wage |

iation official Bronwyn Ridgway says, is a
long and drawn-out process that probably
won't win anyway.

And the reason the Commission threw
out comparable worth? It would “be part-
icularly destructive of the present wage
fixing principles™. So much for the wonders
of centralised wage fixing under the Accord.

As for repealing anti-union laws, Ralph
Willis declared soon after the ALP came to
power that section 45D with its ban on
secondary boycotts “will only be remaved
when an adequate replacement has been
drafted.” Meanwhile, the government ha_s
supported every :mphyl:rwho_ha.& used this

legislation. As for CEEP and CERR, public
servants found out in their 1984-85 pay
dispute that the government didnt need
these laws to stand down workers, Other
legislation still on the books could be used.
Finally, let’s ook at the social wage. This
is a vague concept, but roughly it means
spending on welfare and government
services which benefit workers and the poor.
As the fact of declining real wages under
Lahor has become harder to deny, Accord
supporters have emphasized social wage
gains more and more. How real are these
ains?
; Kenneth Davidson of the Melbourne Age
has compiled some useful statistics. He lpoh
Commonwealth spending for education,

levels

health, security and welfare, housing, urban
and regional development, culture and
education. Translating various annual totals
into 1985-86 prices, he got these results;

COMMONWEALTH SOCIAL WAGE

(per household)

75/ 6:

1982/3;  §5069

1985/6: $5656
On these figures, the social wage has risen
about $600 under the Hawke government.
But some qualifications have to be made.

Firstly, il seems clear thal any im-
provements are unevenly distributed. In
addition to the child care cuts we have
mentioned, fewer people are now eligible
for family allowance. TEAS and Secandary
Allowance are as difficult to get as ever.
There are now three levels of unemployment
henefits, with one of the levels frozen for
three years.

Morcover, the statistics include areas of
expenditure which do not really redistribute
wealth to workers. For example, l‘!t)‘
include $17 million for the America’s Cup
defence. Significant amounts of funding for
urban and regional development would be
subsidies to business. Even home ownership
assistance, by contributing Lo runaway
inflation in the housing industry, has
probably benefitted builders more than
home buyers. First Home Owr_mls. Scheme
heneficiaries mostly walch their assi e
payments flow rapidly from government
coffers into the hands of builders, solicitors

s
i In?:‘r:.i.l we take the increase in the social
wage at face value, it hardly makes l.l]'| FurA
the wage cuts Labor has caused. In ﬂu‘ T\ﬂ?\.]
article, Davidson estimates that annual r::l
wages have been cut 400 per wage :I.lm;r
since 1982/ 3. Given many houscholds hn_\,c
more than ONe Wage carner this m“rf tsfgég
wipes oul the social wage mcn-mc. of bl
annually. And now there is talk ol l n
sovernment cutting back the social wage |
e gel.
lm\'r:::[\?r\:[‘ill![:\-umcnls to <|.l|1eran.nu::llonT
were supposed 1o compensate for s?dr:m‘ ::
the wage cutting. These were plur;ls; ‘»cr
in operation by | July, 1986, an }u E:]a'nr

everyone. Yet now, accordingtothe mrr[! o

Review, “the ACTU will be cuumlm “re?i

year'send, one personin 10 not now tnv:ow

isin its industry funds.” Now you see it
!

jmll\:]c?;‘while‘ profils are soaring, lhE‘

economy is growing faster than the WE;‘&‘;:;

average, and productivity is rSINE. e

result of the Accord has been to cm‘.“f\. =

the benefits of the economic r:m\:i _““;:,"
entirely to the employers and inmf it
hangers-on. Whereas previous pul_ﬁ_‘]m!

cconomic upturn, in the early a:\emr| 2

at the start of the eighties, led Lo slgulzel:s il

improved Iivding sunnd,a‘rr:sg;clner .\;‘odr it

ade unior

:;c:u;):-‘:rlr:r;eclm by militant som‘d}\.‘ m::e;

ments, this time around the .&’Ec:o&d \:;ndgr

us from making any gains at all. o" e

Hob Hawke is pleased with himsell.

he Australian: o
ml“'i‘llou don't need a wages policy tq::;nf‘:i
recession because th; ritle‘:s::n_wtln ke

ou. Bul we ha into pla

I;;iz‘;'rs:d habits which wn“ms'IIkaeml =

of recovery. Now we have deli

goods.”
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§ iﬁmms and prospects for 1986

AS WE entered 1986 Australia’s economy was growing rapidly, and it seemed this
m continue for some time. Yet capitalist growth by its very nature creates

contradictions, which as we saw in chapter 1 lead to recession and cris

The build-up of capital investment reduces
the role played by living labour. and since
capitalism makes  profits from the exploi-
tation of living workers, the rate of profit
begins to fall off. Bottlenecks in goods and
credit arise, costs increase, and business
begins 1o cut back. The economy cantracts

Sooner or later, such a recession in the
Australian economy is inevitahle, prabably
in the wake of economic slump overseas
Auwstralia’s cconomic growth takes place
against the background of a world system
still relatively depressed compared 1o the
siluation |5 years ago. and also against the
background of its own poor position relative
ta other industrial economies.

While unemployment has fallen since
Labor came to office. it is still a lintle higher
than that of comparable countrics overscas.
Inflation has come down, butonly to around
& percent, nowhere near as low as in the
USA, where 11 has fallen from 1.4 percent
in 1980 10 3.5 percent for 1985,

In addition. Australia has particular
problems with its trade. Between 1973 and
1983 its share of world trade fell by about 30
percent. That is partly because prices for this
country’s traditional exports are poing
down. Clverseas customers are swilching to
synthetics or beecoming more efficient in
ther use of commaditics. This trend is
particularly highlighted ai present by the
fairly spectacular collapse of tin prices. and
above all of the price of oil.

Apar_l_rrmn wool, Australia faces stiff
campetition from other producers. It must
import quite a lot of things, from capital
goods to clothing because of the small size
of its economy, and so if it lacks the export
eamnings to pay for them it is in trouble.

Even our cconomic growth has created
difficulties, becausc it has fueled i surge of
imports. Asdollars flowed out of the country
to pay for them, the value of the Australian
currency fell. Devaluation in turn meant
mﬂauun._uz imports became dearer

Over time, this should help Australian
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producers because they can undercut the
prices of their forcign competitors at home
and abroad. Exports should rise, and im-
ports should fall: the balance of payments
should improve, Unfortunately, this all takes
time to happen. Some imports simply cannot
be replaced with domestic products, and
exports cannol be boosted from one day 1o
the next, because it takes time to get the
inereased production rolling. So while
Australian workers pay the price of der
aluation in the shops within weeks, the
economy gains no benefits for months and
months.

Meanwhile the government pushed up

interest rates in order to keep the dollar
fram falling further, and with the cost of
borrowing money for investment soaring,
ecanomic growth has come under threat
Bob Hawke and Treasury head Bernie
Fraser have canvassed the possibility of a
further wage cut (“discount”) if the balance
ol trade and the valuc of the dollar dont
come good. and Simon Crean told the
Melbourne Age guite openly that “any
future drop in the value of the dollar must
mean 4 drop in living standards for
workers™,
As if that wasn't enough, the government
refused to pass on half of the value of the
fallin il prices to motorists. Todo so would
Jeopardise their “economic strategy™..1o
keep pumpingdollars into the pockets of the
hosses.

And by early 1986 a worried Paul Keating
was forced to consider substantial welfare
€uts in & desperate bid to take the pressure
off interest rates
Given the difficulties we have indicated

ng the Australian economy, it is not
surprising that the capitalists lack confidence
i it, despite sustained public scctor-led
growth, They have shown their attitudes
quite clearly by refusing to invest the huge
profits they have made out of (he Accord

In the course of 1985 the Labor Eoy
ernment made hopeful noises about business

investment Ninally beginning 1o grow. Eyven
s, the best they could hope for was thay by
the end of ll_w year IWo years into the
FECOVErY it would stagger back (o pre.
recession levels. And in early 1986 mog
forccasters predicted it would fall off apain,

The bosses lack confidence in the ec-
onomy. All the sacrifices by workers and
crawling by the Labor Party have ng
changed their opinion. And for this reas
too, the economy is headed for frouble
sooner or later. Without sirong private
sector investment, growth cannot continue
beyond a certain point,

When the trouble arrives, one option for
the ruling class will be to bring back the
Liberals with their Thatcher-type solutions.
At present this threat is reasonably remote,
but we have to look at it because it is heing
held up by the ALP and ACTU as a hogey.
We are being warned of the dire conse-
quences of “privatisation” and deregulation
of the labour market

For many decades, capitali orldwide
showed a strong trend towards the growth
of the public sector and increased
regulation, The Soviet Union is simply an
extreme form of this development, which is
best called state capitalism. It r
¢ed of each nation-state to

d state

flects the
all its

resources fo etition. The
labour market argel for
various attempts at centralised planning

Many on the left have misled by
such trends. It appeared to them that the
growing role of the state sector, plannir
and regulation was inevitably : Lo
continue, and constit 1 betler

even a socialist

In reality, there is nothing progressive
about such things. As long as workers are
dominated by bosses and have to work for
wages, industry remains capitalist whoever
runs it. You only have to look at the
lasmanian Hydro-Electricity Commission
or our union-bashing railway administra-

Lions 1o sec that

And there's nothing irreversible about
these features, They have drawbacks as well
as advantages for capitalism. By drawing
capital within a nation tagether into one
large lump, they make it hard for inefficient
bits of that capital to be pruncd. Ration-
alisation is impeded

Today's economic pressures are foreing
national economics to become more flexible
Fram *market socialism™ in China to Papua
New Guinea's decision 10 sell the national
airline, from openly reactionary Thatcher
15m in Britain to Mitterrand's propasal to
end the French “So government's
television monopoly, new economic models
are emerging,

This does not mean that the state is
withdrawing from the s Its role is
simply changing. ILintervenes to streamline,
1o rationalise, and Lo selecrivefy de-regulate
and privatise where such measures fit the
new planning needs of the system

Australian capitalists, too, face this

' W

challenge. New export industries must be
developed. But that means changing the
structure of the cconomy.

The Australian economy is huilt .‘n'mlr_\d
g minerals and r ural produce, while
uring is protected from foreign
tarifls and quotas and

cxpﬂrlin
manufact
competition hy
devated Lo servicing local markets. The
has been that protection would
allow local industry 1o graw up toa sufficient
size Lo fackle overscas competitors Trade
union officials of all political hues have
pushed this view. But it s now being shown
to be false.

A study done recently at the Australian
National University found without €x-
ception that countrics which rely on tariff
protection least, export manufactured goods
the most. And that stands to reason. By
giving blanket protection to Australian
industry over the ycars, government has
allowed local firms to remain fragmented,
amateurish and old fashioned. Today the
consensus among the ruling circles is that
the economy must be re-shaped to make it
leaner and tougher. Such changes will mean
major dislocations

Industry plans which try 1o hoost prod-

expense are an incvitable

rationale

uctivity at workers'e
part of the process, as is “de-regulation”
ady heen applied 10 banking
1 be extended. Ad some point
“privatisation” selling off state-run
services — may e a role to play. Tanffs
will be reduced or scrapped. How far it all
goes is a matter for debate among our rulers

The Liberals would take things further
than Labor. There is talk of selling off TAA
and Telecom. And they want to extend the
ppulation of economic matters 10 wag:
ould mean an end to the

which has alr
and is certain

ion, which
Accord and a return to a more decentralised
system,
" The ALP and ACTU hold these
policies up as a bogey to fr
supporters. 1f you don't like the Accord,
they say. look at the alternative. Demago,
ues like Simon Crean accuse union militants
of ng in a “unity ticket” with John
Howard if they dislike the way centralised
wage fixing is now being used to rip off the
workers.

They want us to rally behind the public
vernment, and cent
ends in themselves

sector, the Labor
ralised wage fixing
But neither the party which happens to be in

Greenies confront Tasmania's Hydra
Commission: “progressive” slale indusiry?
power, nor Lhe particular devices the huosses
use to organise their economy and exploit us
is the most important issue. In public or
private industry, under whatever system of
wage-fixing, as long as we live under cap
I g ins and

italism we will only make those
benefits which we are strong enough to fight
for and win.

So far, key sections of the employi
prefer Labor’s methods. They may gl umble
about ALP rule at times. but they show no
real interest in returning the Liberals to

power :
Ford manager Bill Dix has descnbed
Howard's proposal to loosen up wage
fixation as *not sensible,” while Rothman's
chief Stan Costigan told the Liberals they
had “a long way to go” before they could be
considered as an alternative government
Qf course, all this could change. John
Howard could be brought 1o power later on
and become an Australian Thatcher
Whether that happens, and whether he

8. The Accord’s left apologists

AT THE 1985 ACTU Congress Laurie Carmichael,
st Party, announced that
* [ itself this was a preposterous o

member of the Commu
program for socialism.
as a gauge of his enthusia
Carmichael and the Amalgamated Metal
Warkers Union have played a fairly impor-
tant role in laying the basis for and
formulating the Accord, while various
ideologues in and around the Communist
Party and ALP left have provided much of
the theoretical rationale, As carly as
September 1981, the CPA newspaper
Tribune declared v
“There is always an incomes policy in

prominent union offi I_nnd
“the Accord is & lransnlnnnal
Jaim, but it was significant

whether the Labor Party Sformulates an
incomes policy with consultalion or regard
i e rade union movenent
M’(“I"’HA and other left union officials were
by this time well into discussions with the
ALPabout a social contract Afirst trial run
was the peace plan agreed upon in the metal
trades at the end of 1981. In exchange for
dropping their claim fora §57 wage rise and
35 hour week, the AMWU accepted & §27
< and a 38 hour week. As part of the deal,

succeeds, depends on the needs of -1k
system and the cluss struggle,

Fhe accusations by Crean that erities of
the Accord are in o “unity tickel” with
Howard are not only despicable lies. They
also miss the point. We do not take the part
of either Labor or the Liberals in the debate
which counterposes the Accord to de-reg-
ulation and privatisation,

We will oppose privatisation praposals
which threaten our wages and conditions,
And since any restructuring of capitalism 15
likely to go hand in hand with attempis to
make us pay for i, it is likely we will find
ourselves resisting most privatisation moves.
But we will also oppose centralised planning
where. like the Accord’s approach 1o indus-
trial relations, it holds down our wages and
conditions and boosts the profits of the
employers

Even so. some might argue, a Howard
eovernment of the future would probably be
more vicious and reactionary than the

Hawke government of today. Perhaps, but
if so, it would simply be the comtimuation of
a pattern. 1s not Hawke a more effective
exploiterthan the Fraser regime which went
before?

Labor’s policies may indeed lay the basis
for a more openly reactionary government
of the future. Such a government might be
either 1iberal or Labor. Either way, the vital
question will be whetfier we have the strength
to fight back. And it's here that the insidious
qualities of the Accord become most
apparent. =

The Accord is sapping the fighting

h of the unions. It has led to the
co-optation of officials and shop stewards

Workers are being taught to loak to bur-
eaucratic committees rather than to their
own strength. Or where they do take in-
dustrial action, they are viciously attacked
by their own supposed leaders. And as
people begin to see that “their® Labaor
povernment has given them pitifully Tittle,
AL P supporters are becoming demoralised.
This certainly does create the climate for
some new and more reactionary regime Lo
come along and really put the boot in.

The only solution is to begin rebuilding
r fighting strength. Today, that means
hting Lhe exisiing pro-capilal
ment and its exploitative polich
tomorrow we are in a stronger pe
fight what [ollows it

union leaders promised to campaign for an
improved “social wage”. T hat sounded
impressively modern and sophisticated, but
sharp-eyed observers in the capitalist media
understood what the metal trades deal really
meant. The Bulletin was exultant:

“The union is wedded 1o an agrf;mg-:.r ;:
pe yact’ signed with the employers
5‘:::1%«7 ,g'l?m agreement has forced
the AMWU (and other metal unions) to act
with a sense of discipline.”

When the union lwm:l;:d its :}tor;’aldwa:ﬁ
aign five months later, it ha
‘s::;:n;‘ong:u: only of the i\‘L‘I'U‘s Bill Kelty
but also of ALP leader Bill Hayden. Kelty

3 ce ... There is one now (under 1 4 3 oo femiskaiee o
'}::::::l ‘o diabolical one that means it agreed 10 make no claims for two i’e aﬁ.’: "Toa!:- is a very imporiani day for the
l\v;k?rsgfr robbed . . . The question arises Tao sell this agreement to the ranks, 13
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Laurie Carmichael: the Financial Review's
tavourite communist

trade union movement, because i1

represents a coming of age, il represenis a
Sfundamental change in the perspectives thar

we have taken in terms of the way we

aperate in socier)
What this “coming of age” signified was
spelt out by Kenneth Davidson of the

Melbourne Age, when he wrote that for an

incomes policy to succeed it would “require

radically different behaviour by powerful
trade unions to what occurred last year in
that last successful wages push Is the

leadership of the AMWU prepared (o

forego use of the union's awesome industrial

strength™

They were indeed, and Laurie
Carmichael set out to sell the new policies to
his members. In nationwide discussions
with shop stewards he argucd that if the
union was offered tax cuts, 1t should accept
Wage restraint. He went on to say that wage
nses had to be pegged 10 what the small
employers could afford. Workers in bigger
shops had to hold back on claims
Carmichael acknowledged the employers
could easily absorb.

In the following years, as profits have
skyrocketed, major left unions like the
AMWU have meekly accepted first frozen
wages, then delayed and discounted
indexation rises and have long since
foregone use of their “awesome industrial
strength”.

The establishment of industrial peace in
traditionally militant arcas was the
reformist left’s main contribution to the
Accord. It was the reason why Bill Kelty, in
a4 major interview with the Fingncial
Review, singled out Carmichael, and also
Pat Clancy and Tom McDonald from the
building trades, for special praise.

equalinterest for socialists, however, is
the arguments which have been produced by
their intellectual hangers-on and the
Communist Party newspaper Tribune 10
defend union participation in the Accord
Process. These are the ideas we have to
ATgUE against on the left.

Initially, much emphasis was placed on
the Accord's supposed benefits and those of
ALP policy generally, with Tribune
announcing in a hopeful 1983 headline:

fe\pd and extend Labor's reforms.” Al

that time, Labor's reforms were literally
mon-existent, however, and within a few
months the paper had shified is ground,
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preferring to stress what riches might be
attained by those intrepid enough to reach
for them:

“The big question now is implenentation
— will the irade union moventent utilise the
many avenues open for involvement fo
creare an increasingly planned econon)
which is more eguitable and puts greaier
emphasis on social needs.”

It was even suggested that labour
movement interventions within the Accord
framework could be part of a process of
shifting the balance of political power within
society towards the left. In this way it could
be, if not a transitional program for
socialism, then at least a way to put society
on the road to qualitative social change,

Thus in a pamphlet called Socialism
Australia Toward Renewal? David
McKnight argued for an orientation to
certain kinds of reforms which he felt could
“begin to change the balance of power in
society.” One focus for such a strategy, he
contended. would be “the small chink
opened up in national economic planning
by the Accord.”

However in practice, advocates of such
ideas have never managed to spell out just
how socialists or others might intervene to
enlarge whatever small chinks might exist
and make them into openings for a lefi
advance. And certainly it is a matter of
obvious fact that no left advance has
oecurred.

Within less than a year, the supposed

benefits of the Accord began to look very
thin, and some of the apologists began to
shift their ground. In February 984, public
service union leader Peter Robson had to
tell a union conference that poverty was
BEILINg worse, price survelllance was
ineffectual, and social wage improvements
were very modest. And some of the minor
gains he could point to, had occurred only
because of union action,
As major gains he could only hold up
edicare (ignoring the price which, as we
have shown, workers had to pay for it) and
oddly enough, immigration policy
Migration had heen held down, said
Robson, and the intake of skilled labour
reduced. Here, for once, the government
had *“lived up to its commitments.'
Apparently one of the Accord’s few
achicvements was 10 make sure workers
outside Australia suffered more
unemployment and other ha rdships, so that
Australians might suffer marginally less,*

Understandably, then, those on the left
who argue for sticking with the process of
class collaboration between capital and
labour have cast about for rationalisations

Jenny
George
hollow
argument
for the
Accord

One favourite has been to SURgest tha g,
Labor government has faithlessly rumtelrE
preted the Accord, subverting is nmgm-‘
progressive thrust. i

Thus the leaders of the public
unions, during the 1984/85 Pay campaign
repeatedly argued that the document's
promise to maintain real wages over time.
and to maintain relativities with state pllhh\:
servants meant the ALP and ACTU shoulg
back their claim. “The Accord says pay up!”
said a badge produced by the ACOA

I'he arbitration commission rejected {he
claim. In response to the outrage of public
servants, Industrial Relations Minister
Ralph Willis simply replied that the Accord
also accepted centralised wa fixing, and
thus implied a commitment to aceepy
arbitration decisions. The left bewailed this
as a misreading of the Accord

But such arguments could not be pressed
too far, lest workers decide that an
agreement with such scoundrels ought to be
abandoned. So the Communist Party
among others have often turned to blaming
the failure of the ALP and ACT U to deliver
any real progress on rank and file workers,
and on other ordinary citizens. For
example, Tribune stated in August 1984

The Accord is as yei far from an effective

instrument because of insufficient support
Jrom inside.-the union movement and from
the disadvantaged outside unions including
pensioners

SEVice

Blamung the country’s pensioners for the
failures of government policy must surely
an all-time low in scapegoating. But in any
case, if pensioners or other working class
people decide to pull up their socks and
make a fervent effort to ensure better results

what avenues could Tribume suggest? In
the years since the inception of the Hawke
government, the paper's suggestions for
action have seldom amounted to more than
propaganda and seminars

And when workers did take real action
around real demands, as the Food
Preservers did in 1984, they were savagely
acked by Tribume’s favourite union
officials. The left defenders of the Accord
cannot suggest, let alone defend, serious
struggle for implementation of what they
consider the progressive content of the
Accord. The reason is simple: one of the
central aims of the Accord is industrial
peace and class collaboration. Militant
struggle is quite literally ncompatible with
it

Thus one by one the arguments have
became threadbare. At a union seminar in
October 1985, Jennie George of the NSW
Teachers’ Federation was reduced to
justifying continued participation in the
Accord on the grounds that her
lacked the muscle to win gains any other
way. This argument was hollow. Teacher
unions like the VSTA in Victoria, for
example, have won noted impovements in
class sizes through industrial action in the
past

union.

* Actually, it's a myth that immigration
cuthacks protect jobs. Academic studies
and government reports have found that,

anything, they make unemployment worse.
For an in-depth discussion, see Tom
O'Lincoln’s pamphlet, A sians Are Welcome

Here!

o s not an argument for
Mdoel‘-f{'"g ;:k\::;; ransport Workers
pon Plnﬂ::cmd participants, at a time
et anomic (ECOVETY had boosted their
el
;“y;nins Fﬂ";:‘;r;\ ceord's defenders on the
A ssociated union officials, are
iy A B back on their st line of
i""m"m{, threat of a union-bashing,
d!fﬂ“"'i“]; ld,;‘,nigulatiu;:_ hydra-headed
]]l'ill *

=

monster — a Howard Liberal
— is pointed to more and mmel aﬁ;m::l:
why workers should rally around (he Lahor
povernment and its policies. The focus on a
threat from the right was a major theme of
the Broad Left Conference held at Easter.
1986, ;
Those who stressed this theme hope that
by directing altention at the potential
horrors of a Howard governmen, they can

9, Militant and socialist alternatives

THE ACCORD has given everything to

i The
working €lass:
went entirely to hoost pro

fits, wh

Joubtedly bring cuts in living standards
un 2
anmoﬁgh']“:

has le
f‘ﬁfﬂch jtating process of class collabora
I

promis
have p
what

Most of the things Lahor
workers have failed to arrive, ©
on delivery 10 bhe not guite
seemed, Meanwhile the employir

[ailed to invest its profits productively and
is simply demanding greater sac fices from
WS,

1t is a dismal picture, but wh L is ulu.J
alternative? The Accord’s defenders woul

have us imagine Lh.ll.ﬂ.n anl
between the policies of
ment and those of the Liberal of
Butthere is a third choice, ¢
4 way [orward for the labour moy

Thatalternative begins with »
struggle. The simple fact is
Australian workers have m
improvements in their living
has been through determined use
own strength,

In the years from 1968-74
forced wages up to historically hig
Wis by Laking strike action which reached
total of six million days lost in 1974, In the
following recession we lost ground in 1l
face of Fraser's attacks, but with returnir
economic growth from 19 & UNions Were
again able to launch a “wages push™ which
felurned living standards to high levels

Infact, a union-sponsored study by Keith
Norns of Murdoch University has shown
that the greatest increase in living standards
during the eighties occurred during 1982,
when John Howard was Treasurer

The business recovery of 1984-85 was the
st postwar period of economic growth
When workers® living standards have stag-
nated. 1t is not as il we lack the power. In
October 1985 Paul Keating told an inter
VIEWET that the unions were “at a time of
Maximum leverage on the economy
They could have gone out, if they wanted 10
4nd put pressure for wages through the
System.”

And 2 month later the Melbourne Age
elitonalised: “The sume union officials who.
10 years ago, spoke of the wages tank as
Being empty, naw speak of the difficulty of

folding wages down while profits keep
rising,*

wards, it
of their

As the second quote shows, most union
olficials e seeking to hold the struggle
back, Nevertheless, where workers have
lougl.!‘ they have made gains. The same Age
editorial warned that “money is beginning
10 1y around owside the national wage

wealth produced in the course of several years’ strong growth
e the recession which looms on the horizon will

litant struggles. That will be difficult, however, precisely hecause the
{0 the incorporation of the union officials and many of the

the bosses, and virtually nothing to the

for working people unless the unions are

ivists
ion.

structure”, and while that was obviously a
Id exaggeration, it s true that there b
n about one percent “wages driflt” above
at workers are officially supposed to get.
The BLF. despite the isolation it has been
into by the ACTU, nevertheless
manages to force various employers into
agreements on shorter hours and thinly-
veiled w
¢ Transport Wark
superannuation

forced

ge rises.

rs ook the offensive
t year, and that is
al reason other workers a g
given anything at all in this area. In the
aftermath of the government; ACTU deal
on super, other unions have also taken
industrial action. This has occured under
Kelty and Keating’s (0 g
In part they are using these dispules for
their own purposes. Most unon officials
and employers are fairly ignorant about
super, and it is hoped that by hrmglmrcd l\.:
handle disputes over it, they will become
better educated to handle what is going o be
an important part of industrial relations in

lh:\l Wil:; same flime, however, they ar¢
allowing the strikes because they want 1o u;z
them as a safety valve. Workers m!m_ 3
-.il]nv-udlnwlrum:luuhuulson_lclhmgunmullé
ally, or rank and file discontent mu“d
explode i ily controlled ”E‘”h.lause
well organised groups of v_mrlwn “-:Ifiuns
{heir power 1o extract major rn‘nu L -.“.‘d
f_}aJ,lm'IL'.lll_\,\.‘[|'J|"\u_\\:r\‘gu\Lrnl‘mll‘m %
the ACTU are themselves R L Sl
straightforward hrc.ld—.m]-huiu-l Ellr\i.iz:
trade unionists would do much hm.umu e
In this arca, our case for class
wst class collaboration IS

the Accord.
struggle as agair
quite compelling,

But trade union
alone. What about our
What ahout the needs
are not in favour of
where those »E,urkur.\
i wothing but gains e
dhil“}:‘u‘:\('ILngueslhuL .ireln:mr:‘“t])::lbdf.:
struggle might hmm;::::::fbu:mns. EJrul
only al the expense oL 4 I e
might benefit trade ||I1||7milhl gri::éatrl’_\“.d o
at the expense of the anrgl.m_rr|c Rl
socially disadvantaged peope. e
they \L{:,-. at least guarantees som

all

ists do not live by bread
social responsibilit
of other workers? “h
selfish “sectionalism
with muscle think
for themselves

years of Lahor

s that several g
But the truthisthal L
rule have meant declining real wages

divent attention from
OVEr economic and
doingso, they also coy
Keating's attempt o
from the exploitatio

allempls succeed d
whether those of u

their awn confusion
political realities, |n
niribute to Hawke and
dw:g public attention
n and attacks workers
are already suffering today. Whether such

epends at least partly on

15 who oppose the Aceard
are able to propagate a militant socialist
alternative.

Union leaders at the economic summit
hardly “working class intervention

warkers. We have seen how the sugar
waorkers were denied regular wage indexation
rises. And what marginal improvements i
social welfare may have heen achieved are
likely to be cut hack again in 1986

In reality it is precisely militant struggle
by the strongest sections of the working
ciass which will lead to gains for other
workers. Strong action by the mast powerful
unions generally helps other trade unionists
win belter wages and conditions, and ln‘\r.
some good reasons. Higher wugjs in dlr:n::
like construction ortransport tend ta .31’: L
labour to those areas. Emplu'_.'tr? elsew s:r
are compelled to grant higher pay in or
1o hold their employees.

If you see workers in other industries

| action, it
increases your confidence. You I'n::l !;::I
have a right to similar gains and ¥ i
action will bring results. Youaré mr»':‘:ﬂmn=
to struggle, and more likely to pel EDAMWII
out of if. In his more radical days. S
Jeader John Halfpenny refe:r:d :Izrr!“m_.
to this sort of thing as the ralc Lle
Both the employers and more exp\ e
\rade unionists have long mugr; o
.1y of “low-ons” arising out o e
p.umni ers with greater industrial muse n
& bk r:s.o that it has been enshrined as
Sum iple of‘lhe arbitration system. There I§
Eru douht whatsoever that :;ﬁss[mggk
rated in @ situation of ope

iz ars.
aver the past few yea class offensive
A determined working ailuoe e

also has a natural tendency 10

problems o
 InNing gains.
e thought for t
than themselves That is W
ists like U ey
men, who have won famous
scal i
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ave also gisplayed a long
selfless soldarity action. The
ers' Labourers of the early 19705,
-were in a slrong position indust-
'had won major economic improve-
\ on to fight for the dr.fgmf;;
women to work in the industry and 1o
4 t-bl'lu w:iw 10 stop en onmentally
uilding projects. 4
mt’gf:;:(Zf wnrit!,rﬂ taking the offen \;
inspires other appressed people 1o laune ]
social protest movements. and the social
mavements in turn further encourage rank
and file trade uniont _ That's why the years
after 196%, in addition 1o being an era of
trade union advance, were also a time 4_1-1
radical social protest among students.
d blacks.
wns:‘?al:n we have largely considered the
economic strugele. What of that other sup-
posed virlue of the Accard. the opporiunities
i offers for a “work lass {ntervention
into politics™ with the unions having an
input into government policy nd economic
planning?

We certainly do want to see workers
intervene in politics, and not only contribute
to major political and ¢conomic decisions,
but to dominate the dec
process. That is why we are soci
we have seen, the Accord gives no power
whatsoever to the working class rank and
file.

Trade union officials are given a{carefully
limited) place in the planning process — a

work of boosting profits, raising productivi
and cutting costs, and if they do manage o
act a few crumbs for their members
ange for holding
le.

vention into politics would have to begin
ith strengthening the power of the actual
rank and file workers who produce sociel
wealth. Only the class struggle itself can g
them the leverage or the confidence to
actually challenge the entrenched power of

e hosses. To illustrate this, let’s take a
famous example.

The NSW Builders' Labourers in the
years between 1969 and 1974 actually made
real political interventions. They defended
the environment, the rights of women, the
rights of gay students. And on the job, they
fought for workers’ control, On some sites
they sacked their foremen and elected new
ones, They wunilaterally reorganised work
Pprocesses 1o improve safety standards. In
doing so they nspired other workers
become interested in taking similar actions
and for a time there was a penuine workers'
contral movement underway.

In the course of these struggles, the BLs
created an understanding among worker
- militants that pari of the role of 1he ns
was, as the Commy
‘-i"m“m“ﬂ

Today the C iy, along wi
other defenders af the Accord, wafld ‘::

orified at such audacity. No longer are

hey for challenging the “sacred rights” of
2 for this would poison the
h l0us tripartite commit-
Land union bureau-
"W see as central Lo trade
in economic affairs.
Itant struggle, builders’

BLF members clash with cops: the union
must be defended

1o raise radical political d
the Accord [ramework. arhe

the fact rem
much a minority
do not float around a
predominate is primarily
i Th medi
which bring the ideology of capitalism into
s home. There are th

Keating.
There i

demobilisat

habits of waiting

fto fix things rather than takin;
urself. Thy

the bitter experiences of |
and the BLF. and to a lesser
miners and Tran

iched ALP

difficult batile 1o rebuild a si
within the labour mover
llab

S C il
fidence to fight.
We have to begin with the struggles which
are actually occurring today. T)
active solidarity with the BLF in their fight

against dere; n. It means supporting
women who oppose child care cuts, and
public servants who are fighting for more
staffing.

Gelting a few workmates along 10 a
demonstration or picket line can be a of
pulling together a small group of militants in
Yourown workplace. Youcan then get them
discussing their own Situation, the way the
Aceord affects them, and the need 1o begin
fighting back. At present, most workers
Aceept povernment policy, but often this is
simply bc;ause there is no organ alter-
native. ILis up to us to begin organising
first on the job and then in 1he form of
networks that link up the militants in vari

etowage adetermined i
Inly by building up a pow
the

il m the media, (‘}lw’rl-

e ACTU. In the i

COA union journal and N union
g, & L Action memb

L un g
Other activisys
me in their unio

wealth ! s and the
Holme Courts. More important
i mulated by the

that would be un-

a parasitic ruling
it boosted by
mn of a free health scheme, a decent
n, and free child care 10
make it possible for all women Lo work | Q, ot A ’
Needless to say, such an approach m‘:u\d[ ; il 7

nd consequently, itis
caders and the

and Eastern Europe. In
are rcally a form ¢

attacking the

their own wo
For us, soc
themselves re or power. It means
ning the g0~

1 nbstacle 10 :
) bkgre
struggles is the Accord. That IS why U ;

members of Sacialist Action ha







