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The National Wage Case 1967

KEITH SLOANE*®
Australian National University

At THE time of this year’s union application {0 the Commonwealth Con-

ciliation and Arbitration Commission for an increased basic wage, tWO
further matters, namely an application by employers for a total wage and
an application by unions for an increase in margins, were already part
heard. As might have been expected in view of recent national wage
hearings and the 1966 judgment in particular, the employers successfully
applied for all three matters to be considered together and two benches,
but only four members in all, sat together and considered submissions
on all three matters.! After a relatively short hearing two principal
decisions were reached: first, all adult award rates were (o be increased
by $1 and second, awards were now to be expressed as total wages
rather than in terms of the two elements of basic wage and margin. The
full acceptance of the total wage concept, being the feature which has
created most comment and which most distinguishes this from other

recent cases, -will here be considered before ‘and in more detail than
other aspects.

The decision was not accompanied by the usual lengthy reasons for
judgment, but by a Pronouncement by the President which contains little
detailed discussion of submissions and which, being on behalf of all
members, gives the impression of unanimity. Without being critical of this
change of practice, it should be appreciated that in commenting on the
case there is thus less scope for referring directly to statements by mem-
bers of the bench and 2 greater need to offer one’s own interpretation
of statements than has normally been the case in the past.

Tue ToTAL WAGE

The adoption of the total wage was the culmination of a four-year
effort on the part of the employers, applications having been rejected in
1964 and 1965 but accepted in principle in 1966. Full acceptance might
have been taken for granted in view of the 1966 decision, but the Com-
mission did hear union submissions which, drawing heavily ~on the

reasons for judgment in 1964 and 1965, were awaoﬁoamb?amo.@mnmﬁ
as in

attempting to show that the acceptance in principle in 1966 w
error.2 That the Commission had been open to further argument on the
issue was made clear in the pronouncement: “Notwithstanding that

nciple if upon further reflection a reasonable doubt bad

acceptance in pii
remained as to the wisdom of changing a long-established system those

involved last year would have been prepared to revert to earlier views.

However, no member of either bench entertains such a doubt.” (Roneoed,
fundamentally the same

p. 6). The employer submission was based on
201
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case as previously and it is r i

it easonable to consider the Commissi

coomcm%wamnmmmmﬁmﬁ& mEa:m:.w to the concept rather than mmc _mewu.mm

ot vmomom ly m:,.&& Mﬁo:BmHmsSm during the past four %Mn_mwmm
br iscussion of the im i i :

past, the decision is given quite baldly .wonwsoo °F the basic wago in

“It (the basic wa
ge) has been the k
e : ] e keystone of our wages s i
il %%M.MM MMMMN vwﬁ. in our view the time has oo,Emo HO%MWMW rﬂﬂw MH”
: m because a course is no ich i :
v ! . W opent which is m
e omvmnw ER_@ERBnEm and which at the same time will mmwmamcww% o
ployees. We should now express wages as total Swmmm Mzm
n

retain the minimum co i
- ncept introduced by the Commission in July 1966

No i
iy WMMHMWMEE W_ma@ to demonstrate consistency of judgments or to
ge by means of tortuous interpretations of earlier decisions

Broadly, the Commission justi i
e o ion justified the adoption of the concept on the

3

. oowill s

gains are Hmmmww@_worwvwsnuoﬁa_mm5= to act flexibly, to ensure that economic
award-making both in ¢ whole wage each year, to give more reality to its
attention to the low . economic and c,.\oawém_zo cases, and to give proper
if Bedtionmic cates ﬂmmﬁ earner. It will simplify the procedural &Boc_mg
o EE&S& ic ¢<o£m not be entirely overcome by the unions
eliminate the Hmwﬁwmbcm hearings of basic wage and margins cases. It wil
poraneously a@mm_.mn .:w wkward necessity for different benches .ooEmB
rapide gmd| O mnmmg: ma_mm_.osﬁ parts of the wage; it should simplify Em
determinations wnmmnwﬂwm %m economic decisions throughout awards and
it should put those wh h,m WZM» mm%% the Public Service Arbitration Act; and
position to deal with their UHoEoBM.o,meMM . ow\.mmwméma payments in a better

Li . .
and. Hmw rMMManMMb. wm Mramw points is provided in the Pronouncement
BEaton o S wntroduction of more straightforward procedures for
b i c@mm . www the provision of more “options” for the Com-
of = Wu . esirable in terms of the cost and ease of administration
e w_w SEME:W _ﬂmﬁ&omcw: for these changes can only really be
e dural ot o~ ) ﬂ.w implications which greater “flexibility”, fewer
Jrmoce v || culties” and so on, have for the objectives which th
mission is, or commonly is seen to be, pursuing. 3

Th .o
&mﬁmcwwnwm ,AWEMMMEQ. Eo_umc._u.\ most .m&%ma here are equity (or “just
bt ot o w_amoo stability.® Without entering into a discourse on
o mmw:mﬂ.m o:r mean, but rather taking for granted that in a
particular situ :_u% there will be some award rate structure which the
o mcdoEo:,c .ooumamn most :_.cmﬂa. there will be less likelihood
artangement & greater Tangs of Siraohoses soWld Do s S
o . ictures cou e achieved.
m&.zo% nﬁm%mﬂ%sﬂ arrangement cmﬁo.smmo variations involved MM_MQHM
b ! a mimﬁmu and .mox_g_:% in the context of ‘‘economic”
pposed to “work value”) adjustments could be achieved only through
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variation of the marginal element of awards, in future annual reviews
increases could take the form of flat absolute increases to all total wages
(as in 1967), flat percentage increases (as was effectively the case in
1965), or varying perceniage increases (as in 1966). The bench was
unwilling “to tie the hands of future benches” (p. 7) as to the form
which award variations should take, but the submission by the employers
that, in the absence of argument to the contrary, adjustments should
normally take the form of percentage adjustment appears reasonable.*

The advantage, so far as influencing distribution through award varia-
tion is concerned, is perhaps most obvious in the context of the low
wage-earner. In considering “those whose needs are greatest”, account
will no longer have to be taken of the fact that increases made to these
lowest awards by means of a basic wage variation will flow automatically
to all other awards regardless of the size of margin. Theoretically it would
now be possible at the time of the annual review to grant increases only

to those on the lowest award. Moreover, the intention is to continue to
give special consideration to the “social minimum” or “minimum stan-
dard” introduced in 1966 as part of the change towards the total wage.
This minimum wage received little attention in this year’s Pronouncement
and there was certainly no indication of the bench having evolved any
objective criteria which might guide future variations. Consideration of
the minimum is likely to be far more prominent in future hearings and

could well become a central part of union submissions.®

The increased flexibility may also facilitate a move towards a more
» relationship between male and female rates, but of course not
without a change in wage-fixing criteria. The increase of $1 was granted
to both males and females, clearly narrowing percentage differentials,
but this could have been achieved, perhaps with greater procedural
difficulties, by means of a flat $1 increase in both male and female basic
Given, as is pointed out in the Pronouncement, that the payment

“just

wages.
of equal margins for adult males and females doing equal work has
recently been affirmed in the Clothing Trade decision, male-female

differentials will still reflect the absolute difference which had existed in

the old basic wages. Thus females will benefit from the change if flat

increases are now more likely than under a continuation of the old

arrangements, which they possibly are but necessarily to a very limited
extent, or if the new arrangements make the issue of equal pay more
prominent. If it is considered that the simple passing on of the male
basic wage to all females could have resulted in females in certain pre-
dominantly female occupations, receiving “too high” a wage, relative to
other occupations,® then equal pay may now more easily, if still gradually,
be achieved. Such a view would probably be based on the belief that in
certain predominantly female occupations margins were relatively too
high, but that this was offset by the lower basic wage. A manipulation
which, “general economic” adjustments aside, would amount to at least

partially offsetting for these groups a higher basic wage with a lower
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margin could probably be handled more easily in a total wage context

By the ] ;

ing w\o BOMMMMHMH Mwwnﬂw a.uo new WBSQE% could raise what would, accord-
a enption ::ooam,o. ations &. equal pay”, be considered an oc.mSoH@ It
R _”m Hmﬁoenﬂmnos o». the “minimum standard” is ado H.&
in latgs part coom, Hﬁo_m Mo-Eﬁoaco@os. of age-old arguments SEQH@E:M
e lied upon to _:ma.@ the orginal differences between
mcade™ gave No wages, but which had appeared irrelevant when
Bl B M i _ “capacity to pay” in basic wage fixation. Cer-
oy e HmWow a olition of existing male-female award &moa.gm&m
it e e r granted. In inviting the parties to raise the i

» and leaving the fundamental questions of principle MMM

£ :

“The extension
and mnmcwﬁmww_wmnwwmww:momwwma Mwu zmm Sﬁmﬂwswma would involve economi
whi . 1 orough investigati §
ich a policy of gradual implementation could be oObMM%M& wbmu QMWW& n

Clea ,
o ﬁroaw\o Mﬁﬂwmn Mwmﬁm.nom. Wm .Ea new arrangement could also be important
aye sontext of istri %cou..?wmc_mn annual reviews of the general
oo ooouoEmo:mm with a .mEmHo. bench making one assessment of
(S comam cgmmﬂoa_ will avoid the effects of differences in assess-
et SEoromom.mba of differences in timing and frequency of
s B o W erive of course from the “joint determination”
fez .nacxw Eakod Mnmmmmgwgﬂ. moéo.,\mn. while it may be advantageous
Eition v oo meBm:mw the rapid and proper spread of economic
e wards (p. 7), this could add to the difficulti
g price stability in a system where transmission of anmmm”

Enocmrgo,am .
ge structure . .
systems. is already rapid by comparison with other

Many o
e WH. mﬂm SMMM _g&o r.ma vo,mu. advocating the introduction of total
mocomm_ Ho<o_© mE mc_.um:::@ joint determination” of basic wage and
i EAwo: margins, .Eﬂmo:c”a&% saw the chief benefits mms .mﬂw
s aols ot price mﬁg_:% o.Eooaﬁ. Concerned over the actual oo
possible ! mxcmaoum,www nwz H_Momﬁ H_Mmmmon. they wished in particular :M
1atio , through two essentially ind i
2 _through indepen
H MMWH MM.@MNMS&. increases in basic wage and Bmw\mmsm %w:haﬂonﬂﬂﬁ%%y
give rise to an ‘“‘excessive’ i i o
toet . . increase in the
..Hombm%mwmmwﬁm% cwm_amo wﬁmr& to avoid the more Eom&%-@mmmﬁw_am%hnuwﬁm
g”, whereby the very granting of an increase in one element

of awards (say, the basic wa . ..
in the other (margins).” ge), is used to justify a claim for a change

Indee
:monowww, HMMM w,wmm OHNAMWMWW moﬂo mmocuam for claiming that the more
e brought, the more “bite; ”
JMMMWH m_am greater the increase in the level of Moﬂm%bﬂ%ﬁﬂ@ “ampon
g e possibility of “excessive” wage increases. Zo_.ooﬁuhm %MMS MWM
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formal cases advanced by the parties, there is little doubt that on the
one hand unions believe that they are better off (in money terms and
up to a point in real terms), the more opportunities they have to advance
cases in a given period and that on the other hand employers believe
that generally the fewer such opportunities the better from their point of
view. This type of reasoning appears to be implied in the union admission
that a principal reason for seeking the consideration of the productivity of
individual sectors in work value cases was the belief that they were not
getting the full benefit of productivity increases in national wage cases.®
The employers’ preference may be due not only to expectations as to
the total magnitude of wages rises but also to the increased “uncertainty”
when the number of general cases is increased.

In other words, wage-fixing criteria aside, the nature of the procedures
can alone create pressures for wage changes which may influence the
general level of wages and prices. Thus, although the new arrangements
are seen as ‘‘creating new up-to-date fixation procedures and not changing
principles of wage assessment” (p. 6), they may have an effect on the
achievement of price stability, as well as “wage justice”, if they can
remove such pressures. But the relative importance of this benefit must
not be exaggerated not only because, from the point of view of achieving
price stability, pressurcs from the procedures could become of secondary
importance if grossly inadequate criteria lead to excessively large adjust-
ments, but also because the new procedures may well create pressures of

their own.®

A situation of annual “leapfrogging” through the total wage cases
themselves could develop. The granting in one year of a substantial
increase in the “social minimum”, but only heavily tapered or flat
increases to higher total wages, might result the following year in pressure
for substantial increases to these higher rates and perhaps even for the
restoration of the original differentials.*® Such a process might arise if
the Commission only periodically shows special concern for the needs
of low-wage earners, possibly as the result of changing emphasis in the
submissions, and points to the danger of making t00 great a use of the
increased flexibility available to it. Tt is interesting to note in this context
the varied forms of adjustment which have been used during the past

few years.

Given the importance of the role which the “social minimum” is
likely to play in future hearings, it is understandable that the employers
endeavoured to achieve an arrangement which would require the greatest
possible substantiation of increases in this minimum. But at the same
time, if they do succeed in obtaining effective separation of enquiries
into the social minimum," this could encourage the very wage com-
parisons which many had hoped to avoid and, particularly if no objective
criteria are settled on, exert pressure on the general level of money wages.

Admittedly, under the new procedure unions will have to indicate in
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one submission what they consider to be.the most satisfactory relation:
ships between the various total wages and this could conceivably high-
light conflicts of interest within the unions more than when . separate
submissions were made. If so, the scope for concentrating on different
parts of the wage at different times may be limited. However if, and when,
it becomes clear that there is no possibilty of the basic wage concept
being restored, the need for new union strategies would probably be
accepted quite readily. Possible broad lines of development include not
only the annual “leapfrog” referred to above, but also the concentration
on the “social minimum” in national wage cases, leaving the determina-
tion of skilled rates above this “floor”” much more to “the market” or
to outside bargaining and resulting in increased over-award payments.
The fear expressed in 1966 that the increase in the minimum wage would
not absorb over-award payments already existing at these levels apparently
was unjustified,”* and as yet there are are no indications of substantial
increases in such payments for higher grades. But the market could
take longer than this to adapt rates and, as suggested above, the unions
have scarcely commenced to adapt their wage policies to the new pro-
cedures. Thus the possibility of considerable growth in over-award pay-
ments, depending in part on the form of future award variations, should
not be ruled out. According to the Pronouncement the total wage ‘‘should
put those who give and receive over-award payments in a better position
to deal with their problems”. (p. 8). However, not only might it be
maintained that many over-award payments would not be considered
by these persons to create problems for themselves'®>—rather the reverse
in many cases—but it is -also possible that the Commission’s own prob-
lems in the area of over-award payments will grow.

At several points during the hearing the question of whether or not
“general economic” factors should enter into work value cases was raised.
It might be considered that this possibility is unlikely in view of two
aspects of the case. First, while the bench took the view that it should
not make any pronounceéement “about the conduct of future work value
cases and the principles to be applied in them” (p. 8), it did state that:

“in the future Commissioners will be able to fix total wages on a work
value basis in the knowledge that at each annual review any adjustment
which should flow from general economic factors including price move-
ments will be made to all total wages.” (pp. 8-9). v

Second, although unwilling to alter the terms of reference of Com-
missioner Winter’s enquiry into metal trades’ margins, as requested by
employers, or to comment on the future conduct of the margins case
of which it forms a part, the Pronouncement did indicate that the
reference bench would be “prepared to consider any questions as to the
terms of reference which may arise from this decision”. (p. 9). Later
in the month, on the application of the employers, it was ruled that the
full margins reference bench would fix wage rates and hear evidence
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However, it clearly is difficult to m.aroao., to this course in cnm._mcom“
for example, to isolate and reject effectively in work value cases QM o_wn_.\w
which really pertains to the question of m%&.ﬁ& cnaaj\m_cmﬁ.o: of skill,
and which is thus more relevant to the s.m:_osm_ wage case; to ensure
that a degree of ‘‘tapering” decided upon in a total wage case _w Ew:ﬂ
tained in the face of work value adjustments to Wages. >QE§2:.\ mcoa
difficulties could have arisen under the old arrangements, w:.a EﬁWow
probably had been increasing in importance. But ﬁ.wo policies W ._N
give rise to these difficulties—in the main union policies as they initiate
most of these cases—could become even more attractive now that unions
are to be limited to only one ‘‘general” submission each year.

se if major work value reviews become much more common,
wmﬂww ﬂwowméao_% cuan&oﬂoav it is conceivable that the :mos@nm_ o%oson:o.m
or “capacity” implications of these may rm<m:8, be owsm&ono i owosm h_..
no attempt is made to submit evidence on capacity” as mS:W s i
a variation. It is to be remembered that if H.wo relationships o:.zﬂn_
certain grades of labour are to be w:annmv this is done almost nvarna M
by raising all rates, but some less than others rather than by .B_mE.m=moB-
rates and lowering others. In other words, a work-value review Wi uo_,.a
mally result in a raising of the average wage for the mﬂocw_ oo<ow@m
by the review.!* Such “leverage” of part of the structure omomn y make
a “call on capacity to pay” and presumably has caused Ezm oos_monw
to date only because reviews have not been very frequent and have bee
for relatively small segments of the economy.

In summary, although in the context of ?@ price stability o@ﬁ%ﬁo EM
total wage approach may be seen as removing at _.ommﬁ. one possi _o moE.m
of “excessive” money wage changes, Q.zm. ooandce._on. _m:Eno% mm ﬁn
minor, particularly if the alternative is “joint determination ._Hwo e onon m
of such a simple change in procedure are EG.G to be smal oom_@w
with those arising from the choice of wage criteria. Moreover, the umu,\
procedure could well foster other forms of pressure on money émmmmm. e
significance of which will depend in part on the form of future <mmm me
in total wages and the principles and practices é._ao.r evolve in work va X
cases. Increased flexibility there may be, but it is too much to mxmoco@
to escape from pressures which, in one form or m.so.%or appear to
inherent in a centralized system of wage determination.

CRITERIA AND SIZE OF INCREASE

The submissions on criteria were in the main ,\.mamao:m on mmB%_mn
themes and no attempt will be made here to bring out all of t oMo
variations or to re-state the themes in detail. There is no reason 0
believe that the Bench was moved to adopt very .&mﬁoa Q:ﬂn_m or
that, in the bounds of existing oaﬁ.oamw it was assisted more than in
previous cases in settling on a particular money amount.

w Ao seemittad Ance more that the Commission should relate
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“wage i i i

i Emmn oMonMWmNM Mmmmmw :o: economic oonmaa._.ﬂnozm to the prospective per-

B thet ae s oE%,: g.om&% anticipated productivity change

e that ptance OM. ceconomic - responsibility” for decision does
e “exercise of discretion” by the Commission.’ The WBW:%MM

view i
that the Commission has a transcending function to settle “industrial

dis » : :
be ﬂmmw OM% ‘ m:gmﬂ mow. it the economic consequences of a decis
O a multitude of factor .

. . s to be taken int
saw a L arol C nto ac
ooocoBmM\mmo Increase as being justified in terms of “equity and a
e e oxwg.smso: of the past”.1" Thys once more the emphasis mm
whithor mﬂw M:mmhosm was on such considerations as past price changes

ard ‘wages, rather than earnings, have been i ol

reasonable” and the past behaviour of the “share” of s.MMMM ﬁm

compelling new empirical evidence was presented by the parti

ion must
count,’® again

_:HWMu o1
on Hmﬂm w mmmm_. 1our UH zum mwmm m~umHm B M;EHD :m:. ﬂ.ﬁumHm QDmm m.ﬁmumm.—“ HD

endeavouring to interpret in a short-t

wage and profit “shares”, S context aggregate data on

sion i
Si swmmmﬂ mm mocma_oa 508, ,E.NE questions of price stability was accepted
conglomerate™ interpretation of capacity-to-pay’® which :m

the absence of more detailed definition, does little more than point to the

potential productivity gains as a limiting factor on capacity and i

_m%om mw: memoEma not for those which have resulted from excessi

a QEmmmmmum_.g HM wawao:mg there was lengthy discussion of this issue but the

rises'® londs mcsﬂm W&MMM_Q:OM ao%m not exist for isolating causes of price
Yy to the stance taken by the

namely that the bench must rely on its own J.:%mEoE.meEosﬁwm:F

Hro_.ommso., v i iteri
.y nSQo:oo%m:% change in the criteria followed by the

“Th i
e various ma i i
: tters we have considered and discussed are those which

inevitably arise in national wage cases an
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question of price stability, the question of productivity movements and
above all the question of economic capacity to pay.” (p. 2). -

Understandably vague, this clearly does leave ample scope for the
“exercise of discretion™.

The productivity interpretation of capacity has obvious appeal. It stands
to reason that, the effects of foreign trade aside, the rate of change in
real income of an economy is limited by the rate of change in real
output. More particularly, the rate of change of real wages will obviously
be limited by this rate of change of real output, except for the limited
scope which  exists for re-distribution, and attempts to increase real
wages more rapidly than this through widespread money wage increases
can normally be expected to result in rising prices.2! This is indisputable.
But not only are there difficulties in devising from this very broad pro-
position detailed criteria which, when applied continuously by a tribunal
to specific wage rates, could achieve price stability for reasonably long
periods. It also has to be acknowledged that a national tribunal must
necessarily take account of considerations other than price stability. Again
all parties would probably agree with this as a broad proposition. But
apparently not all would agree that, if price increases already have
occurred, the Commission frequently has no real alternative but to com-
pensate for these by means of a wage increase, on “industrial” and
equity grounds and to maintain its influence. The granting of such wage
increases may make the economic policy tasks of the Government. more
difficult, but not to grant them would frequently make the position of the
Commission, which after all is a creation of legislation, untenable.

No attempt will be made here to outline the various arguments which
have been raised against trying to. apply the productivity criterion in
so formal a way as to result in virtual automatic gearing. Like any
other criterion, particularly in a centralized system of wage determination
lacking in direct controls and essentially divorced - from other aspects
of economic policy-making, the productivity criterion cannot be expected
to become anything more than a. backdrop to the deliberations of the
tribunal.22 Admittedly, the productivity criterion is concerned primarily
with the price stability objective and the submissions may be seen as
directed in large part at convincing the Commission of the “‘wéights”
which should be attached to the various objectives it is pursuing. But
these should be mainly in terms of the conditions at that particular
time and it should no longer be necessary to devote annually a con-
siderable part of submissions to lengthy explanations of the reasoning
which lies behind the criterion itself.

When it comes to the stage of settling on a money amount, clearly
the discussion of criteria becomes even more obviously no more
than a backdrop. As the Commonwealth pointed out, it boils down
to a question of “judgment” and the bench clearly is justified in
not discussing submissions in detail, in admitting that ‘“‘each of us
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of the Commission. But if the Commission is supposed to weigh various
economic and NON-ecONOMIC CONSEGUENces of possible award variations
before reaching a decision, it can consider whether these consequences

are favourable or not only in the context of objectives. Moreover it will

commonly be faced with conflicting objectives, in the sense that no
award variation is likely to be “optimal” in terms of all, and under
existing legislation it has considerable scope to influence the ultimate
«“rade-offs” between these objectives. There is no direct government con-
trol of the “weight” which the Commission should attach to these at
different times and it would appear to be influenced, even indirectly, far

less than other bodies having such an influence on the ultimate “‘trade-
off.

One might expect that if this position were appreciated fully, the
k more guidance from the Government. But this

Commission would see
can scarcely be expected, at least under existing legislation. If a tribunal

is to be “independent”, it is forced to adopt the attitude that submissions
of the Commonwealth should be given only the same weight as those
of other parties or interveners.2” If a government wishes to have more
direct influence then it clearly must be prepared also to bear the respon-
sibility for the actions of the tribunal. Tt might be agreed with Isaac
that the Commonwealth Government “must take a more active and
positive part in the Commission’s proceedings” and must “be more
deeply committed in the framing of a wages or incomes policy”. But it is
difficult to foresee this being achieved, if it is also accepted that the
“strong tradition of an independent body in wage fixing makes it neces-
sary for an independent body like the Commission to continue to bear
the ultimate responsibility for any decisions which are made”*® Even
if one thought this desirable, it has not been possible in other areas of
policy-making in Australia, and that is what ‘would be involved, nor in
countries which have actually initiated incomes policies. Given the limita-
tions on its influence there is little the Commission could do in the
way of initiating a comprehensive incomes policy itself. It would appear
that if we prefer so much a tribunal outside government control, then

we should not aspire to-a genuine incomes policy.

CONCLUSION

The most noteworthy feature of the case was the acceptance of the total
wage concept. Although more than purely procedural, in the sense of
having more than «administrative’” implications, the significance of the
change is easily exaggerated. While it could offer the Commission more
scope for achieving what it regards as “‘equity” in the award structure
and could remove at least one source of wage pressure on prices, it is
in the end unlikely to reduce the ability of the unions to seeck what
they consider to be ‘“‘wage justice”, and will almost certainly give rise
to wage pressures on prices which, although of somewhat different form,
could be of even greater- significance for price stability than those it
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removes. What at first sight appears to be a change which will restrict

[

REFERENCES

* I am indebted to Mr V. Routley, Public Service Research Fellow at the
Australian National University, for comments on an earlier draft of this
article, but of course take full responsibility for the views expressed.

1. The members were the President, Sir Richard Kirby, Mr Justice Gallagher,
Mr Justice Moore and Mr Commissioner Winter. i

2. In addition to these “arguments on merit”, the union submitted at some
length that the Commission had indicated in July 1966 that it would not
reach a decision on the total wage until after the hearing of the margins claim,
However, the cmnor,nou&mﬁma that, because margins had been increased
significantly in an interim award and because appropriate notice had been
given of the employers’ intention to press for a total wage, they were justified in
proceeding.

3. Some may object to the reference to “objectives” and this is taken up again
briefly later. The possible effects in terms of the other objectives are not as
clear. “Efficiency of allocation” is likely to be affected only if there are
radical changes in the form of future total wage variations and, immediate
responses to the change aside, there is no Teason to expect any substantial
“industrial relations” effects—unless there is, as is later suggested as a
possibility, increased bargaining outside the tribunal.

4. Transcript, p. 687. .

5. Of course this year the unions in effect advanced a “basic wage” case in the
old context, but they are unlikely to do so in future if they fail to achieve
a return to the concept of the basic wage.

6. This possibility is not entirely out of the question in the context of a “market”
interpretation of “equal pay for work of equal value”, and in view of the
actual differentials which have persisted in countries more active in legislating
on equal pay than Australia,

7. As Isaac points out, the tribunal has for some time not admitted prima facie
case for maintaining a rigid relationship between margins and the basic
wage. J. E. Isaac, Wages and Productivity, Cheshire, Melbourne, 1967, p. 122.

8. Transcript, p. 354.

9. This division between “pressure from the procedures” and unrelated changes
in criteria is difficult to make empirically if only because the former might
well be reflected in changed criteria.

10. Isaac (op. cit., p. 123) probably has a similar consideration in mind and

to become of continuing importance if there are regular adjustments of the
minimum,

11. Transcript, p. 148.
12. Isaac, op. ciz., p. 123.

13. Certainly they often do have problems if there are irregular and “unpredictable”
variations in awards,

14. The employers also appear to accept the inevitability of this type of result,

‘NATIONAL WAGE CASE 1967 213

and direct their efforts at opposing the suggestion for industry “economic
reviews. (Transcript, p. 74).

15. Transcript, p. 160.

16. Transcript, p. 492.

17. Transcript, p. 651.

i . 214, 550. ] o
Mw WSM,MMMH% N.mWO be maintained that the process of price determination at the

. iy
macro-level and particularly the role wages play in the process are not unde
stood sufficiently to enable this.

L ) ML.Q. . « » . . .
ww %ﬂwﬁ%ﬂm%g write off the fact that some re-distribution is possible, is a

i i i he Commission. ]
inflation and is of concern to t miss .
22 Ww”ﬂﬁoﬂé: be that the parties advancing the criterion would be satisfie

i is. nscript, p. 713. ) o ) .
23 .%MM Mﬂwﬂhﬂh&“m_%ﬂ indicated that average minimum wages had risen by abou

i 1966. (Transcript, p. 564). o
24 Nu.wacﬂn MMMWmE%MoMMMMm to the Commonwealth submission, the Consumer

Price Index had increased 1.8 per cent between .Em .-:MMAN:%Q wHw\_mHor quarters

- .7 per cent in 1965-66. (Transcript, p. 5 . ] .

25 Mmm ﬁwwmh mmm,\ wE&wa adhered to the “settlement of industrial disputes
s interpretation of function. (Transcript, p. 492).

i . 551-552. ) ) |
w.w MNM wmw_w“m %mw given some emphasis by Kirby, C. J. (Transcript, p. 713)

28. Isaac, op. cit., p. 137.




