Fred Emery

Some Observations on Workplace Reform
The Australian Experience’

In 1983 an Accord was struck between the incoming Labour government and
the Australian Council of Trade Unions and the employers. This accord was
the outcome of many years of tripartite discussions—including corporate
leaders and employer orgamzations——and substantial agreement. Tts major
strategies were a national commitment to a revitalization of the manufacturing
industries and a restructuring of workplace management from autocratic to
participative principles. This latter objective was seen as the key to future pro-
ductivity increases. These strategies were a conscious response to a shared
awareness that the Australian economy was exposed to an increasingly turbu-
lent international environment-—an environment that was forcing individual
enterprises and unions to ever shorter term goals.

The Accord has turned into an ongoing process with targets and agree-
ments being renewed every two" years or less. During this period the union
movement has tolerated a reduction in real wages and the reduction of some of
their traditional institutional defenses. Management, for their part, have agreed,
in principle, to negotiating their traditional “managerial prerogatives” for re-
turns in productivity. The achievements, SO far, have been uneven and final
success is by no means assured. Nevertheless, it is possible to draw some les-
sons from the difficulties that have been encountered.

The four lessons that can be drawn from the Australian experience are as
follows:

o The strategies of industry revitalization and work restructuring are mu-
tually dependent. Each justifies the other. Failure to make progress with
one hinders progress with the other.

o Work restructuring, unlike industry revitalization, requires a real para-
digm shift. Its successful achievement might wait on the emergence of a
new generation of management and union leaders.

o A “skills formation industry” can be expected to emerge as an excuse to
duck the problem of tackling the critical issue in work restructuring—the
removal of the role of foreperson.

o Industry councils are an essential link in realistic industry planning but
they must be enabled to act autonomously.

1 First published in nternational Journal of Employment Studies, 2:327 —42, 1994.
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The whole Accord process has been put at risk by the temporary dominance o
the school of thought of the economic rationalists.

Toward the Accord

The Australian industrial relations experience of the 1980s is sufficiently
unique Lo warrant the attention of other industrial nations despite their differ
ences in history and institutions.

The gist of the experience is that one of the world's most powerful and
militant trade union movements has voluntarily, and in full consciousness,
foregone increases in real wages for the last nine years. In fact, it has toleraled
a decrease over that period of about 6 percent. This policy position was sus
tained throughout the boom years of 198387, when the rich people of Austra
lia were publicly displaying themselves as getting very much richer (in fact,
“filthy rich™). The policy is still being sustained, although the boom is ove
and unemployment figures have now exceeded 10 percent.

The policy was enshrined in the so-called *Accords™ between the Labout
government and the centralized union body. The Accords have been renegoti
ated every 20 months or so since the first one came into being with the Labow
government’s election in March 1983. Each version of the Accord has reflectud
changes in the economy and the development of new strategies.

That is the gist of the matter, but it commands our attention even more when
we find it in the context of a union movement prepared to live with the lowering
of proactive tarifts. the dismantling of the centralized industrial arbitration sys
tems and even the privatization of state enterprises. These things had tradition
ally been major bulwarks in the defense of the union movement.

This is also a very unique experience in Australian industrial relations his
tory. The past reputation for militant unionism was not lightly gained. No ¢x
planation for this phenomenon has been found in Australia’s peculiar history
or institations, even though the academics have been busy looking for thens, It
was certainly not just a shift in the balance of power in the traditional strugple
for leadership between the right-wing and communist elements in the tade
union movement. These radically new policies have emerged despite ow
uniquely Australian history and institutions. not because of them. 1t is Turther
argued that they have emerged because of responsiveness o issues that have
emerged to confront all industrial countries—issues that are in no way peculiu
o Australia.

How then are we to explain how such a powerful union movement, trad
tionally committed to militantly pursuing narrow cconomic goals, could so
radically recast its strategic goals? Of course, there was an cconomic crisis
Australian industry had been in trouble, like the rest of the world s ceononties,
throughout the 19708, By 1982 unemployment was over 1o percent, production
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kevels and productivity were still declining, and the abysmal profit levels were
wiring away new investment and financial markets. There seemed to be no
wehtof a return to the growth trends of the 25 postwar years.

A crisis like this, however, is in itself not enough to explain the radical
<hange of strategy. In fact. around 1980 the levels of strike action increased
very markedly as both employees and employers geared themselves (o seek
teditional solutions, There was a feeling. on both sides. that industrial relations
were headed for a major conflict of the sort that crippled the trade unions in
1890 and 1929. A crisis, however, does not bring about serious rethinking un-
less new ingredients are added.

Two new ingredients had emerged in the troubled years of the 1g70s:

lirst, both the unions and the private corporations realized that the world’s
ceonomic environment had become so unpredictable as to be turbulent. Both
wealized, however vaguely, that even the best of strategies could not ensure the
warvival of an individual union or an individual corporation. The over-riding
need was to create an environment within which individual strategies could be
predictably pursued, even if somewhat constrained regarding the range of goals
that could be aimed for.

‘The corporations proceeded to create the Business Council of Australia
(BCA). The explicit business of the BCA was to sustain or create an environ-
ment that would be favorable for the pursuit of corporate ends in general. It
wits 1ot to be concerned with specific ends of individual members or collec-
nons of them. The unions reacted by strengthening their university-educated
1T and the powers of their central council.

Second, before these organizational moves, the corporate and union leaders
had hegun to jointly search for national industry policies. They met, privately,
away from the limelight of the media, for sessions of several days and nights,
It was very difficult to organize the first such search conference held in Febru-
ary 1973, and the initiative had 10 come from a university body with which
both parties had had close and satisfactory contact. At this first conference they
ewtablished that they shared common concerns with what was happening in
Australian industry and a lot of common understandings about what should
happen. Naturally, they did not renege on the adversarial roles they had in the
labor markets. They did, however, accept that they shared common ground and
shared responsibility for the future shape of that labor market.

Contacts were more open during the remaining 1970s although restricted to
4 inority of feaders on both sides. By the time of the clection of the Labour
sovernment in 1983 the major thrust of a national agenda had emerged. This
aeenda went well beyond the simple trade-oft ol income Tor jobs that had
marked the British attempts atan ncomes Policy, The two major thrusts were:

» The reconstruction and revitithzation of Austradinn industry, with man

apement md omons actively svolved o the planoimg {(rather than bemy

nnposed by burcanuerds
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* The restructuring of workpl
implementation of such plans. [t was understood on both side
meant a sharp about-face in industrial relations. I
‘workp(ace autocracy 1o genuine participation in workplace decision mul
ing and responsibility. Such a switch meant moving away [rom the e
tion of a mass of easily replaceable semi- and unskitled labor 10

multiskilled workforce committed 1o the security of portable

and retirement benefits.

This agenda was formulated by t

s that o

a very high-powered tripartite committee and was adequately resourced e
search all aspects of the industry. It was suff
cop(jerence methodology to gather in the threads emerging from both their in
quiries and the commissioned research, i
To pursue the first objective the tripartite Australian Manufacturing Council
was quickly reorganized and plans negotiated by Industry Councii for the
s:teeL heavy engineering, automobile and the group of labor—intensivle textih
footwear and clothing industries. In the end. only the steel industry plan wir.
succ.essl"ul. That success was probably due (o the fact that only one corporation
was involved and it had a long history of planning in national terms. Elsewhere
these p!zms faltered as the Australian economy followed the Japanese ecomnnf
ourmajor export market, into the Reagen boom. The very notion of such p!;m '
ning was condemned as economists of the free-market variety
senior advisors o government, corporations and even the J
suggestion of market regulation. or “picking industrial winn
derided by these theorists as inevitably counterproductive,

took over as the
arge unions. Any
ers.” was publicly

After the First Accord

In .1987 the Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU). the centralized trade
union body. tried to revive this thrust with its widely boosted report on “Aus
tralia Reconstructed.™ The report came from a mission that had visited We ‘
Europe to see what lessons could be drawn from their experiences.

‘ However, it is only recently, with the return of deep economic recession and
high unemployment rates, that the objective of industrial reconstruction h
come back on the agenda. It is commanding stronger support than in the
19803 because this economic recession is culting deep!
of 'lhe skilled and semiskilled male workforce that has always been the basis of
uruon strength. The gloss has gone off the “free-marketers’ ™ dictum of the
le}fel playing fields. What is more important in the long run is that the success
of the second thrust—to restructure the workforce«h;s brought aboui a \.ux

stern

s
early
y into the employnient

ace organization to involve employees in th

meant switching from

career patl

as ie Jackson Committee in October 1975 in
report on “Policies for the Development of Manufacturing Industry.” This wir.

iciently innovative (0 use el
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papicd growth of massive retirement Tunds. These funds will be, in just five 1o
even years, our major source of domestic investment funds. They raise the
prospect of realistic plans for reconstruction. .

FHowever, even with an Accord process of 11 years standing, there is no
mdication that the concerned parties are now any better equipped to engage in
planming the reconstruction of industry. [ shall return to this after considering
the development of the second thrust of the Accord.

The second thrust—the restructuring of the workforce—has been much
more suceessful but has become a complicated process of struggling through a
jungle of vested interests. These interests are rooted in historical practices and
consolidated in institutional powers.

‘The underlying concept is simple. Increased participation of wqrif\ers in
workplace decision making can increase their commitment }0 productivity and
quality control. In practice, this usually means that groups of workers must take
joint responsibility for their collective product. For them to take such respon-
sibility, the individual workers must be sufficiently multiskilled o l?e able to
help, backup or fill in for their fellow workers and hence cope with snags,
hottlenecks and variations in workload. However, each step in this simple
chain, from multiskilling to responsibility and commitment, is embedded in
iraditions and institutions devised to define and defend a concept of the work-
ers as mere “factors of production,” like land. machines or fuel. Apart from
some health and safety matters, those traditions and institutions were only con-
cerned with the contract conditions that held when a person passed through the
factory gates. These traditions asserted the prerogatives of management to use
lubor as they saw fit once labor had entered the work site. Those institutional
and customary constraints had to be undone and replaced before the new
forms of participative, multiskilled working could be widely established and
sustained.

The centralized system of Arbitration Courts and Judges had been the bed-
rock of industrial relations in Australia for 80 years. To all intents and pur-
poses. they were a branch of the judiciary. Then, with the Accord agregmam of

1987, they were asked to adjudicate on the trade-olfs of work practices apd
work reorganization and judge whether these would lead (o greater industrial
productivity. The labor courts were inexperienced in these matters: the mem-
bers of the courts had been selected for their backgrounds in law and eco-
nomics. The industrial relations managers and most trade union officials were
similarly handicapped. Naturally, the progress they made was slow and uneven,
and many of the early productivity agreements were just “sweetheart deals™ or
cost-cutling exercises.

Instead of negotiating the equity of ever narrower job specifications and the
pay differentials for craft skills, and defending managerial prerogatives, 'lhe
industrial relations system was being called on to negotiate the broadbanding
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of job classifications; multiskilling and the payment for skills, not just lor th
job: and the trade-off of managerial responsibilities o semiautonomous worl
teams. More than that, the industrial relations system was being asked 1o adjo
dicate the productive potential of these changes. It has become fairly obvinu
that the centralized system cannot hope to cope with these demands and tha
these negotiations need to be undertaken by unions and management down
the enterprise level. At the enterprise level it is possible for both partics 1o s
that multiskilling and the devolution of responsibilities are likely to have pro
ductive outcomes for them both.

The unions want such enterprise bargaining to occur within centrithized
guidelines bul recognize that some guidelines will need to be specilic (o th
particular characteristics of the different branches ol industry. Such indiran
guidelines could be neither formulated nor policed by the existing union st
ture. Traditionally each industry was represented by a multitude of craft winon:
and many of those unions had interests in different industries. Multiskilting
the workforce undermined the distinction between craft and industrinl wnon,
and the rationale for the multiplicity of task-centered unions. To assint th
transformation toward one union for each major branch, the government
relaxed the rules that governed union “ownership™ of jobs and those governing
union amalgamation and minimal size of membership. The unions huve rewctod
vigorously, and the numbers of trade unions have dramatically reduced il
larger unions have been created. These large industry unions will have the .
thority and staff resources to negotiate industry guidelines with the corpuna
tions and the federal and state governments.

A similar in-depth transformation of the educational institutions has been
taking place. To hasten the transformation to a multiskilled workloree the
government has introduced tax penalties for employers who fail to invest adi
quately in training. It also radically transformed tertiary education by blendmy
the old universities into a tertiary system that can deliver the required i of
skilled white-collar workers. The corresponding transformation of the s
secondary school sector to provide a more balanced mix of skitled white .od
blue-collar workers is underway.

This is a very brief summary of the recent, radical changes in the Auniratiag
industrial scene. However, we must bear in mind the fact that they have not vt
borne the promised crops of fruit. Investment in manufacturing and expore ol
manufactured goods were rising sharply until 1990, But productivity <linwed
no improvement, and imports of manufactured goods were rising Faster Hun
the increase in exports, In other words. Australian industry had nol passed
turning point where one could say that the new policies wore paying off
economic lerms.

There are those who assert that there should have been oo social barpamong
for income restraint because the matter should huve been left o nuket foreee
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Such economists find no inconsistency in relying on political and other social
forees (o eliminate union constraints on the labor market. They would see no
reason for seeking lessons in the Australian experience. 1f. on the other hand.
we aceept that social and political facts are every bit as real as economic facts.
then there is much we might try to learn.

Even this briel account indicates the breadth and level of social and political
activity that has been generated. Accompanying this has been a greatly in-
creased social awareness and public debate of issues. That in itself is a devel-
apment worth understanding as work is normally of no public concern unless
1 stops—rfor strikes or lack of jobs. Above all, we should try to understand
how the long-standing and bitter conflict between labor and capital had been
.uperseded or. at least, held in abeyance. for 10 yeurs while the parties sought
mutually satistying strategies. Conflicts still abound at the plant level. but the
striking thing about the social climate is that the traditional antagonists accept
o new responsibility for sitting down together to search for win-win solutions.
Fqually striking is the extent Lo which both managers and union officials accept
that the old authoritarian practices of workplace management are obsolete and
unacceptable.

In one sense there is nothing much to be learned from what has been
achieved in Australia over the past 20 years. It really required only the presence
of sufficient leadership to make us respond to what was happening in the world.
This twrnaround reflected radical changes in the real world. The large transna-
tional corporations started to realize, even in the 1960s, that they were in a
social and political environment that was becoming more unpredictable than
any they had previously encountered. Tt was an environment in which the cor-
porations were themselves being treated by the “conglomerates™ as tradeable
commodities and the application of science to production was generating hith-
erio inconceivable consumer reaction and environmental disturbances. This in-
creasing turbulence in organizational environments could only temporarily be
coped with by strategic planning. If the trend continued-—and there was every
reason (o believe that it would—then no individual organization could hope to
save itself by simply devising a cleverer strategy. Survival could only be found
by linking with other organizations who also recognized the need o control
their shared environment and agreed on the values that should guide such
control.

That 15 the real world, the world out there. It means nothing to an economy
{exeept disaster) unless the changes are recognized and translated into practcal
courses of action. That is the task of leadership. and T should perhaps have
fisted this as the frst lesson o be learned from the Australian experience. How-
ever. that would have heen misleading. Our experience of the critical value of
teadership added nothing (o the knowledge of how such feadership is brought
fntor being. b faet, in keeping with our cultural antagonism o “tall poppies.”
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we seem to be burying that memory under the busyness of getting on with the
new current affairs. All that can be done in this paper is to note the importance
of leadership and focus attention on the matters where leadership was, and 18
still, required.

The first learnable lesson is that the two thrusts—industry planning and
work restructuring—are, in today’s world, mutually dependent. It one thrust
lags that will hinder pursuit of the other; if they are kept in step. the progress
made in one will materially assist progress with the other. The connection was
broken in Australia with the economic recovery in 1983 and the emergence of
the economic rationalists at the helm of government policymaking. Industry
policymaking was denigrated as intrinsically irrational and we had, instead,
such monetarist “macro-economic reforms™ as deregulation of the banking
system, floating of the dollar, removal of constraints on capital flows in and out
of the economy, and reduction in tariff protection. Such changes greatly weak-
ened the perceived significance and urgency of the first thrust. From being a
prime national goal, the question was now being raised as to why we should
revitalize the manufacturing industry when we do not know whether we really
need one? To the free-market theorists, it made sense that we rely on our natu-
ral competitive advantages in minerals and agricultural commodities.

Decentralizing industry planning clearly suggested that work restructuring
was a matter of low national priority. Worse than that. the emphasis on macro-
economic reforms, by politicians and media alike, distorted the way that work
restructuring was perceived. Public debate about work restructuring was con-
ducted as if it were no more than reform at the “micro-economic™ level. Es-
sentially, this reduces work restructuring to a cost-cutting exercise. For the
free-market theorists. the attraction is the removal of the constraints of union
monopoly powers and of work customs. Such micro-economic reforms would
enable work effort, skills, and hours of work to find their true market prices
and hence induce economic efficiency in investment decisions.

The notion of human resources comes into this way of thinking simply as
costs for training, maintaining, and replacing employees. Their morale. crea-
tivity, and cooperativeness will not appear in the economists’ models except,
perhaps, as estimated costs for the absence of these qualities, for example, costs
of labor turnover, overtime, absenteeism, accidents, time wasted on the job and
work stoppages. The positive effects of these qualities on productivity. quality
and adaptiveness just do not appear. Of course, for many managers and union
officials who are having trouble with the new ideas of work restructuring this
simplified notion of micro-economic reform is very welcome. This focus on
haggling over trade-offs between issues such as working conditions and money
payments. pay levels and job security fits well within the existing framework
of adversarial industrial relations. It is a world they know, even il it is un-
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pleasant. Unfortunately. the notion of micro-economic reform totally misses
the critical issues involved in democratizing the workplace.

These are issues concerned with the trade-offs of power and responsibility
in return for dignity and cooperativeness. Concepts like these are not to be
found in the indexes of economic textbooks. This leads us to the next lesson.
What is involved in the move from autocratic workplaces o participative, de-
mocratized workplaces is nothing less than a shift in paradigms. The notion of
paradigms and paradigm shifts has been so loosely thrown around that they
now almost axiomatically signal that someone is an intellectual fraud. In this
case, there is a genuine paradigm shift. There has been a gradual evolution of
more sophisticated workplace management practices since the beginning of the
industrial revolution. “Scientific management” or “Taylorism™ was simply the
last. These forms of managing the relations between managers, their first line
supervisors, and the workers had an “asymmetrical dependency.”

Waork restructuring is a shift to “symmetrical dependence.” Frederick Tay-
kor had demonstrated that the asymmetry of the traditional workplace organi-
sation could be protected and enforced only by insisting that decisions about
the control and coordination of work be located above the level of the people
doing the work; and that this was just as true when the “workers™ were plant
managers. In a similar, but reverse, manner symmetrical dependence can only
he uchieved by making sure that a significant proportion of the decisions about
control and coordination are located with the people doing the work: with simi-
L implications for managerial structures.

It is doubtful that a shift of this magnitude can be achieved by people who
have started their careers in management or administration without ever having
had reason 1o question the axioms of the ruling paradigm. After battling with
people since 1952 to achieve this shift, the author agrees with Max Born. the
German physicist, who reckoned that the acceptance of a new paradigm of
quantum theory would occur only with the passing away of the old generation
ol physics professors. Certainly. the Australian managers and unionists who
are running workplaces today are people who held very junior positions, or had
not even entered the workforce, when the public debates and experimentation
with restructuring were taking place in the 1970s. There is a lesson there. A
paradigm of management that has lasted for the 200 years of industrialization
1 not going to change hecause of experimental results or reasoned arguments,
any more than did the continuity assumption of classical physics. The experi-
ments d arguments are necessary but acceptance will wait on a new genera-
non who start off with a question mark on the old paradigm.

The third lesson is that even when a generation emerges that accepts that the
old paradigm is indefensible, they are carrying so much intellectual baggage
prched for the old career journey that they try to constract the future from the
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contents of that baggage. As one young Australian manager recently said. we
have gotten rid of the “industrial relations industry™ to find ourselves burdened
with a “skills formation industry.” By this he meant that while we had dis-
pensed with the complex institutions and vested interests that served the old
paradigm of master-servant. we are now confronted with a parasitic growth of
nonindustrial institutions and consultants. devoted to serving the demands for
multiskilling the workforce.

He was not wrong about the rate of growth of the skills formation/human
resources industry in the past five years. His anger at the skills formation in-
dustry was because it masked the real tasks involved in democratizing the
warkplace. The real tasks—the ones that are harder to face up to—uare those
of locating responsibility for the control and coordination of the work. as far
as it is possible. with the groups of people doing the work. The broadbanding
of jobs and some multiskilling is usually necessary for a group to successfully
plan and flexibly manage changing workloads, clear bottlenecks. and iron out
quality problems. This self-managed flexibility allows the working group to do
a good deal of cross-lraining on the job without interrupting the overall How ol
work. It enables them to identify. realistically. who needs what additional off-
the-job training.

In this way. the cart of skill formation is designed and pulled along by the
horse of self-managing teams. The skill formation industry puts the cart before
the horse. Tt designs the cart to it with what it can provide by way of needs
assessment and curricular and training stots. Even if its product is multiskilled
in ways that meet technological requirements. it will be wasted if fed back into
a traditionally managed setting. As Frederick Taylor proved, the very effi-
ciency of autocratic management demands that workers be tied (o easily super-
vised, narrow and tightly specified jobs. However. the skills formation industry
was offering a very attractive package. It enabled people and organizations to
be busy and apparently creative when they were, in fact. evading the real chal-
lenge of creating a participative form of work organization that would demand
multiskitling. It had a built-in carcer insurance for managers. I their efforts at
restructuring failed. they could always point to the time. effort and corporate
money that had gone into training. Blame for failure could be attached to the
quality of the people being trained rather than any lack of effort by manage-
ment. The managers bear the responsibility for these diversionary activities but
it must also be shared by the politicians and bureaucrats who directed subsidies
to these activities and unionists who colluded in the exercise.

Can people be expected to do other than evade the challenge of tackling the
unknown unless we clearly and unambiguously identify its shape? In this case.
it is very easy to idenlily the shape of the unknown. To make the transition
from autocratic workplaces o democratized workplaces it is necessary o
climinate the role of supervisor or foreperson without reducing cconomic via
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hility. There is no other beacon that can so surely guide the path to transition.
fior this reason, there is no other proposal about workplace reform that so
arouses the fainthearted. Managers are so suddenly moved to compassion that
they regard the proposal to eliminate the role of foreperson as cold blooded and
cruel. A similar proposal for remaining middle management would typically
he translated into the question, “What is a fair golden handshake?”

For managers, the elimination of the supervisory role clearly indicatels tha?t
ihey must learn o manage, without the luxury of “leaving it to the supervisor, "
by negotiating explicit objectives with skilled and knowledgeable groups of
\Qll‘-nwm\ging workers. For workers. it means they must forego the “luxury™
of freedom from responsibility and earn the dignity and freedom ol self-
responsibility. When it is finally accepted that the role of supervisor is not con-
sistent with a relation of symmetrical dependence between management and
workers. then management has several reasonable choices. It must choose be-
tween offering the foreperson a golden handshake, giving him or her a career
in management or offering another job of equivalent remuneration and status.
The inventing of “semisupervisory™ roles by, for example, replacing super-
visors with coaches, eam leaders and trainers, is usually deceptive. Managers
so0n come to expect these semisupervisors™ to serve them in the same ways
as the former supervisors. Workers expect them to “carry the can™ and they
soon discover that being the “meat in the sandwich™ is hardly worth it without
the recognition given to the former supervisors.

Evex;when it is accepted that work mukt be the main challenge. this change
will be avoided. This waste of time. effort and money may be somewhat re-
duced by focusing on the simple target of eliminating the role of foreperson. It
will not, however, be totally eliminated because clever and desperate people
will always find new disguises for the role of foreperson.

There remains a fourth lesson to which I referred in my discussion of indus-
trial policics. The Australian experience provides us with a number of clues as
1o what we should be trying to learn. The Jackson Committes when it formu-
lated this objective in 1975 was clear that the formulation and planning of in-w
dustrial policy had to be freed from bureaucratic control and the dominance of
big corporations. Sometimes. as with the successful Australian Steel Plan,
lls;rc is no alternative to a deal between a corporation and the government. But
in most of the Australian manufacturing industries have a multiplicity of firms
and regional locations. The Jackson Committee was concerned with how in-
dustry palicies could emerge o serve such diversity. ‘

The Committee stressed that planning should be an on-going function of 4
network of industry and regional councils in which no council had the hierar-
chical authority to discipline another. "The networks had o be interconnected
and overlapping in membership: however, nationad interests would not neces-

sarily override the interests of anmdwidoal manafacturer. Further anbike the
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corporate state models of industry planning of the 1930s and 1940s, represen

lation on the industry councils would not he based purely on the similarity of
business interests. The principle of common concern with the various resources
of the society drawn into the manufacturing process were also to be considere.
In addition, the overriding task of all the councils would be to strive for H
shared understanding and perspective that wen beyond the immed;ate con
cerns of an enterprise or branch. Only within the framework of mutualj y shared
understanding would the council seek to identify the changes needed in indus.
try policies and regulation.

These principles were well-meaning and sound, The Committee did not,
however, specify what would be needed for the principles (o be implemented,
In particular, the Committee failed to recognize that some use of (he principle
of selection by lot would be necessary to ensure that both membership and
chairmanship of counci subcomumittees were to be accepted as relatively un
biased. [n addition, for the industry councils 1o be protected from the horse.
trading of interests, they would have to conduct their most serious business in
search conference made, These matters were debated with bureaucrats as they
sought, unsuccessfully, to make g Government White Paper out of the Jackson
Committee report, but to no avail. The author, who was a participant, came
away from those discussions with the feeling that neither the bureaucrats nor
the politicians wanted the industry councils 1o be a genuine source of advice,

The councils were formed in 1983: however, the members were nominated
by the minister in charge of industry. The councils were quickly colonized by
bureaucrats in collaboration with the dominant Corporations. The only reason
the system did not TEgress to corporatism was the strength of the free-marke
economists in the central parts of the bureaucracy. The search function tha
should have been centraj to each council was hived off 10 a national Economie
and Planning Advisory Council controlled by economic rationalists from the
bureaucracy. An Australian Mzmufacmring Council was hierarchically j-
posed above 1 industry councils. In 1983 four councils were dissolved. In
1990 the remaining seven wepe disbanded.

Arguably, this need not have been the case. It is understandable tha the
Jackson Committee dig not specity how the system of councils should huve
worked. It was assumed that the usual methods of'se!ection-cont'erencingzmd
commitiee meetings—would work as well for the new Systems of industry
councils as they had under the previous systems. It is the old problem of **wh
do fish know about water?™ Having never been in any other mediun, fish, cven
if they could talk, would ot understand our questions. When we examine what
conferencing and commitiee work actually do best, we get a very different
picture. They are not appropriate mechanisms for developing mutually shared
understandings of “the world out there,” particularly when those understand
ings might undermine claims (o status or territory.
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What is the lesson to be drawn from this? The obvious fesson is that {f
mdustry councils are set up. then they should be selec'(ed.:ﬁnd operated so that
they have a chance of coping with their “natural enemies. Beyond that. coun-
il need to realize that, while they cannot direct investments, they'cun areatly
rlluence the investment climate by extending the time horizgn for myexln_wmx
ntheir sector, An important consideration in extending that time ll(?l'lZOll is }hv
pmomise of a responsible and commitied workforce capable of enhancing
+hanges in rechnology. products or services.



