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ABSTRACT 

This thesis sets out to examine the capacity of new governments to influence partisan-based 

policy and legislation. It examines two newly elected Queensland governments - the Nicklin 

Country-Liberal government in 1957- 196 1 and the Goss Labor government in 1989- 1990 and 

analyses the introduction by those governments of major industrial relations legislative 

reform. 

The Nicklin Coalition government was elected to the Queensland parliament in 1957 after the 

collapse of the Gair Labor government. The Coalition was committed to extensive industrial 

relations legislative reform but had not prepared for, or anticipated the constitutional, 

administrative and legal problems associated with such reform. Nor had it taken into account 

the concessions that would need to be made to the state's trade unions in order to effect its 

reforms. Consequently it was not until 1961 that it found the time was propitious for the 

introduction of its major legislative reforms and the restructuring of the state's principal 

industrial relations legislation. 

By contrast, in 1989 the Goss government elected as a consequence of the National Party's 

collapse in the face of the Fitzgerald Inquiry of 1987 had prepared itself for government. As 

a result it was able to take advantage of its newly elected status and the existence of the 

Hanger Report (1988) to introduce its legislative intentions quickly, in such a way that it did 

not alienate the business community. Preparation and circumstances therefore allowed Labor 

to repeal earlier legislation supported by business and introduce its own changes with little or 

no opposition. 

The thesis concludes that their political and economic inheritance and the existing policy 

environment will in varying degrees limit new governments. But their ability to introduce 

partisan-based legislative change quickly is also determined by the degree of preparation for 

the process of government, undertaken prior to their election. This thesis demonstrates that 

new governments can make a difference and effect changes to the industrial relations 

environment. However if this potential is to be realised and new governments are to take 

advantage of their newly elected status it will require a significant degree of administrative 

preparation or a considerable period of acclimatisation to the rigours of office. 



Changes of government in Australia are rare but dramatic. They provide the opportunity for new 

beginnings, for new policies that will correct the faults of the past and set the nation or state in new 

directions. At least that is the rhetoric of a democratic system that drives the engines of democratic 

politics and elections. A change of government, that is a change of political party at the state's helm, is 

meant to matter if change is to mean anything more than changing the guard on the Treasury benches. If 

that view has a positive and encouraging ring, an alternative perception sees the "inherited 

commitments of past governments" and the legacy of "institutional commitments grounded in laws, 

organisations and budgetsw,' coupled with external institutional, economic and social forces, as the 

determinants of what new govemments can do rather than what they would like to do. These arguments 

suggest that governments actually have little scope for partisan-based policy choice and that parties do 

not matter. This view strikes at the heart of a democratic system that assumes that elections and parties 

do matter, yet until recently it has been difficult to find examples that test the hypothesis with detailed 

accounts of what governments do and within what limitations they operate. 

In the last decade, the study of politics and policy in Australia has acquired a new relevance. In place of 

a preoccupation with the structure and mechanics of government, there is more of a concentration on 

what govemments actually do, whether or not parties matter, and more specifically, whether a change of 

government will lead to substantive policy change in a particular area. In pursuing these questions 

researchers have increasingly turned their attention to questions of policy. In these studies politics 

ceases to be merely the analysis and description of the ways in which human communities choose 

among alternative courses of action, but focuses as much on the substance of the choices made and the 

reasons why they are chosen. This thesis tests, in the highly contested policy area of industrial relations 

in Queensland, whether newly elected state governments in Australia have the opportunity to exercise 

partisan-based choice and to what extent this choice is constrained. The argument relates to the 

selection and implementation of policy activity within a political framework of choices and options. 

This introductory chapter traces academic concerns relating to whether or not "parties matter". The 

debate begins in Australia with Mayer's rejection of Hancock's "initiative/resistance" debate in the 

context of Australian political parties. The chapter considers the varying contributions to the relevant 

literature and traces the debate as it has unfolded over the years in Australia, and elsewhere. The 

chapter outlines the frameworks within which these debates have been situated and considers the 

various indicators that have been used to evaluate whether or not parties matter when it comes to policy 

choices. Studies situated in the national and international arena are discussed and state literature is also 

' Rose, R (1990) "Inheritance Before Choice in Public Policy", Journal of Theoretical Politics, Vo1.2 (3), p263; 
Rose, R & Davies, P.L. (1994) Inheritance in Public Policy: Change Without Choice in Britain, Yale University 
Press, New Haven. 



assessed for its contribution to the ongoing debate. For the purposes of this thesis the debate relating to 

Queensland's political "difference" is outlined. The chapter also discusses the policy area of industrial 

relations as a fruitful avenue of inquiry in the evaluation of whether or not parties matter. Finally, the 

chapter provides an outline of the thesis and some discussion about the resources employed. 

Initiative and Resistance 

Concerns relating to whether or not parties matter in Australia have a considerable history. In 1956 

Henry Mayer published an article entitled, "Some Conceptions of the Australian party System, 1910- 

1950".~ As his theme Mayer took up Hancock's assertions, made in the 1930s in response to Bryce's 

description of the early Liberals as "a party of resistance or caution": that in Australia, Labor had 

become the party of "initiative" while the non-Labor parties, in seeking to thwart Labor's interventionist 

ambitions, had effectively become the "parties of re~istance".~ Mayer challenged these assumptions 

about the nature of politics in Australia and suggested that the ideological rift so often promoted by 

scholars in Australian party politics was not adequately borne out by the evidence available. Mayer 

conceded that he had little evidence to support his assertions because of "a neglect of the study of the 

context of party policy [and an understanding of] the limits within which all parties have to 

man~euvre".~ His stated purpose in confronting the "random observations" of the "initiative/resistancew 

hypothesis was to "make some contribution" to the whole debate and to challenge those who supported 

the Labor-initiative theory to produce "what evidence they would accept as constituting a refutation or 

limitation on it".6 

Mayer's comments were endorsed by a number of his ~on tem~orar ies .~  According to a poll taken in 

1955, "nearly half the [Australian] electors [thought] it [made] little difference which party [was] in 

power".8 Mayer's comments sparked a small but interesting body of literature that heralded the "end of 

ideology" in Australian politics and "strengthen[ed] the innate suspicion that political parties have little 

Mayer, H (1967) "Some Conceptions of the Australian Party System, 1910-1955" in M. Beever & F.B. Smith 
(eds) Historical Studies: Selected Articles, (2nd Series), Melbourne University Press, Melbourne. 

Bryce, J (1921) Modem Democracies, Vol. 2 Macmillan Books, London, p.238. 
Hancock, W.K. (1961) Australia, Jacaranda Press, Brisbane, pp189-203. 
Mayer does not cite in any detail McCallum's findings in 1945 that the ALP had a "progressive" record in the 

field of industrial relations, J.A. McCallum, "The Economic Basis of Australian Politics, in W.G.K. Duncan, 
Trends in Australian Politics, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1935, pp44-72; nor does Mayer elaborate on 
Partridge's article relating to the ALP and "the course of social legislation", P.H.Partridge, "Political Institutions 
and Aspirations", in G.Caiger (ed), The Australian Way of Life, Heinemann, Melbourne, 1953, pp68-93. 
6 Mayer, "Some Conceptions of the Australian Party System, 1910-1955" p214, p235; Mayer, H (1955) "Why 
Parties?'Current Affairs Bulletin, Vol.16, (6), pp217-239. 
' Davis, S.R. & Hughes, C.A (1958) "The Literature of Australian Government and Politics", Australian Journal 
of Politics and History, Vo1.40 (I), pp118-119,132; Davies, A.F (1958) Australian Democracy, Longmans, 
Melbourne, pp138-140; Encel, S (1960) "The Concept of the State as in Australian Politics", Australian Journal 
of Politics and History, Vol.6 (2). November, pp63-64; Westerway, P (1963) Cliches in Australian Politics, 
Melbourne Historical Journal, Vo1.3, p4; Connell, R.W. (1968) Images of Australia, Quadrant, Vo1.52. 

Mayer, "Why Parties"? p83. 



to do with the formulation of public policy".g Australian politics, according to the authors, was driven 

by a number of variables, including: "bureaucratic r a t i ~ n a l i t ~ " ' ~  and pressure groups or "syndicates" 

who "exercise continual influence over party policy"." Jupp cites "economic pressure groups", 

"administrative requirements" and "inner-party struggles," none of which, according to Jupp, 

"contribute[d] to politics based on principle ...[ or] ideology".'2 

When Mayer's paper was reprinted in the mid 1960s, the "initiativdresistance" debate was revived. Dr 

Don Rawson, a Senior Fellow at the Australian National University, challenged Mayer's observations 

and concluded that Mayer had "overstated his case" and that some "quite legitimate and useful 

hypotheses" concerning the nature of political parties in Australia "had been condemned out of hand.13 

Rawson was not alone, other scholars had quietly disagreed with ~ a ~ e r . ' ~  The question remained 

unresolved, although the issue of whether or not party politics mattered in policy making decisions was 

generally subject to vigorous discussion in the late 1960s.15 The whole debate highlighted some of the 

gaps in Australia's political literature and strengthened a sense among some scholars that "what matters 

most in politics is what governments do".16 

"The Adversary Politics and Convergence Thesis" 

A resurgence of scholarly interest in Australian federal politics in the 1970s rekindled the "do parties 

matter" debate in terms of what Head has described as "the adversary politics and conwergence 

thesis".17 By the 1970s most political scientists had rejected the initiativdresistance concepts," 

"recognising that neither of the major parties ha[d] a monopoly on either innovation or resi~tance".'~ 

Indeed some scholars had begun to speculate on what they perceived as an "emergence of a new 

consensus between the parties". According to one scholar, by the mid 1970s, Australia's political and 

social institutions and practices were effectively "middle of the road compromises between 

Encel, "The Concept of the State as in Australian Politics", p63. 
lo Davies, Australian Democracy, p3. 
l1 Miller, J.D.B & Jinks, B (1954) Australian Government and Politics, Duckworth & Co, London, p54. 
12 Jupp, J (1964) Australian Party Politics, Melbourne University Press, Carlton, p210. 
l3 Rawson, D (1968) "Another Look at Initiative and Resistance", Politics, Vo1.3 (I), p41. 
l4 Turner, I (1965) Industrial Labour and Politics, The Dynamics ofthe Labour Movement in Eastern Australia, 
1900-1921, The Australian National University, Canberra, p.xx; Bourke, P (1958) "History and Historians", 
Prospect, Vo1.l (2), p13. 
'* Goot, M (1969) "Parties of Initiative and Resistance: A Reply", Politics, Vo1.4. (1) May, pp84-99. 
l6 Miller, J.D.B. (1967) "Some Gaps in the Study of Australian Politics", History and Politics Review, Western 
Australia, Vol.1 (1), p41. 
l7 Head, B (1985) "The Australian Party System: Adversary Politics and the Convergence Thesis", Politics, Vo1.20 
p. 

Although see Alan Reid (1971) 7he Gorton Experiment, Shakespeare Head Press, Sydney. 
l9 Head, B & Patience, A (1979) "Labor and Liberal: How Different are They?'in A.Patience & B.Head (eds) 
From Whitlam to Fraser, Oxford University Press, Melboume, p.2. 



individualism and socialism, introduced and established by a liberal-radical or socialist group but 

eventually confirmed or modified by more conservative successors"." 

Any test of "convergence" requires a solid comparative base from which to proceed. The longevity of 

non-Labor governments in the federal arena and the tendency to long term incumbency in the states in 

this period gave scholars little opportunity to evaluate the party convergence thesis. However, Gough 

Whitlam's brief, but dynamic terms of office from 1972 to 1975 and the subsequent party political 

changes wrought in the federal arena, gave Head and Patience the opportunity to assess the party 

convergence claim and consider the extent to which the parties differed in their implementation of 

policy. 

In their edited collection of essays, From Whitlam to  Fraser, Head and Patience ultimately concluded 

that "there was a revival of ideological controversy" in the Whitlam years. However, the authors 

acknowledged that there were a number of variables that helped explain the tendency towards party 

convergence, citing electoral competition, bureaucratic checks, constitutional powers, economic 

restraints, both domestic and international, and rapid social change. All of these combined, according to 

the authors, to "limit the extent to which the policies of a Federal Labor government are likely to differ 

markedly from those of a Liberal-NCP Other Australian political scientists have . 
supported these observations." This sense of determinism was reminiscent of observations made in the 

1960s by some North American researchers who variously stated that the demands of modem 

technology and an advanced economy had converged to undermine the salience of party ,political 

factors in the policy arena.23 

During the same period, the notion of consensus became the focus of another group of academics in 

Australia. Under the rubric of the "New Left", a small body of literature sought to expose what it 

perceived as the lack of ideology in Australia's political parties. Labor, perceived by many as the "more 

ideological of the main Australian parties"?4 became the target for much of the criticism.25 The central 

argument delivered from the New Left was that when it came to significant policy decisions, there was 

little difference between Labor and non-Labor political parties, because they were both pro-capitalist 

20 Alexander, F (1976) Australia Since Federation, Third Edition, Melbourne, p.ix cited in A.Patience & B.Head 
(eds) (1979) From Whitlam to Fraser, Oxford University Press, Melbourne, p.2. 

A.Patience & B.Head (eds) (1979) From Whitlam to Fraser, Oxford University Press, Melbourne, pp 2-8. 
" Aitken, D & Jinks, B (1989) Australian Political Institutions, 4th Edition, Pitman Publishing, Melbourne; Kelly, 
P (1980) "The Phoney War: The Labor Party turns Tory", National Times, 5th-1 lth November, October, p8. 
23 Galbraith, J.K. (1967) The New Industrial State, Harnish Hamilton, London; Kerr, C et al (1960) Industrialism 
and Industrial Man, Harvard University Press, Cambridge. 
24 Grattan, W (1973) "The Australian Labor Party" in Mayer, H & Nelson, H (eds) (1973) Australian Politics: A 
Third Reader, Longmans, Cheshire, p396. 
" McQueen, H (1972) "Glory Without Power", in J.Playford & D.Kirsner (eds) Australian Capitalism: Towards a 
Social Critique, Penguin, Ringwood; Rowse, T (1978) Australian Liberalism and National Character, Kibble 
Books, Malmsbury; Playford, J (1972) "Who Rules Australia?" in J.Playford & D.Kirsner (eds) Australian 
Capitalism: Towards a Social Critique, Penguin, Ringwood; Starr, R, Richmond, K & Maddox, G (1978) 
Political Parties in Australia, Heinemann, Victoria, p222; Catley, R & McFarlane,B (1974) From Tweedledum 
and Tweedledee: The New Labor Government in Australia, ANZ Book Co. Sydney. 



parties offering marginally divergent capitalist programmes.26 While the Left was more articulate in its 

criticism, the Right was equally constant in its critical analysis of what it perceived as the "socialist 

trends" within the non-Labor camp and the conservatives' ready adoption of the "policies of big 

government, protectionism, welfarism and high taxation".27 

The "end of ideology" school of thought is vigorously denied by those who purport to speak for the 

parties themselves. If we are to believe the rhetoric, political consumers in Australia still have certain 

ideological choices between socialism versus free enterprise, anarchy versus law and order, private 

versus public sector, collectivism versus ind iv id~a l i sm~~ and so on. While increasingly, these 

distinctions are becoming blurred in Australia's political arena, they still, to varying degrees, are an 

integral part of any party's political platform and are used in various ways to reinforce the notion that a 

particular party will be more likely to "achieve certain (valued)  objective^".'^ 

In Australia, there were some academic evaluations that sought to demonstrate that individual parties 

could in certain policy areas, and given "favourable" political and economic conditions, determine 

specific policy directions. In the 1970s, Head & Patience's edited collection of essays discussed above 

for example, sought to make "serious and informed comparisons between the policies and performance 

of the Labor and non-Labor governments". The authors concluded that despite the constraints that 

tended to minimise policy differences between the two parties, "significant divergences between the 

ALP [Australian Labor Party] and the L-NCP [Liberal-National Country Party] in certain key areas" 

could be noted and that "it remain[ed] possible for Labor and non-Labor to formulate different 

priorities".30 Sydney Sax, in his evaluation of politics and policies in Australian health services has 

shown that despite the "tendency towards convergence of practice" in Australia's political parties, 

specific policy areas, such as the provision of health services, are often dominated by ideological 

conflict and have a tendency to be shaped accordingly.31 Head has also suggested that the economic 

policies of the federal Coalition government of the early 1980s were essentially shaped by what the 

author refers to as Fraser's particular brand of ~ i b e r a l i s m . ~ ~  This scholarly attention to policy in terms 

of party difference was short-lived. The small body of literature, isolated and principally emanating 

from different disciplines such as economics, political science and sociology, did little to excite debate 

and was not pursued with any vigour. 

26 Jaensch, D (1994) Power Politics: Australia's Party System, Third Edition, Allen & Unwin, p175 
'' Head, 'The Australian Party System: Adversary Politics and the Convergence Thesis", p90; Sawer, M (ed) 
(1982) Australia and the New Right, Allen & Unwin, Sydney. 
'' See for example, Jones, B (1980) ''Them and Us/Us and Them: ALP versus Liberals", in H.Mayer & H.Nelson 
(eds) Australian Politics: A Fifth Reader, Longrnan Cheshire, Melbourne, pp289-291. 
'' Patience & Head, From Whitlam to Fraser, pl; Head, "The Australian Party System: Adversary Politics and the 
Convergence Thesis", p91; Kemp, D (1980) "Political Parties and Political Culture", in H.Mayer & H.Nelson 
(eds) Australian Politics: A Fifth Reader, Longman Cheshire, Melbourne. 

Patience & Head, From Whitlam to Fraser, p283, p289. 
3' Sax, S (1984) A Strife of Interests: Politics and Policies in Australian Health Services, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 
pp97- 100. 
32 Head, "The Public Policy of Inequality: Fraser's Liberalism", pp228-238. 



In 1983, the Australian Labor Party was again elected to the federal parliament. By the mid 1980s, the 

expectations of Labor's "patient idealists" had diminished considerably33 and the "New Left" arguments 

of the 1970s were again revived. The ALP'S emphasis on "consensus" politics was perceived as a 

political strategy directed at all voters.34 It was generally believed that "Liberal-style policies" had 

"embraced the capitalist rhetoric" and "betrayed the Labor tradit i~n.~'  Other observers argued that the 

"policy revolution" led by Bob Hawke and Paul Keating during the 1980s constituted a "hijack" of the 

Australian Labor and that Australian democracy was confronting a "crisis", largely because 

"two-party politics [had] lost [its] impetus".37 Rather than generating further debate around the 

"convergence/adversary" thesis, the issue itself seemed to lose its intellectual appeal, regarded by some 

as "too complex and many-sided" to pursue.38 Nevertheless, the testing for policy 

convergence/divergence remained a salient issue. Scholars in Australia began to pursue questions 

relating to what governments actually do and why, with a view to identifying those factors that had the 

potential to impact on government activity and party policy and prohibit strict adherence to a party line. 

The International Perspective 

The Australian debate is far from unique. An interest in "political difference" has also preoccupied 

scholars both in America and ~ u r o ~ e ~ ~  and has arguably been treated there more systematically than has 

been the case in Australia, although in recent years the debate seems to have lost its intellectual 

appeal.@ During the 1960s comparative and systematic research4' grew in a variety of icademic 

disciplines. As in Australia, the debate polarised between those who saw political factors as crucial to 

policy outcomes and political parties as "the central intermediate and intermediary structures between 

society and and those who rejected the primacy of political factors. The latter wrote of 

"an exhaustion of political ideas in the fiftiesld3 and argued either that '~policy.outcomes [were] largely 

determined by socio-economic factors"44 or that political parties were "machines for attaining power"45 

33 Maddox, G (1989) The Hawke Government and Labor Tradition, Longman Cheshire, Melbourne, p5; Beilharz, 
P (1994) Transforming Labour, Labour Tradition and the Labor Decade in Australia, Cambridge University 
Press, Melbourne, ppl-14. 
34 Kelly, P (1994) The End of Certainty, Allen & Unwin, St. Leonards, p272. 
35 Maddox, Hawk Government and Labor Tradition, p198, p200, p4. 
36 Jaensch, D (1989) The Hawke-Keating Hijack, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, pp156-157. 
37 Maddox, G (1985) Australian Democracy in Theory and Practice, Longman Cheshire, Melbourne, p427. 
38 Head, B (1989) "Political Ideologies and Political Parties", in J.Walter (ed) Australian Studies, A Survey, 
Oxford University Press, Melbourne, p285. 
39 The following discussion is informed by F.Castles' introductory discussion in Castles, The Impact of Parties. 
40 Although see R. Rose, (1985) Do Parties Make a Difference? Macmillan, London; R. Rose, & P.L. Davies, 
(1994) Inheritance in Public Policy: Change Without Choice in Britain, Yale University Press, New Haven. 
41 Heclo, H (1974) Modern Social Policies in Britain and Sweden, Yale University Press, New Haven, p.ix 
42 Sartori, G (1976) Parties and Party Systems, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, p.ix. 
43 For example, see D. Bell, (1962) The End of Ideology: On the Exhaustion of Political Ideas in the Fifties, 
Revised Edition, The Free Press, New York. 
44 Galbraith, J.K. (1967) The New Industrial State, Hamish Hamilton, London; Christenson, R.M. et al (1971) 
Ideologies in Modem Politics, Nelson, London; Kerr, C et al (1960) Industrialism and Industrial Man, Harvard 
University Press, Cambridge; Parkin 1971. 
45 Jupp, Australian Party Politics, p186. 



and "convenient devices for forming a govenunent", rather than as agencies for formulating basic 

policies.46 Those who favoured political factors as crucial to policy outcomes focused specifically on 

issues as political ~entra l isa t ion;~~ political instit~tionalisation,4~ voter in f l~ence?~  the power of 

pressure groups,50 and the influence of trade unions,51 to underpin their arguments. The most influential 

and recent expression of the "end of ideology" debate is Fukuyama's "end of history" thesis.52 

In the 1970s, in an attempt to look at policy in terms of party difference, a research group in Grenoble 

at the European Consortium for Political Research began a project that looked at party differences and 

public policy in democratic capitalist states. The research, in "reject[ing] the orthodoxy of an 'end of 

ideology' approach" and attempting to avoid "the more one-sided disciplinary interpretations of the 

genesis of policy outcomes", set out to "isolate the role of political parties in shaping policy outputs and 

outcomes and to specify under what circumstances party politics does matter". The findings of this 

research, conducted over a period of three years and incorporated under Francis Castles' editorship in 

The Impact of Parties (1982), acknowledged that an "explanation of public policy outcomes in terms of 

any single paradigm is unlikely to be ... fruitful" and points to the "reciprocal influence of socio- 

economic, political and structural factors" in policy formation.53 

The work of Castles and his colleagues pulled together much of the policy analysis of the 1970s that 

had begun to investigate specific policy areas that had traditionally been the defining feature and 

assumed basic ideological commitment of specific parties, for example, the welfare state commitment 

of the Labor parties.54 As well, the research looked more generally at what governments, actually 

accomplish "policy wise" when in ofice. While this work provides valuable empirical material there 

are a number of problems associated with the diverse explanations that tend to accompany policy 

analysis. The "end of ideology" orthodoxy both in Australia and elsewhere, has led many sociologists, 

historians, political scientists and economists to feel bound to adopt a singular approach to policy study. 

Thus, as Castles has pointed out, policy research has "often been conceived more in terms of 

demonstrating the truth of a particular paradigm than in understanding the complexity of public 

46 Encel, "The Concept of the State as in Australian Politics", p74. 
47 Wilensky, H (1975) The Welfare State and Equality, University of California Press, Berkeley. 
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This concern with discipline has left the policy studies field dotted with a proliferation of 

research projects and policy evaluations with little to bind them together and no common framework 

from which further policy research can proceed. An additional problem, related to the conflicting 

paradigms from which this work has proceeded, is the lack of commonality in the methodological 

strategies adopted to conduct policy research. This absence of a systematic evaluation of policy 

formation does little to advance an understanding of how government policies and actions are to be 

explained or understood in the broader context. 

State Research and Policy Indicators 

As already noted, policy analysis in Australia, both singular and comparative studies, has until recently, 

been situated primarily in the federal arena, with little attention being afforded to state policy formation, 

particularly in the context of whether or not parties make a d i f f e r e n ~ e . ~ ~  What Sharman has called the 

"post-war invisibility of the statesw5' has largely been the result of the growing importance of the 

national government. While the importance of the states has not been denied, in the post-war years the 

states have largely been portrayed as "administrative agencies .. . [and] subsidiary components of the 

governmental system". Yet as Sharman has noted, the states are "political communities" that "reflect 

and induce the existence of congeries of interest groups, elites, parties and voters who see the state as a 

forum for achieving their policy objectives". As "the basic elements of Australia's political and 

governmental process" the states provide the bulk of government services and play a significarit role in 

a number of "politically sensitive" policy areas that are not addressed in the same way by the national 

government.58 

This is not to say that there is a dearth of state literature. On the contrary there is a wealth of articles, 

theses and books, all concerned with the study of state politics. The success of S.R. Davis' book, The 

Government of the Australian States in 1960 spawned a series of monographs initiated by the 

University of Queensland during the late 1970s. These monographs represented an institutional and 

historical approach and provided solid factual information about the government of the Australian 

states.59 A more subjective state-centred approach is found in a series of articles published by Meanjin 

55 Castles, The Impact of Parties, pp2-3. 
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and Current Aj5air.s Bulletin in the same period.60 In 1977, Holmes observed that state surveys and 

quantified response tables indicated that there were state wide variations and attitudes towards most 

issues and suggested the existence of "state centred political id en ti tie^".^' Austin reached similar 

conclusions in the same year.62 These articles began to emphasis the distinctiveness of state social 

environments and contours of state stereotypes began to emerge.63 By the 1980s compilation books had 

begun to appear. These usually edited collection of essays looked specifically at different aspects of the 

state and sought to interpret facts in a way that said something about the state as a whole. Often there 

was an emphasis on personality and leadership and a suggestion that premiers exemplified particular 

characteristics of a state and personally shaped policy direction.@ Interesting as these insights were, 

they contributed little to the "do politics matter" debate. 

An emerging interest in the late 1980s in what state governments actually do, produced a steady stream 

of literature dealing primarily with the "comparative study of state policy making institutions and 

processes".65 This literature had a particular emphasis on empirical data to inform general insights and 

analytical processes.66 Much of the literature sought to identify factors that would provide a basis for a 

systematic analysis of the convergence/divergence theory.67 

Else-Mitchell, in his article, "Unity or Uniformity", has looked at whether or not specific policy 

convergence is a result of federalism and the federal government's influence in areas such as grant 
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allocation, federal government jurisdiction and national administrative arrangements.68 Similarly, 

factors that provide policy challenges for all governments, such as the pursuit of "economic 

development and and "administrative overload"70 have been canvassed in the Australian 

national context but much more extensively e l~ewhere .~ '  Other scholars, prompted by Richard Rose's 

analysis of public policy in Britain in his quest to identify what governments do and to consolidate the 

notion of divergence between governments72 have looked to departments or ministries as an indicator of 

governmental activity. Much of the research in this area has been conducted elsewhere73 but an analysis 

of patterns of change in the roles of Australian Premier's departments74 has highlighted the complexities 

of such research. In noting the increasing involvement of premier's departments in policy formation 

since the 1970s Sharman and Stuart presented "a new factor to be accommodated in analyses of state 

politics". However, the "variety of state responses" identified by the authors and the acknowledgement 

of "idiosyncratic factors within each state" has limited the extent to which their findings can provide 

anything more than tentative explanatory observations about what these findings may indicate about the 

nature of state governments and what they actually do.75 

Colin Hughes' analysis of ministerial portfolios,76 as noted by Moon, also has its limitations as an 

indicator of government activity.77 Hughes' evaluation of portfolios in the Australian context is an 

attempt to test Edelman's "symbolic uses of politics" thesis7* Looking at ministerial portfolios in the 

federal and state context, Hughes rejects Edelman's thesis, at least in his analysis of the period 1855- 

1945 and suggests that portfolio designation in this period followed "functional development", that is, a 

new portfolio was created as the need arose. In his discussion of the post-war period,. Hughes 

acknowledged that symbolism was a way of reassuring the voting public, may well have been a 

significant factor in portfolio creation, particularly in areas such as consumer affairs, sport and the arts. 
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As Moon has pointed out however, Hughes' own observations in terms of the pre-war period regarding 

the absence of portfolios in the welfare field, despite the extent of government activity in this area tend 

to limit the usefulness of Hughes' conclusions. Similarly, in the post-war period, while accepting that 

symbolism may be a relevant factor in policy designation, as Moon notes, Hughes fails to provide any 

criteria for establishing which portfolios may indeed be merely "symbolic" and which portfolios 

actually reflect government activity.79 

Public expenditure has also been used as an indicator of government activity. In the Australian context 

Holmes and Sharman have used expenditure indicators to evaluate budgetary priorities in social 

services in Victoria and  asm mania.^' In explicitly pursuing the convergencddivergence thesis, Rolf 

Gerritsen's comparative analysis of state budgets has begun a long term project which may indicate 

spending trends that can be used to test convergence/divergence profiles in Australian states.g1 

Elsewhere public expenditure patterns have been used to discern trends in public expenditure generally 

with a view to identifying particular areas of government 

State legislation as an indicator of policy difference has been the focus of Helen Nelson's work and is a 

useful guide to patterns of Australian state legislative activity during a specific period.g3 The limitations 

associated with law as an indicator of policy change have been widely canvassed by Hogwood and 

petersg4 and indeed have been acknowledged by Nelson in her survey. These limitations include the 

lack of any strict analysis of the intent of legislation or any clear evaluation as to what constitutes policy 

changdinnovation - that is do we talk about incrementalist polices or successionist policies85?, A focus 

on legislative activity excludes policy change achieved by administrative directive and perhaps more 

significantly, legislation does not necessarily mean implementation. The strength of Nelson's study is, as 

Moon points out, the way in which it makes the connections between the economic viability of the state 

and its physical environment and the legislation enacted. Although the study does not take into account 

political processes and specific political factors such as the presence of State Councils or the impact of 

particular administration and individual premiers. A positive feature of the project is that it is conducted 

over time. From the perspective of whether or not parties matter, Nelson's work allows the researcher to 
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investigate patterns of convergence/divergence, at least in terms of legislation, and provides a starting 

point for a more rigorous testing of the proposition.86 

Moon points out, and Rose has demonstrated, that the usefulness of these indicators may well vary 

across policy areas. Rose argues that some govemment programmes are labour-intensive whilst others 

are often money-intensive or law-intensive. Thus the type of policy being evaluated may determine the 

suitability of  indicator^.^^ The strength of these individual case studies, particularly those with a 

comparative base is that they provide a framework for more systematic and substantial research to be 

carried out. Unfortunately the rush of enthusiasm generated by such research in the 1980s has not 

proceeded at the anticipated rate. In recent years, state policy studies have been spasmodic and 

generally have not been directed to questions of capacity or comparability. What can governments do? 

Why do some governments do more than others? And how do we account for their actions? 

The capacity of governments to effect policy change is an important variable in any discussion of 

whether or not parties matter in Australia. The reliance on single indicators discussed in the case studies 

above however, can only suggest patterns or trends in any particular policy area. It is true that if the 

research is conducted over time and across different political administrations, as in Nelson's case, we 

can begin to tentatively suggest that differences detected may be attributed to party difference. This still 

leaves the question of what makes the difference? 

What Makes the Difference? 

These studies and the emerging focus on the Australian states in the 1980s as discussed earlier in this 

chapter has spawned a volume of information about the states. Whatever the shortcomings of this 

literat~re,'~ it has provided a solid base from which further study can be undertaken. The long-term 

nature of state governments in office in Australia particularly, offers scholars an opportunity to 

comparatively explore party difference in terms of policy. This, as Simeon has pointed out, would be 

the "first step towards the primary goal of explaining the differences" and explaining why certain policy 

alternatives are chosen and others are not. The evaluation of a policy area overtime allows us to 

consider the "proximate policy-makers" as Lindblom refers to them, and to evaluate policy decisions in 

the context of the social, democratic and institutional factors as manifested through institutions and 

processes. Simeon emphasises the importance of recognising that policy emerges from the interplay of 

these factors and cannot be fully explained by focusing only on the "actions and perceptions" of the 
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decision-makers or by stressing only the "impersonal forces of the environment" such as the economy 

or other determinants that are suggested by the literature.89 As Simeon notes: 

at any given point in time there is a large universe of possible problems or issues to which 
decision-makers could pay attention and which they consider important . . . within each issue 
area there is a wide universe of alternative possible governmental actions. The question, then 
is what reduces the agenda to a manageable size, and what principles or forces serve to limit 
the range of alternatives considered? In this sense what political actors assume, or take for 
granted, becomes what is most important for explanation. Comparison - across time, units 
within a nation, and between nations - again provides the tool for exploring some of these 
dimensions. In addition, given the overwhelming evidence of incrementalism and continuity, a 
longer time span and emphasis on historical evolution is required.g0 

As noted above, there are a number of case studies that provide us with the necessary detail, a sense of 

the complexities and indeed the routine of policy-making, but few have offered more than that. The case 

studies, with few exceptions, are essentially single, isolated cases conducted in different states, within 

different frameworks, using different methods and asking different questions. Further, these cases are 

invariably concerned with "unusual" or exceptional cases, which not only fail to provide a solid base 

from which comparisons can be made, but the findings themselves can be misleading. As Simeon has 

pointed out in his discussion of Canadian public policy in the 1970s, the focus is too often on "the 

details of the policy itself, rather than using the policy to generalise about politics".9' 

Simeon suggests that one way to overcome these di.fficulties of generalisation, is to plan "coordinated 

case studies applying similar questions, frameworks, and methods to carefully selected issues ,. which 

offer particular promise of illuminating wider aspects of He suggests a framework, designed 

to shed light on the broader aspects of policy. His approach assumes that: 

the political machinery and the policy makers at any point in time work within a framework 
which greatly restricts the alternatives they consider and the range of innovations they make. 
This framework, or set of constraints and opportunities, defines a set of problems considered 
to be important, a set of acceptable solutions or policy responses, a set of procedures and 
rules by which they will be considered. The framework is made up of various characteristics 
of the broad social and economic environment, the system of power and influence, the 
dominant ideas and values in the society, the formal institutional structures, the policy process 
itself - the interaction of formal and informal actors such as politicians, bureaucrats, pressure 
groups, and the media bargaining with each other - reflects and is shaped by this broader 
framework, and by the pattern of problems, precedents, and policies received from the past.93 

Simeon's awareness of a restrictive framework and his point about varying influences has been 

articulated by those interested in policy differences in Australia and elsewhere.94 There is general 

acknowledgment of the interplay between variables on the shape of public policy, in the context of what 
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governments do. Hawker, Smith and Weller for example have suggested five major influences on public 

policy: social and economic conditions, prevailing ideas, technical and analytical procedures, 

institutions and individuals and general theories about the way policy is made.95 More recently Davis et 

a1 have looked at specific variables such as the impact of federalism, the role of the executive process, 

the influence of the public sector and the significance of organised interests in the policy process and 

cite the economy and economic management "as a major constraint on public policy generally" in 

~ u s t r a l i a . ~  Weller draws attention to "the broad sweep of government" and suggests that Hawker et 

al's model while neat and compact is often difficult to apply." As part of the academic team evaluating 

the Goss government's first term in 1992, Weller advanced a more simplified approach to evaluating 

what governments do. 

Weller's criteria for a judgement of government activity can be applied to an evaluation of a specific 

policy area. First, a study of a government's intent provides the framework within which an evaluation 

can be undertaken. What did the government intend to do if elected to office? What were its promises 

and platform in relation to a specific policy area? To what extent did it seek to implement its stated 

policy? These intentions can be identified in a party's electoral programme and its promises and 

commitments to the electorate. As well, a party in Opposition will often have articulated its views on 

specific areas of government activity and signalled its intentions to improve or change specific aspects 

of a particular policy area. While these often public statements may be dismissed as rhetoric they do 

provide some indication of a potential government's intentions in a particular area. 

Second, the capacity of a government to deliver on its promises is arguably the most important variable 

in any analysis of policy. In the context of whether or not parties matter, it seeks to identify the various 

options open to governments of different political persuasions. In evaluating the capacity of a 

government to effect change, the researcher must consider the political, economic and bureaucratic 

inheritance of a new government. What restraints are already in place before a new government 

considers its options? Thirdly, process looks at how a government acted. What were its perceptions as 

to how it should proceed with due process? Who did it consult and why? What consideration was given 

to alternatives? Finally, what did it deliver in practice?98 The way a government does something will 

often form the basis of any evaluation of a government's performance. While this more simplified 

model may be limited in some respects, it does provide a conceptual apparatus with which to assess 

events in Queensland over a period of time. 
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The Central Question 

Utilising Weller's framework, this thesis seeks to evaluate the highly contested policy area of industrial 

relations in terms of party difference. Specifically, it uses industrial relations legislation to assess the 

limitations of, and possibilities open to, newly appointed Queensland governments of different political 

persuasions. As Weller has suggested, where there is a change of government there is "the potential for 

massive change ... a chance for redirection and new ideas". Newly elected governments, and 

particularly those that have endured decades in political Opposition, have the advantage of "infinite 

flexibility". The expectations of its traditional supporters are high and its policy decisions are less likely 

to be challenged by an organised and committed Opposition. It is a rare opportunity to effect policy 

change because: 

... in that period before ministers become "house-trained", they have strong views and 
changes can be achieved . . . that can only be done with great difficulty at any later time . . . 
before the defence mechanisms go up, before self justification becomes endemic and before 
people get nervous about change and worried about the impact any reforms might have.99 

Given the "potential for massive change" when a government changes hands, it would seem likely that 

the first term of a newly elected government would provide an appropriate research base from which to 

evaluate the capacity of a government to effect partisan-based policy change. 

This thesis explores industrial relations policy under two newly elected Queensland governments, the 

Nicklin, Country-Liberal government elected to the Queensland parliament in 1957 and the Goss Labor 

government elected in 1989. It is essentially a cross disciplinary thesis. That is, it has drawn on 

literature from the areas of public policy, industrial relations, and politics and is based on an organising 

historical narrative. The public policy literature has been utilised in as much as it provides a useful 

framework within which to evaluate what choices are available to state governments, what governments 

do within the scope of those choices and whether or not parties matter in the decision making processes 

as they relate to industrial relations. The literature, relating to Queensland politics and industrial 

relations generally, has been drawn on as a way of explaining and contextualising the events that 

combine to provide an understanding of industrial relations as a policy area in Queensland. The thesis 

has adopted Weller's framework of intent, capacity and process as a way of organising the material. In 

this way, the thesis takes into account the variables and influences cited by Simeon and others and takes 

note of the range of choices available to governments and the constraints and opportunities that tend to 

define the parameters within which state government operate and industrial relations policy is 

approached. 
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The central question of the thesis is to what extent are parties newly elected to parliament able to 

reshape and determine industrial relations policy andlor to what extent are they so constrained in 

government that their actions are largely circumscribed? Given the general longevity of government 

rule in Queensland, there has been little opportunity to examine whether or not "parties matter" in 

relation to policy formation. However, the election of a Labor government in Queensland in 1989 

following thirty two years of "conservative rule", afforded the political historian a rare opportunity of 

comparatively evaluating the policy direction and political priorities of both the National Party 

(previously the CountryLLiberal Party) and the Labor Party in Queensland. The number of common 

variables that apply to the two governments under discussion are noteworthy. 

Both the Country-Liberal Party in 1957 and the Labor Party in 1989 came to power following the 

decimation of the political Opposition. Out of office for over three decades, there was no real 

ministerial or administrative experience in the new government. Both parties had come to power under 

circumstances that had effectively undermined the credibility of the preceding government and had 

provided the new government with an opportunity, indeed a mandate, to effect change and reform 

without any serious challenge from its political opponents. Policies formed in the early months 

encountered little or no resistance from an Opposition intent on resolving its own political conflict. 

Further, in Queensland's political system where the Upper House had been abolished in 1922, neither 

had to concern itself with satisfying a philosophically unsympathetic Upper house. In addition, the 

federal government was from the same side of politics. Given the structural weaknesses in Queensland 

economy both in 1957 and in 1 9 ~ 9 , ' ~ ~  both the Country-Liberal Party in 1957 and the Laborsparty in 

1989 were aware that the state economy would need careful nurturing if the new government was to 

maintain Queensland's economic development and growth. For both parties, this would mean a 

particular concern with industrial relations. 

Is Queensland Different? 

Any discussion of Queensland politics invariably refers to the "distinctiveness of Queensland politics" 

debate. Much academic effort has gone into establishing the notion that Queensland politics is somehow 

significantly different from its state and territorial counterparts in Australia and that a unique political 

culture determines its political road. Political histories of Queensland have tended to point to the 

degrees of continuity in Queensland politics, to argue that the terms and direction of politics in the state 

are determined, not by party politics, but by such factors as: "state-regionalism''; the "xenophobic social 

climate;" "rural conservatism;" "countrymindness;" a pronounced tradition of authoritarianism and anti- 

intellectualism and a preoccupation with economic progress and development. This approach to the 

loo Stanford, J.D. (1988) "The Long Term Effect of Federation on Queensland's Economy", Working Paper 37, 
University of Queensland, Sir Robert Menzies Centre for Australian Studies, Institute of Commonwealth Studies, 
University of London, ppl-6. 



study of politics in Queensland has been particularly pervasive in scholarly accounts since Joh Bjelke- 

Petersen became premier in 1968.1°' 

This view of the way in which Queensland is governed, raises serious questions about political choice. 

It suggests that party politics in Queensland is largely irrelevant because the terms and direction of state 

policy will inevitably be influenced by an his'torically-based, pre-determined set of values and traditions 

and economic imperatives. In many ways, Queensland is "different7'. Just as Tasmania is different 

because its politics "have generally lacked savage ideological conflict",lo2 and been governed by the 

state's "peculiar hydro-industrialisation" development.103 Just as South Australia has a "sense of 

difference" because of its colonial heritage and "liberal  tradition^"'^^ and the notoriety it has enjoyed 

through its early achievements in the fields of social innovation and reform,lo5 so too is Queensland 

"different7' because of its population distribution and its reliance on primary industry for its economic 

development'06 amongst other things. Indeed Queensland politics has been described by one political 

commentator as the "politics of development concerned with things and places rather than people and 

ideas".lo7 

While it is true that the politics of development has been characteristic of Queensland political rhetoric, 

particularly in the post war years,'08 as Davis has acknowledged, "the timeless theme in every election 

[in Australian states has been] d e v e l ~ ~ m e n t " , ' ~  either in terms of manufacturing as in Victoria and 

South Australia, or as in resource development as characterised by Western Australia and 

~ueens land ."~  And while economic and demographic trends have undeniably "helped to shape current 

political attitudes and public policy choices" in ~ueensland,"~ the question is, does this inheritance 

lo' Berry "The Stereotypes of Australian States", McQueen, H (1979) "Queensland: A State of Mind", Meanjin, 
Vo1.38 (1); Astley, T (1976) "Being a Queenslander: A Form of Literary and Geographical Conceit", Southerly, 
Vo1.17 (1); O'Shaughnessy,"Joh and Don: Capital and Politics in two peripheral states; Patience, The Bjelke- 
Petersen Premiership, 1968-1983: Issues in Public Policy; Melbourne; Fitzgerald, R (1982) From the Dreaming 
to 1915: A History of Queensland, University of Queensland Press, St Lucia; Fitzgerald, R (1985) A History of 
Queensland, From 1915 to the 1980s, University of Queensland, St.Lucia; Cribb, M (1975) "Queensland 
Politics", Current Affairs Bulletin, 1, April; Cribb, M (1981) "Queensland Politics", Current Affairs Bulletin, 
Vo1.58. (5); Cribb, M & Boyce, P.J. (1980) Politics in Queensland: 1977 and Beyond, University of Queensland 
Press, St.Lucia; Wear, R (1993) "Wayne Goss - A Leader in the Queensland Tradition", in Stevens & Wanna, The 
Goss Government: Promise and Pe$ormance of Labor in Queensland; Smith, P (1985) "Queensland's Political 
Culture" in Patience The Bjelke-Petersen Premiership, 1968-1983: Issues in Public Policy, Bulbeck, C (1987) 
"The Hegemony of Queensland's Difference", Journal of Australian Studies, Vo1.21. 
Io2 Robson, "States of the Nation: Tasmania" p225. 
Io3 Galligan, B (1986) "The Political Economy of the States" in B. Galligan (ed) Australian State Politics, 
Longman Cheshire, Melbourne, p252. 
I" Lonie, J (1978) "States of the Nation - South Australia - A Fading Bourgeois Utopia" Meanjin, Vo1.37 (4), 
pp514-515. 
lo' See Parkin, & Patience The Dunstan Decade, Social Democracy at the State Level. 
Io6 Scott, R. Coaldrake, P. Head, B. Reynolds, P (1986) "Queensland" in B. Galligan (ed) Australian State 
Politics, Longman Cheshire, Melbourne, p5 1. 
'07 Hughes, The Government of Queensland, p5. 
108 Galligan, Australian State Politics, p252. 
'* Davis, S.R. (ed) (1960) The Government of the Australian States, Longmans, London, p634. 
"O See Galligan, B (1986) "The Political Economy of the States" in Galligan Australian State Politics, pp244-265; 
Head, B (1986) The Politics of Development, Allen & Unwin, Sydney; see also Layman, L (1982) "Development 
Ideology in Western Australia, 1933-1965", Historical Studies, Vo1.20 (79). 
"' Scott, et al, "Queensland, p51. 



coupled with the strong authoritative leadership, distrust of southern states and other "distinctive" 

Queensland characteristics mean that choice in public policy is redundant? Is the ideal of adversary 

politics, so deeply rooted in the Westminster tradition irrelevant in ~ueens land?"~  

Since the election of a Labor government in Queensland, contemporary analysis of the state's politics 

and the literature has focused primarily on the way in which the new government has responded to the 

challenges of reform proposed by Tony Fitzgerald in 1989."~ A gathering of academics and political 

commentators at Griffith University confined its evaluation of the Labor government's first term to an 

overall appraisal of specific policy performance, the restructuring of the public service and issues of 

acc~untabi l i t~ ."~ There is a need however, to look beyond the "recent past, promises and performance" 

criteria if we are to address the important issue of whether or not "parties matter". Is there a political 

base to decisions made and activity initiated? What is the capacity of governments to implement policy 

reform? Specifically, are traditional policy concerns indeed the prerogative of the "right" and "left"? To 

what degree can the respective parties be reasonably classified as parties of "initiative" and 

"resistance"? 

Industrial Relations 

The "traditional" policy areas represent the most fruitful avenue of inquiry in any evaluation of whether 

or not parties matter. Industrial relations is such a policy area and in Simeon's terms "offers particular 

promise of illuminating [the] wider aspects of policy".115 Fox has noted that the "division of the two 

major political parties in Australia roughly paralleIs the division between management and labour" and 

as a result industrial relations "remains a fruitful area for intervention by political  elite^"."^ The formal 

affiliation of many unions to the Australian Labor Party (ALP) and the less formal but often just as 

binding links between employers and employer associations to conservative governments "gives 

industrial relations a party-political flavour" and often "suggests an enormous gulf between the parties 

at both the political and industrial level"."' This is true both at the state and federal level and there is a 

high level of expectation from respective support groups and economically powerful interests that the 

government will legislatively "set the rules of the game" when it comes to policy decisions relating to 

'I2 On this question in relation to Western Australia and Tasmania, see Moon, J & Fletcher, C (1988) "New 
Government and Policy Change in Westem Australia 1983-1988: Did Mr Burke Make a Difference?", Politics, 
Vo1.23 (1); Moon, J (1991) "The Scope of Partisan-Based Policy Choice in Australian States: The Tasmanian 
Liberal Government 11982-19891 in Perspective", Australian Journal of Public Administration, Vo1.50 (4 )  
December. 
'I3 Commission of Inquiry into Possible Illegal Activities and Associated Police Misconduct, Report of a 
Commission of a Inquiry Pursuant to Orders in Council [Fitzgerald Inquiry], Brisbane, June 1989. 
'I4 See Stevens & Wanna, The Goss Government: Promise and Per$ormance of Labor in Queensland.. 
'I5 Simeon, "Studying Public Policy", p55 1. 
"6 Fox, C.B. (1987) "The Role of the State in Industrial Relations", in FW Ford, JM Hearn & RD Lansbury (eds) 
Australian Labour Relations Readings, 4th Edition, MacMillan Publishing, South Melbourne, pp221-222. 
'I7 Bennett, B & Cole, K (1989) "Industrial Relations" in B.W. Head & A.Patience (eds) From Fraser to Hawke, 
Longman Cheshire, Melbourne, p179. 



industrial r e l a t i ~ n s . ~ ' ~  In light of this and the symbolic importance of industrial relations to governments 

of all political persuasions,11g there is a certain amount of pressure on new governments, particularly 

after a long stay on the Opposition benches, to rectify perceived policy defects and to tip the scales 

more favourably towards its core support groups. This, in Australia, is traditionally effected through 

legislation.'20 

It is generally accepted in Australia that the state has been "highly interventionist" in industrial 

relations. The early industrial relations legislation strengthened the role of third parties and ensured the 

role of the state in the formation, interpretation and enforcement of procedural and substantive rules. 

Since that time various political parties have been continuously concerned with modifying, through 

amended legislation, relative power positions between the central actors in the industrial relations arena 

to obtain what is perceived to be the optimum balance of power.'2' In recent years, "[l]egislation has 

been [increasingly] seen by Governments as a major "tool" to effect "better" industrial re la t i~ns" . '~~ 

Legislation is therefore deemed for the purposes of this research to be an appropriate indicator as to 

what a government's intended industrial relations policy is. 

In addressing whether or not political parties in Queensland have the capacity to effect partisan-based 

legislative reform, this thesis looks specifically at industrial relations legislation, eventually passed by a 

conservative Coalition government in 1961 and by a Labor government in 1990. It is not being argued 

here that labour legislation necessarily constitutes the complete policy of governments towards 

industrial relations. As Mitchell has argued, legislation may only represent a minor part of a 

government's policy. Council meetings, committee decisions and government representation at various 

tribunals and courts may well say more about a government's approach to industrial relations policy 

than the legislation it implements. Indeed it could be further argued that legislation: 

serves purposes quite distinct from the practical implementation of policy. That is to serve a 
purpose of re-enforcing a programme of beliefs or ideological imperatives which might be 
appealing for electoral or internal party reasons. These political objectives might be achieved 
even where private negotiation is of quite a different order, and where it is reasonably clear 
that there is no likelihood that the legislative innovations will, or can, have practical effect.lZ3 

'I8 FOX, 'The Role of the State in Industrial Relations", p206. 
119 Howard W.A. (1989), "The Comparative Method in Industrial Relations", in W.A.Howard (ed) Perspectives on 
Australian Industrial Relations, Essays in Honour of Kingsley Laffer, Longman Cheshire, Melbourne, pp47-48. 
lZ0 FOX, "The Role of the State in Industrial Relations", p206 
12' Fox, 'The Role of the State in Industrial Relations", pp206-207. 
lZ2 P.Rondfeldt (1993) "Introduction: The New Province for Legalism", in P.Rondfeldt & R.McCallum (eds) A 
New Province for Legalism: Legal Issues and the Deregulation of Industrial Relations, Australian Centre for 
Industrial Relations Research and Training (ACIRRT), University of Sydney,pl. 
lZ3 Mitchell, R (1985) "Liberal and Labor Governments and Labour Legislation: Is There a trend to direct 
intervention"? in Proceedings of Conference, "Trends in Australasian Industrial Relations", Association of 
Industrial Relations Academics of Australia and New Zealand, Brisbane, August, p7. 



Nevertheless, as Ronfeldt and others have pointed out,lZ4 industrial relations is a law intensive policy 

area and it is argued here that major overhauls of a state's industrial relations legislative programme can 

be regarded, in Moon's terms, as a "suitable indicator"125 for evaluating a party's intention and 

commitment to policy change. 

The political nature of industrial relations cannot be denied. As Howard notes: 

Australian unions are in overwhelming proportion affiliated with a political party, and have 
relied on political means to secure gains which have eluded them industrially. Given that 
governments are typically interested in style as well as substance, it is necessary to give some 
consideration to the symbolic dimension of the industrial relations . . . Governments are also 
highly relevant, since the arbitral system, which is one source of industrial rule making, 
operates subject to legislation which can be changed at the discretion of the government.126 

The literature pertaining to industrial relations in Queensland has largely focused on the political nature 

of industrial relations activity, particularly during the 1980s. Apart from Blackrnur's research that looks 

at industrial relations generally under Hanlon in the post-war years, and research that pertains 

specifically to strikes and other industrial activity, this literature has mainly focused on the legislative 

response to specific industrial activity. This literature is canvassed in chapter five of this thesis. The 

issue of industrial relations policy under Goss has received little attention127 and this thesis seeks to 

address this gap in the contemporary literature. Using the framework provided by Weller, this thesis 

seeks to ascertain whether or not there is a partisan basis to decisions made, "at the discretion of the 

government" and legislation drafted in the policy area of industrial relations in Queensland. , 

Method and Resources 

Part of the rationale for pursuing a research question of this kind was the opening up of the Cabinet 

records of the Nicklin government in the late 1980s. This provided an immediate opportunity to 

research a political period hitherto largely unexplored in Queensland and for that research to provide a 

basis for some historical comparative work in Queensland politics. As a consequence of the availability 

of these records, the first part of this thesis has been able to utilise a number of significant primary 

sources. The thesis has made substantial use of the official papers of the period. Primarily, it has used 

the records of the Cabinet held at the Queensland State Archives. These records include the minutes, the 

often extensive submission material, a range of supporting paper work and the official decision files. 

124 For example, see Rondfeldt's introductory essay and other contributions in Rondfeldt & McCallum A New 
Province for Legalism: Legal Issues and the Deregulation of Industrial Relations. 
12'~oon, "ConvergenceJDivergence: Hypotheses of Governments' Activities: Some Methodological 
Considerations", p42. 
lZ6 Howard W.A. "The Comparative Method in Industrial Relations", pp47-48. 
'27 But see Boreham, P (1991) "Industrial relations: The Restoration of Order and Process", in R.Whip & C.A. 
Hughes, Political Crossroads, The 1989 Queensland Election, University of Queensland Press, St. Lucia, 244- 
258; Hunt, D (1997) "Industrial relations and Queensland Public Policy: The Demise of Sovereignty? Queensland 
Review, Vo1.4 (2) October, pp75-86. 



These Cabinet records, the first ever recorded in Queensland, do not include any record of discussion or 

personal comment. This isinot unusual, as Weller has noted, "cabinet meetings are essentially meetings 

without records".128 Other official documents such as the files of the Labour and Industry Department 

provided a range of material including personal correspondence and comment from the Minister, Ken 

Morris. These files included much union material and correspondence which was in due course 

supplemented by official TLC records and files held at the University of ~ueensland's Fryer Library 

(UQFL). The Queensland Labor Party records and the Queensland Central Executive Files deposited in 

the John Oxley library also provided useful supporting material. 

These official papers were supported by the personal papers of Frank Nicklin held at the John Oxley 

library. In addition, oral histories given to researchers at the National Library by Thomas Hiley and 

Frank NicMin in 1974, provided interesting and supportive evidence for the Coalition's transition to 

government in 1957. Sources on the public record were used extensively. For example, government 

statutes; Queensland Parliamentary Debates; Queensland Parliamentary Papers, Annual Reports and the 

official Year Books of Queensland and the Commonwealth of Australia. The press reports and media 

comment in various newspapers also provided important sources for the research. 

In the absence of documented information and correspondence not yet available to the researcher, the 

second part of the thesis dealing with the activities of the Goss government relies more heavily on the 

''public record" and secondary material. Where documented evidence has not been available to support 

the considerable mass of secondary data, interviews have been conducted with key members of the 

trade union movement, the Australian Labor Party, policy advisers and representatives of employer 

organisations. As Weller has pointed out, there are a number of problems in using oral testimony as 

"supporting" evidence.129 Events that happened almost nine years previously are sometimes difficult to 

recall and it is reasonable to assume that interviewees are unlikely to say on record that they were 

wrong, it is much more likely that they will defend their actions and decisions in hindsight. Where 

possible, comments have been checked against other assertions and against the available records. 

Despite the problems associated with interviews, the taped interviews used in this thesis have provided 

a number of impressions that have complemented the available information and provided a strong 

understanding of some of the issues relating to intention, capacity and process in Labor's pursuit of 

industrial relations change. 

The thesis comprises two main parts. The first part of the thesis looks at the activity of the Nicklin 

government in relation to industrial relations reform. Elected in 1957, the Coalition government led by 

Frank Nicklin introduced amendments to the state's industrial relations legislation in its first term. It 

would be four years before his government would be able to introduce major change by redrafting the 

Principal Act. The second part of the thesis looks at the election of a Labor government in Queensland 

lZ8 Weller, P (L989) Malcolm Fraser PM, A Study in Prime Ministerial Power in Australia, Penguin Books, 
Ringwood, p.xiv 



in 1989. The relevant chapters chart the processes whereby Labor effected immediate change to 

industrial relations legislation in the state soon after its election in December 1989. Providing the 

contextual background and information relating to the intervening years between 1961 and 1989, the 

thesis compares and contrasts the processes whereby these governments of different political 

persuasions sought to inform their constituents about prospective change and the ways in which these 

changes were effected. The thesis also considers the constraints and opportunities that tend to define the 

parameters within which industrial relations reform is approached by governments in Queensland. The 

conclusion provides an analysis of the thesis findings in the context of the central question. 

lZ9 Weller, Malcolm Fraser PM, A Study in Prime Minisrerial Power in Australia, pxv 



CHAPTER ONE 

POLITICAL TRANSITION IN QUEENSLAND 

Any evaluation of a government's activities must be understood in the context of its time. A government's 

intentions and its capacity to give effect to these intentions will be largely determined by the circumstances in 

which a government comes to power and how well it adapts to the process of governing. Where a new 

government's election has been preceded by decades of Opposition, its lack of experience coupled with the high 

expectations of its constituents must also be taken into account in any examination of a government's capacity to 

effect legislative change. This chapter provides the political context, often forgotten in historical accounts, 

within which the Country-Liberal Coalition was elected to government in Queensland in 1957. In providing the 

context and discussing the events that led up to the unexpected election in August 1957, the chapter considers 

the political platform as enunciated by the Country-Liberal Party during the campaign. It identifies the more 

overt intentions of a non-Labor political party confined to the state's Opposition benches for thirty-two years. 

The chapter shows that the primary intent of the Coalition was to promote large-scale development and 

economic progress in Queensland. With a view to securing these aims, its stated intention in terms of industrial 

relations was to ensure that "labour, capital and management work together as a team". In examining the 

Coalition's first few months in ofice the chapter suggests that the new government's inexperience and lack of 

administrative and policy preparation constrained them to a significant degree in their zeal to implement their 

electoral commitments. The new government had not anticipated the legal difficulties and time constraints that 

would serve to reduce its capacity to give immediate effect to its electoral commitments. 

The Conservatives in Queensland 

It was not a sweeping victory, but the Country-Liberal Party was elected to government in Queensland in 1957 

with an overall swing of two per cent to the coalition.' Labor in Queensland had thrown away its chances of re- 

election by the factional in-fighting of its member~.~ The actions that had been directed towards dividing the 

labour movement across Australia in the 1950s had been successful. The stigma of the "red menace" had 

demoralised the labour movement and destabilised Labor governments at both the State and Federal ~evels .~ 

Until 1957 however, Labor in Queensland had successfully evaded the misfortunes of its counterparts in Victoria 

and federally, despite considerable rifts at all levels of the labour movement itself, worsening industrial troubles 

' Hughes, Images and Issues, p8. Jackman notes that the Coalition's victory would have been much greater under 
preferential voting. Jackman, S (1992) "Split Parties Finish Last: Preferences, Pluralities and the 1957 Queensland 
Election", Australian Journal of Political Science, Vo1.27, p434. 
'~itzgerald, R (1985) A History of Queensland, From 1915 to the 1980s, University of Queensland Press, St.Lucia, pp153, 
217. 
3~udson, W J (1974) "1951 - 1972", in A History ofAustralia, Heinernann, Melbourne, pp507-508 



24 

throughout Queensland and allegations of corruption at the state ministerial leveL4 Labor's seemingly 

unassailable political position was partially due to the fact that since 1942, through a series of legislative rorts, 

the Labor government in Queensland had enhanced and consolidated its hold on government through the State's 

electoral system, a process that had begun fifteen years previously. 

Frank Cooper's Labor government introduced the Elections Act Amendment Act following a series of losses and 

narrow wins in state elections and by-elections since 1938. The legislation abolished the contingent or optional 

preference vote for Queensland state elections, and introduced 'Tust-past-the-post" voting. Despite considerable 

argument from an Opposition5 that lacked the numbers to block the legislation, the Bill was passed in November 

1942. The Country Party under Frank Nicklin was equally powerless in 1949 when the Hanlon government 

introduced the rurally-weighted system of electoral distribution in the form of the Electoral Districts Act. The 

legislation divided Queensland into four electoral zones and expanded the Legislative Assembly from 62 seats to an 

unprecedented 75 seats.6 As Momson has pointed out, the re-allocation of seats across the zones on a State-wide 

basis, " ... gave Labor [an] unfair advantage in the Western and Northern zones and penalised the Liberals heavily in 

the Metropolitan zone".7 

The 1949 legislation had been motivated by a strong swing against Labor in the 1947 state election.' Frank Nicklin's 

calls for "fairness" and "a redistribution of the electorates by an impartial tribunal"? were ignored by the 

government. In the 1950 election, the Liberal-Country Party polled 49.7 per cent of the vote and claimed thirty one 

seats, while Labor polled 46.5 of the vote and secured forty two seats," winning the election convincingly. While 

political motivation was central to Labor's system of electoral distribution, Queensland's distinctive population 

distribution had brought with it the problem of providing adequate political representation for all sections of the 

state. Hanlon's 1949 electoral redistribution system was "heir to a long Queensland tradition," as politicians 

grappled with the problems created by the distribution of Queensland's growing population, and the knowledge that 

the less sparsely populated regions, such as the mineral rich areas surrounding Mt.Isa, were often those most 

important to the state's economy." 

Murphy, D (1980) 'The 1957 Split - A Drop in the Ocean in Political History" in D.J. Murphy et al, Labor in Power, The 
Labor Party & Governments in Queensland 1915-1957, University of Queensland Press, St. Lucia, pp481-507; Fitzgerald, 
A History of Queensland, pp139-150; Lack, C (ca 1962) Three Decades of Queensland Political History 1929-1960, S.G. 
Government Printer, Brisbane, pp411-449. 
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Realistically, the Queensland Opposition had little chance of winning under this system. As Joh Bjelke-Petersen 

remarked in 1990, "Labor had things so well sewn up [there was] no way it could ever be defeated".12 This view 

was particularly acute in the Opposition ranks in the 1940s. Several Country Party members, "discouraged by the 

prospects of spending their political careers in Opposition" moved to Canberra. In 1949 the former Country Party 

leader, Edmund Maher resigned from his State electorate to successfully contest his endorsement as the Queensland 

Country Party Senate candidate in the Federal elections in 1950. Similarly, Charles Russell a founding member of 

the Country Party resigned from the state parliament in 1950 and went on to contest the Federal seat of ~ a r a n o a . ' ~  

Billy Brand retired from the Country Party seat of Isis in 1950 and subsequently moved into Federal politics in 

1954.14 In the Liberal ranks, Charles Wanstall, resigned in 1950 and returned to his profession at the Bar because 

"he was convinced it was a physically impossible task to shift [the Labor Party]" out of office." In the same year 

Wanstall was elected as President of the State Liberal party.16 Perhaps more significantly, following the 1950 State 

election, Thomas Hiley stepped down from the leadership of the Liberal Party and deputy leadership of the 

Opposition after deciding "there was no future'' in political Opposition in Queensland. Although he remained in the 

party as a backbencher, Hiley was "convinced it was just h~peless".'~ 

In the world of contemporary politics it seems almost inconceivable that a conservative Opposition leader could lose 

five elections in a row and still maintain credibility within his own party. While there was some discreet discussion 

about changing leaders in the early fiftiesI8, there was never any real threat to Nicklints leadership. According to Joh 

Bjelke-Petersen, there were "some rumblings against [Nicklin] among some of the Country Party backbenchers.. . 
[in 19.571 ...[ tlhere was a feeling among them that Frank was simply too nice a man to lead them to victory over the 

Labor ~ar ty" . '~  Whether or not this was true, there is no evidence to suggest that Nicklin was in danger of losing the 

leadership at this late stage. Stevenson suggests that Nicklin retained his leadership not because of any "particular 

degree of political skill" but because the successive defeats of the Country Party in Queensland elections were 

perceived by the "impecunious and weak" Country Party organisation as being largely the result of the 

"machinations of the Hanlon government". Further, the position of Opposition leader in Queensland was not a 

coveted one, 'Yew would have relished its prospects".u) 

Yet despite the pessimism in the Opposition ranks, the divisions within the labour movement elsewhere in Australia 

had given Queensland conservatives some measure of hope for their political revival. In October 1954, "Operation 

l2 Bjelke-Petersen, J (1990) Don't You Worry About That! The Joh Bjelke-Petersen Memoirs, Angus and Robertson, North 
Ryde, p63. 
l3 Campbell, A.J. (~1975) Memories of the Country Party in Queensland, 1920-1974, Appendix E. 
14 Fitzgerald, A History of Queensland, ~1601197; p279n43. 
l5 In 1974, Thomas Hiley was interviewed by Suzanne Walker as part of the Oral History Programme carried out by the 
National Library of Australia. Transcript held at the National Library, Canberra. Cited throughout this thesis as Hiley 
Interview (1974) 1:Z3 1. 
l6 Hughes, C.A. (1980) The Government of Queensland, University of Queensland, University of Queensland Press, St. 
Lucia, p37. 
'' Hiley Interview. (1974) 1:231. 
'* Stevenson, B F (1983), The Political Career of Sir Francis Nicklin, 1932-1968, Unpublished Honours Thesis, Department 
of History, University of Queensland, p26. 
l9 Bjelke-Petersen, Don't You Worry About That!, p64. 
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Unity" was set in motion. "Operation Unity" was the result of a decision to "unite" the two parties and to "cooperate 

in the exploratory and preparatory work," with a view to forming a joint Committee to contest the 1956 election as a 

political Coalition. There had been some partially coordinated attempts in 1951 to present non-conflictual policies 

for the state election in 1953;' but it had not been enough to prevent the Labor government being returned with "the 

largest Parliamentary majority any Queensland Labor Government had had since 1938-1941".~~ The Liberals (the 

Queensland People's Party until 1948 when they merged with the federal Liberals) had made substantial gains in the 

metropolitan area during the 1940s but had never enjoyed a satisfactory relationship with the Country-National 

Following the 1953 election it was widely believed by the Opposition that the non-Labor forces in 

Queensland would have to present themselves to the people in 1956 as a "completely united force with a virile 

outlook and a progressive policy for ~ueendand".'~ To this end, the "Plan" was conceived. 

The "Plan" as it was initially referred to, was kept "strictly confidential" until February 1955 when the "Plan for 

Coordinating Committee and Decentralisation in the conduct of the 1956 election" was outlined publicly. Its initial 

objective was "to cooperate in the setting up of a Co-ordination Committee to consist of [six] representatives of each 

party", "with a united policy and campaign" in order to "contest the next State election as a joint team". Originally 

the two parties envisaged a completely new political organisation that would coordinate assets and call itself the 

"Liberal-Country League". Policy would be presented to the public as "joint" policy unless it was "politically 

expedient" for members to identify certain policy issues with a specific party. It was envisaged that after a successful 

election members could decide individually which party to belong to. In 1954, the "Plan" was renamed "Operation 

unityw .25 

Papers relating to this 'To-ordination Committee" and "Operation Unity" suggest that a great deal of meticulous 

effort was put into the campaign in order that "a completely united front ... be presented in good time before the 

1956 state election". Divisions were organised, targets were identified and policies were formulated with 

considerable care, "with view of eliminating overlapping and possible conflict" (sic). Members of both parties were 

divided into four divisions (Brisbane; South Queensland; Central Queensland and North Queensland) to consider 

points of policy, "with particular emphasis on local matters". Policy suggestions were then forwarded to the 

Coordinating Committee, "for consideration in formulating the policy speeches and election campaign material". 

"Due regard" was given to both parties in relation to policies already stated and agreed to.26 

'' Frank Nicklin Papers, OM77-13, Nicklin to Country Party members, 26'h November 1951; Box 1 1,  17/37 John Oxley 
Library, Brisbane. (Since the research for this thesis was completed the John Oxley Library have re-catalogued the Nicklin 
papers. They can still be located under the same call number but the material is now filed in envelopes). Hereafter Nicklin 
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22 Lack, Three Decades, p390. 
23 Fitzgerald, A History of Queensland, p100. 
24 Nicklin Papers, OM77-13, Box 12, 8/19. 
25 Nicklin Papers, OM77-13, Box 9 131512; 13/16/3. 
26 ~icklin Papers, OM77-13, Box 9 131512; 13/16/3. 



The tightly controlled campaign, the ongoing industrial problems in Queensland's pastoral industry:' the increasing 

tension between the Queensland Central Executive (QCE) and the Parliamentary Labor Party (PLP) and the failure 

of the Queensland premier, Vince Gair, to divorce himself from the "Groupers" in Hobart in 1955 had proved to be 

politically disastrous for Australian Labor and augured well for a state Coalition victory in 1956. However the 

unified parties were politically annihilated in the election where Labor secured two-thirds of the seats in its ninth 

straight electoral victory.28 Following the 1956 defeat, and as NicMin considered the conservative 

forces in Queensland could only fantasise about the formidable forces of Labor being split irretrievably, preferably 

into two separate parties as they were already in the south. In April 1957, following protracted divisions within the 

labour movement, the Queensland branch of the Labor Party of Queensland, led by Vince Gair, obliged them. 

The Labor Split in 1957 has been well documented and does not need to be restated in any detail here.30 In brief, the 

final split within the Labor ranks was the culmination of a series of crises within the party that had instigated a 

power play between, on the one hand, Vince Gair and his supporters in the Queensland Parliamentary Party, and on 

the other, the QCE, dominated by the industrial wing, and solidly supported by the Australian Workers' Union 

(AWU)~'. By 1957 LLalmost any issue had the potential" to ignite the political fuse under Labor in ~ u e e n s l a n d . ~ ~  The 

issue that finally prompted Gair's expulsion was the QCE's insistence that the Queensland parliament introduce 

legislation to obtain three weeks' annual leave for workers. Gair refused on the grounds that the Queensland 

economy could not sustain such a move and that the needs of the state were more important than the needs of the 

workers.33 In April 1957, when the QCE called on the premier to show cause why he should not be expelled from 

the party, Gair failed to convince the Executive of his credentials and on 24th April, 1957, the QCE (teclared, " ... 
that the membership of Mr Gair be terminated forthwith ... that he be expelled from the party and that the 

Parliamentary Labor Party be advised accordingly".34 

The split in the Queensland Labor Party (QLP) was a "political Godsend" for the  position.^^ While much media 

coverage had been given to the animosity between the various Labor factions with rumours that the QCE planned to 

expel Gair, the Opposition was not prepared for what followed.36 While uncertainty dominated the various Labor 

'' McMwchy, A "The Pastoral Strike" in Murphy, D.J. (1983) The Big Strikes, Queensland 1890-1965, University of 
Queensland Press, St.Lucia, pp253-269. 
28 Fitzgerald, A History of Queensland, p147. 
29 Courier Mail, 7" May, 1956; Mines, F (1975) Gair, Arrow Press, Canberra, pp82-86. 
30 Murphy, "The 1957 Split, pp481-525; Murray, R (1970) The Split: Australian Labor in the Fifries, Cheshire, Melbourne, 
pp307-328); Lack, Three Decades, pp416-494; Gair gives his own account of the split in an interview with John Edwards, 
Australian Financial Review, 6" July 1972; see also Frank Nicklin's account in the Nicklin Interview, (1974) 1:1/33 - 
1:1/35. In 1974 Sir Francis Nicklin was interviewed by Suzanne walker as part of the National Library of Australia's Oral 
History Programme. The transcript is held at the National Library in Canberra The interview is cited throughout this thesis 
as Nicklin Interview. 
31 See C.A. Hughes detailed account of the "power play", "Party and Parliament in Queensland, Parliamentary Affairs, 
1956-57, pp480-494. 
32 Costar, B (1990) "Vincent Clair Gair, Labor's Loser," in D.J. Murphy, et al, The Premiers of Queensland, University of 
Queensland Press, St.Lucia, pp463-467. 
33 Momson, "Queensland", p289. 
" Murphy, "The 1957 Split, pp516-519; Queensland Central Executive Files, OMEQ/28/7/1, John Oxley Library, Brisbane. 
35 Bjelke-Petersen;Donlt You Worry About That!, p63. 
36 Murphy, "The 1957 Split", p5 10. 



camps, the Opposition parties on the fringes of the controversy had no way of anticipating that within months they 

would be preparing for an early election. 

Gair did not retire gracefully; almost immediately after his expulsion, the parliamentary party itself split. When the 

dust settled, Gair and 24 of his supporters had formed the QLP. The Official Queensland Labor Party led by 

Deputy-Premier Jack Duggan was 23 in number, slightly behind the Liberal-Country Party Opposition with 24 

seats.37 Labor's factional in-fighting had been apparent long before the 1956 election.38 Nicklin had acknowledged at 

the Country Party conference in 1955 that the Labor Party was "tom asunder by internecine destruction", but that 

"with this in the present boundaries it would take something of an electoral earthquake to bring about a change".39 

Even after Gair's expulsion, the Opposition failed to recognise the political possibilities that presented themselves. 

Because of the constitutional principles that Nicklin believed to be at stake, the Opposition leader initially 

showed some sympathy for the Premier's plight over the three weeks' leave issue.40 On 4th April, Nicklin told the 

Telegraph that he admired Gair's stand against the QCE and that the Opposition would "fight to maintain 

constitutional authority ... and resist ... any attempt to dictate to the elected representatives of the people".4' Three 

weeks later when Gair was expelled, Nicklin called on Gair in a somewhat sympathetic manner to "demonstrate 

his parliamentary strength and also what proportion of his erstwhile supporters have decided to become 

supporters of the QCE":~ TWO days later, Nicklin confirmed that the Coalition would support Gair "in certain 

 circumstance^"^^ but would not commit his party to a political Coalition with the Q L P . ~ ~  Nicklin's Liberal 

counterpart, Ken Morris was less reticent and publicly voiced his party's view that they would never consider an 

alliance with either of the Labor factions.45 Other than the Labor factions themselves, Nicklin appears to have 

been the only person not to have seen the writing on the wall for the government that had ruled Queensland for 

so long. The Courier ~ a i t ~  and the chided Nicklin for his lack of political foresight, but it was the 

federal Country Party leader, Arthur Fadden, who flew to Brisbane to instruct Nicklin in political strategy and 

persuaded him that his opportunity to become premier of Queensland was imminent.'@ 

While Nicklin denied to the press that Gair had ever suggested a Coalition agreement with the Country Party and 

that he himself had ever seriously entertained the Stevenson demonstrates that this was not the case. In 

exchange for the Country Party's support, there is evidence to suggest that Nicklin would have required Gair's 

37 Morrison, "Queensland", p29 1. 
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assurance that the QLP would, if elected, address two of the Coalition's major policy issues: that of electoral 

distribution and the introduction of court-controlled ballots for industrial unions. An item in the Nicklin Papers, 

consists of a press cutting pinned to a single sheet of foolscap which is annotated in Nicklin's handwriting. The 

cutting is a list of members of the Parliamentary Labor Party showing which of these had joined the Gair and 

Duggan groupings. One of the annotations is revealing, as it details one of the options that had occurred to the 

Country Party leader - "carry on for a while/Endeavour secure something in return for support - union controlled 

ballots - redi~tribution".~~ 

Nicklin's political acumen returned in time for the Country-Liberal Coalition to contest Gair's position in the 

Parliament. Without support from the Opposition, Gair's minority government became impossible. On 1 lth June 

parliament was reconvened. When the ALP and the Coalition rejected the Supply ~i11:' parliament was dissolved, 

with the ALP and the Country and Liberal parties defeating Gair's minority government 45-25.52 On 25th June, Gair 

scheduled the election for 3rd August, "the last possible date on which the election could be held in view of the 

Supply position".53 

The Election Campaign: the Country Party 

Challenging the "official" ALP in 52 seats, Vince Gair succeeded in what Clem Lack has described as a remarkable 

feat of "intensive organisation", establishing 150 branches of the QLP and fielding 62 candidatis throughout 

Queensland in the August election.54 The Country-Liberal parties contested 73 seats between them, and under the 

leadership of John Duggan, the ALP contested 64 seats. Four seats were uncontested, including the seat of 

Landsborough held by Frank Nicklin. The sudden election attracted wide interest. A record 219 candidates 

nominated, including 20 independentss5 an increase of 55 on the 1953 election.56 Would-be politicians were not the 

only interested parties in the 1957 State election. Intense public interest in the election had the State Electoral Office 

in Brisbane reporting to the Courier Mail on 2nd July that their office had had "one of its busiest days" with 

"hundreds of last minute enrolments" being made. 

As in 1956 the Country and Liberal parties remained united to contest the election. The leaders of the Country and 

Liberal parties, Frank Nicklin and Ken Morris, delivered a joint policy speech emphasising their unity and 

cooperation. It was a strategy that according to Liberal Party headquarters, would be the Coalition's "trump card" in 

1957 and "would be stressed by party speakers from election platforms" throughout the state. Frank Nicklin opened 

the campaign in Maroochydore on 1st July, the centre of his own Landsborough electorate. Capitalising on the 

Stevenson, "George Francis Reuben Nicklin", p566n19. 
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political maelstrom engulfing Labor and promoting Coalition unity, Nicklin told the assembled crowd at 

Maroochydore's Star Theatre that the Country and Liberal parties were "the only parties that could possibly 

implement their joint policy and give Queensland effective ".57 

Apart from a little topical fine tuning, Nicklin's election promises as outlined in his policy speech were very much a 

repetition of the promises made in the 1956 election campaign, which in turn had generally reflected the 

commitments made by the Country Party in the post-war years.58 Since its formation in the early 1920s, the 

Queensland Country Party had focussed on policy objectives that encompassed rural reform. Tariff concessions 

and transport and land policy development, particularly in terms of industry expansion and railway maintenance, 

were the party 's main concerns. Believing strongly in the "free enterprise system" and the "inspiration of the 

profit motive", the Country's dissenting attitude towards the "socialist" activities of the trade unions and their 

"right to strike" was largely deterkined by an acute awareness of the unions' power to thwart the party's 

fundamental objectives in ~ u e e n s l a n d . ~ ~  The degree of disruption that the union movement had ostensibly 

inflicted on the rural industry specifically, and the Queensland economy generally in the 1956 pastoral strike had 

reinforced a view within the Country Party and indeed, the Coalition, that adverse trade union activity had to be 

re~trained.~' It had not however had an opportunity to revise its industrial relations intentions in light of 

contemporary circumstances by the time the 1957 election was called. 

The Country Party and.the Liberal Party, while serving the interests of distinctly different constituencies were, 

like other states in Australia in the 1950s, committed to the increased development of the state.61 In Queensland, 

the Coalition's plans to promote Queensland as an economically sound investment opportunity rested largely on 

its ability to create a climate for investment. To this end the Coalition would have to harness the formidable 

power of the state's union movement, regain the initiative for employers at the workplace and promote 

Queensland as a state where capital, management and labour worked together harmoniously. Both the Country 

Party and the Liberal Party were aware of the difficulties associated with these objectives and equally aware of 

the pressure that would be placed on them by their traditional supporters to achieve them in the event of the 

Coalition coming to power. 

The general thrust of the Country Party's overall policy was to encourage "anything that would increase production" 

in the state, to actively support national works and secondary industry and to decentralise the manufacturing 

industry, "with a view to increasing employment". In the context of labour relations, the Country Party was prepared 

to "protect and preserve" the 40 hour week, despite Frank Nicklin's adamant opposition to the proposal in 1947.~' 

As well, Nicklin r e a f f d  his party's commitment to "adhere strictly to the principles of arbitration" and to give 
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"priority to conciliatory methods". The Country Party believed that the "proper purpose of trade unions [was] to 

care for and protect members' interests" through an "independent" system of conciliation and arbitration. It 

would not condone the right to strike or the industry disruption that accompanied industrial action.63 A resolution 

forwarded by the Mirani-Whitsunday branch of the party to the 1956 annual conference of the Queensland 

Country Party and during the pastoral strike, provides an example of the strong views within the party with 

regard to industrial stoppages : 

... in view of the continued disruption, unrest and stoppages in industry, and the resultant serious effect 
that it is having upon the economy of Australia, this Conference is of the opinion that legislation 
should be introduced to declare all strikes and stoppages illegal, with the resultant heavy penalty on all 
bodies and individuals concerned, unless such action shall have firstly been approved by a majority of 
the members of the Union concerned, by way of secret ballot to be under the direct control of the 
Industrial Court or their appointed agent who will provide the facilities for such ballots with 48 hours 
of a request being made by the executive of the Union concerned.@ 

The same branch also advocated, "that all industrial awards shall take effect from the date of the Court's decision 

and remain in force for the ensuing 12 months or until a further decision from the Court". Other branches felt 

more strongly. The Barambah branch pledged its support for the policy of the NSW Country Party that provided 

for the complete abolition of compulsory unioni~m.~' 

Nicklin and the Country Party had formally supported the issue of "secret ballots in all cases of industrial 

disputes" since 1950 where it was adopted as part of the Country Party's official platform. However, it was the 

federal Labor Party that had initially placed the issue of secret ballots on the political agenda. Under pressure 

from the Industrial Groups in 1949, Labor had legislated to "allow the Arbitration Court to intervene in internal 

union official ballots if the Industrial Registrar was satisfied with prima facie evidence of malpractice" or 

"where the union management sought them".66 As noted above, Nicklin had demonstrated his commitment to 

this issue by agreeing to support Gair on the issue of secret ballots. In the 1957 electoral campaign, in the 

context of creating a ''climate for investment", Nicklin assured supporters that his party intended to legislate for 

secret court-controlled balloting if the Coalition was elected to office. 

In his policy speech, Nicklin reflected the Coalition's preoccupation with development and economic growth. 

Nicklin announced that a Coalition government would appoint a Minister of Development to "direct the planning of 

a development programme and to coordinate and direct its implementation". Policies would be formulated to 

provide for electrical development; finance for roads, water and irrigation construction and the promotion of 

Queensland's mineral wealth.67 The decision to create a new portfolio to deal with the state's development was taken 
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at a joint party meeting in February 1956. Initially the portfolio was intended to provide exclusively for Northern 

Queensland but it was decided that this move would serve to alienate voters in the southern regions of the state.68 

The rhetoric of development was not confined to the non-Labor parties. "Developmental boosterism" had proved a 

"potent recipe for political success in [Queensland] state politics" and had provided a "timeless theme" for the 

state's elections particularly in the post-war years. This was particularly true for states like Queensland and Western 

Australia where there was a real need to foster and develop distant rural communities so important to the state's 

economy, in order to uphold the potential prosperity of its primary indu~tr ies .~~ 

The concern with development and progress had been a strong feature of Australian politics in the post-war years. 

When Menzies' Liberal Party came to power in 1949, "development became a slogan to describe how government 

would produce the conditions in which free enterprise could flourish". State governments were urged to undertake 

major developmental projects and in particular to 'Yurther primary industry"?' Labor and non-Labor governments in 

all states pledged to "continue" the federal government's development initiatives?' Queensland had always been 

mindll of the state's economic reliance on land development. The importance of developing and maintaining the 

rural sector of the state had been identified clearly during the Depression in the 1930s. While most state 

governments in Australia had become economic victims of the Great Depression, Queensland suffered significantly 

lower levels of unemployment and had enjoyed a higher level of real income per head than the nation as a whole. 

This was largely due to the small size and nature of Queensland's manufacturing sector and the endurance of the 

rural industry, particularly dairying?2 

The rhetoric of the post-war reconstruction years was a distinctive aspect of the Country Party's political platform 

during the 1950s. In April 1957, Sir Earle Page, former leader of the Australian Country Party addressed the 

Queensland Country Party annual conference. Page told delegates that "the most urgent task in Australia is the rapid 

development of her own resources and the increase of her population". It was up to the "continuous cooperation" of 

state governments he said, to "attract the great entrepreneurs of the world [to] help us develop our resources" and to 

encourage "a great inflow of capital inve~tment"?~ The Country Party in Queensland had long supported these 

sentiments and its commitment to economic development was represented as a driving force behind the Coalition's 

"industrial outlook" in the 1957 election campaign. 
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The Election Campaign: The Liberal Party 

The Liberal Party's position in relation to industrial relations in Queensland more explicitly reflected the ideals 

of industrial harmony, cooperation and industrial progress as a pre-requisite for Australia's economic progress. 

These principles and ideas were formally adopted by the federal Liberal Party in 1945 and endorsed by the 

Institute of Public ~ f f a i r s ~ ~  and the business community generally in the post-war years. State governments in 

the intervening years enthusiastically took up these ideas, particularly so as gradually non-Labor governments 

were elected to power.75 The Liberal Party's leader and Opposition spokesman for industrial relations, Ken 

Morris, had given voice to these post-war re-constructionist ideas in the 1956 election campaign. 

Morris told Queensland voters in 1956 that industrial relations was an issue that was "vital" to the success of 

developing Queensland and exploiting the vast resources the state possessed. According to Morris, "[hlighest 

production and the best living standards" could not be achieved without "industrial peace". Labor had 

"flagrantly disregarded ... the instrument of arbitration ... in a way which can only bring to this state anarchy". 

Under Labor, Morris suggested, Queenslanders were "losing the race". Morris pointed to the ongoing 

development of South Australia which: 

... under a ~iberal-country76 government and with a population of only 62% of Queensland's, has 
forged ahead so effectively that her industrial production is now approximately 90% of ours. Over the 
years she also has led industrial harmony which we almost invariably fail to attain. Instead we have 
strikes, black bans, production bans, and industrial strangulation to an almost intolerable exten1.7~ 

Moms told voters that "after a close examination of [these] problems", the Liberal and Country parties had come 

to the conclusion that two areas needed attention - the field of arbitration generally and the "failure of industrial 

relation~hi~s"?~ On the first issue, Moms was adamant: 

There must be a realisation that the real principles of arbitration are being flouted; that frequently the 
Court is unable to secure facts upon which to base its decisions; that there is insufficient liaison 
between Federal and State arbitration machinery; incentive payments and profit-sharing schemes are 
not encouraged. We deplore Labour's (sic) continued attempts to encourage class distinctions and even 
class hatred. Australians are one people and one nation and must develop on that basis.79 

According to Moms, a future Coalition would, "maintain and encourage the principle of arbitration ... establish a 

Research Bureau to assist the Industrial Court to make quick and accurate decisions ... [and] ... consult with the 
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Commonwealth and the other states on arbitration matters with a view to Australia-wide co-ordination of 

industrial machinery". In terms of promoting productivity and development in the state, Morris saw only one 

solution: the solution that had been proffered by documents such as Looking Forward and What's Ahead for 

Australia, published by the Institute for Public Affairs in 1945: 

Industry can only be really successful when the three great elements, labour, capital and management, 
work together as a team under a government alive to its responsibilities to provide drive and incentive 
and proper conditions for the development of the 

In the context of these sentiments, Morris foreshadowed the Coalition's approach to the state's industrial relations 

problems. A Liberal-Country government would: maintain the 40 hour week introduced by the Hanlon 

government in 1947, introduce state court-controlled secret ballot legislation and promote the "principle of 

incentive payment and profit sharing schemes so that all sections of the community will share fully in the 

increased prosperity which will follow the introduction of more effective industrial machinery". Its most 

significant reform would be the establishment of: 

... an all-party Parliamentary Committee charged with the immediate duty of co-operating with leaders of 
our industrial organisations and Unions, to investigate and then recommend to parliament ... improvements 
in the arbitration system. If all sections of the community are prepared to play their full part in this task, 
then we will feel certain that our industrial unrest can and will be arre~ted.~' 

The 1957 election campaign had been thrust on the Opposition somewhat unexpectedly. In the absence of any new 

policies, the Coalition fell back on those policies initially formulated as separate units in the late 1940s in the 

context of post-war reconstructionist ideals. These policies were adapted as necessary in the ensuing electoral 

campaigns and reformulated jointly in 1956. In 1957, the rhetoric of development in conjunction with the need for 

industrial cooperation once again provided the rationale for the Coalition's industrial relations statement. 

Moms optimistically pursued these themes at his policy launch in Brisbane on 2nd July, presenting to the crowd at 

City Hall, what he called a "vision splendid" of a State bolstered by "free enterprise", developmental policies and 

"new capital attracted to Queensland by a Government trusted by investors": 

A Liberal-Country party Government would encourage the promotion of new secondary industries 
and the establishment of factories ... We will create a climate for investment in the future of 
Queensland .. Where the socialists' aim is to divide, ours is to bring together all the partners of 
industry [to] participate fully in the national wealth ... Given the development that we are 
determined to see it won't be a matter of finding jobs for men, but finding all the men for all the 
jobsg2 
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Moms pointed to the "destructive and reactionary" ideals of the "socialists" that had hindered development in 

Queensland and had "divided" what he called "the partners of industry". In response to what the Coalition perceived 

as the "paralysing influence of Labor's socialist thinking", it was their "immediate task to change the picture 

overseas and interstate that investors and industry had of Queensland as a socialist state and to convince them that 

here in this land we had a stable and progressive government which welcomes inve~tment".~~ 

Moms, on behalf of a future Coalition government, "accept[ed] the responsibility of providing for our industrial 

life the most effective machinery possible for conciliation and arbitration": 

... we will work to secure cooperation from leaders of industrial organisations and unions to encourage 
better conditions for those employed in industry ... with the objective of securing greater co-ordination of 
industrial machinery ... When we have provided it we will then demand from all sections maintenance of 
the law.M 

Moms shrewdly minimised the potential impact of a Coalition government on industrial relations. Queensland's 

trade union movement was "extremely apprehensive" about the possible election of a conservative government. 

Arthur Moore's subversive activities towards the unions in 1929 had not been forgotten.85 In more recent times, 

while Frank Nicklin had always publicly supported the state's arbitration system, his personal opposition to the 40 

hour week, his support of Hanlon's strong stand against the state's unionists in 1948, following the railway strikeg6 

and his public commitment to secret court controlled ballots, did not bode well for the state's unions in the event of 

a Coalition victory.87 Perhaps to minimise any specific public debate, the issue of industrial relations generally was 

subsumed under the more prominent umbrella of development and economic growth in the context of "'harmonious 

industrial relations". This did not prevent Gair and Duggan from issuing "dire warnings" to the electorate suggesting 

that workers would be considerably worse off under a Country-Liberal government.88 

Within two weeks of the campaign, Nicklin, as leader of the Opposition found himself defending the Coalition 

against rumours of "government service sackings", "widespread unemployment" and what he called Duggan's "fear 

campaign of false and malicious propaganda that the Country and Liberal parties would take away industrial 

benefits": 

... there will be no sackings ... No employee who is prepared to do his job ... need fear being deprived of 
his job by a Country-Liberal government ... One need only look at our policy directed towards a vigorous 
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developmental programme and expanded economy to realise that there will be an unprecedented demand 
for labour and full employment ... There would be no interference in any way with the existing industrial 
benefits such as long service and sick leave, smoko periods, etc.. 89 

The Labor Parties 

The specific policies outlined by Jack Duggan for Queensland Labor were very much a reiteration of those espoused 

by Nicklin and Morris. Emphasising the need for expanded state development, Duggan promised the establishment 

of a regional planning board to promote the whole of Queensland. The work of "rehabilitation and modemising" 

(sic) the Queensland railways, public roads and transport systems provided the cornerstone of the Queensland Labor 

party's electoral platform. Labor's industrial relations policy was confined to the workers' three week leave proposal, 

a proposal that Duggan thought was a "very desirable social and industrial reform" and one which the Labor Party 

would introduce immediately in the event of its re-e~ection.~ 

As the Courier Mail was quick to point out, the problem for Duggan, was that he had been a part of the government 

that he now sought to deride and ridicule. Duggan had effectively joined the ranks of the Coalition in pointing out 

the weaknesses of Gair's government and had now "set out to match the Country and Liberal parties in demanding 

sweeping reform of the State's administration". The Courier Mail questioned Duggan's credentials and suggested 

that voters "charge the Country and Liberal parties with the task of giving the State a stable government" and to 

reject Duggan and "his mastef s voice"?' 

The QLP under Gair promised the Queensland electorate, "a continuance of the Gair government's developmental 

programme", increased spending on education, and the creation of a Rural and Savings Bank. On the industrial front 

Gair agreed to endorse three week's annual leave for workers, "when the finances and general economy of the State 

are sufficiently buoyant to stand the strain". On the issue of court-controlled ballots, Gair stated: 

We have seen over the years in Australia ... unworthy men gaining office in trade unions ... to advance 
political ideas ... There is an absence of properly controlled machinery to ensure that at all times unions 
will be controlled by officers, properly and regularly elected ... After our return to office we will take the 
first opportunity to bring down legislation providing for compulsory ballots ... for the election of all union 
officials ... we intend to see to it that the rights of unionists to govern their own organisation ... are not 
filched from them by power-hungry union bosses obsessed with the ambition to emulate the parasitic 
vultures who prey on American unioni~m?~ 

The Country-Liberal Party could probably not have said it better themselves! 

Courier Mail, 16" July, 1957. 
Courier Mail, 5" July, 1957; see also newspaper clippings in Australian Labor Party, Queensland Branch Papers, 

OMEQl2817, 1957 State Election, John Oxley Library, Brisbane. 
Courier Mail, 5" July, 1957. 

92 Courier Mail, 9" July, 1957. 



The central focus for the media in the campaign was the party leaders. This was a potential problem for non-Labor 

strategists, particularly where Nicklin and Moms were concerned. In his years as Opposition leader Nicklin had 

"acquired a reputation as a hard worker, a shrewd politician who kept his party and the Coalition united, and a man 

who symbolised the rural virtues of friendliness and simplicity". But was "the amiable old gentleman too good for 

the life of a politi~ian"?~~ Many believed that he might "not be aggressive or ruthless enough as and 

certainly Nicklin's "rather subdued, public image" paled in comparison to that of the Labor contenders and the 

"blustering" Liberal leader, Ken  orris.^^ There is evidence to suggest that his own party had some serious 

misgivings about his ability to campaign successfully against the robust efforts of his opponents. An anonymous 

Country Party campaign memo considered Nicklin's image: 

This is a battle of Leaders and Mr Nicklin is seriously hampered by negligible Public Relations and the 
pushful (sic) publicity of his colleague Mr Moms. Every effort must be directed to building Mr Nicklin 
into an aggressive leader, attacking both Gair and Duggan in weak spots that can be indicated and 
emerging as the man who can rescue the Queensland people from ruin.% 

The memo also expressed concern that Nicklin's benign approach to the people of Queensland would be 

overshadowed by Gair's political rhetoric and his adoption of the role of the "People's ~ham~ion"?' While there 

seems to have been little concern about the way Moms was conducting the campaign on behalf of the Liberal Party, 

there was a suggestion that Gair's "fiscally conservative" policy statements98 would secure many "loose Liberal" 

votes for the Q L P . ~ ~  The concern from all quarters was essentially unwarranted, much of the focus of the campaign 

rested on the two Labor protagonists, Duggan and Gair. Duggan exerted some energy in attacking the conservative 

ranks but most of his time was spent in deflecting the barbarous jibes emanating from Gair and disassociating the 

ALP from the previous Govement. Gair reciprocated vigorously against Duggan and virtually ignored Nicklin 

during the campaign, except to comment publicly that he would rather govern alone than form a Coalition with the 

Country party. loo 

Whether or not either Gair or Duggan seriously thought they could win the election for their respective parties 

can only be speculation. They were both politically astute enough to execute their campaigns positively and both 

had the advantage of knowing their opponents' political weaknesses. Four days before the election, the Bulletin 

suggested that both the ALP and the QLP were privately resigned to their defeat. The real task for both groups, 

according to the Bulletin, was to secure the "official Opposition benches" and to this end, both Gair and Duggan 

had concentrated on "safe Labor  seat^".'^' The Country-Liberal parties also recognised that in the little time they 

had to campaign, the safe conservative seats would need little wooing; they in turn concentrated their efforts on 
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marginal seats and the four newly contested seats. While no Country or Liberal member lost a seat at the 

election, the combined vote of both parties was actually down from 45.30 per cent in 1956 to 43.26 per cent in 

1957 - "only in six electorates for which comparisons can be made between the two elections did their vote 

increase". Nevertheless, the "almost equal split in the Labor vote between the ALP (28.9 per cent) and the QLP 

(23.39) per cent" ensured the success of the ~oa1 i t i on . l~~  

For the first time in twenty five years, a non-Labor government took oflice in Queensland. The Country-Liberal 

parties had been elected with a total of forty two seats (Country Party 24, Liberal Party 18), with the Country Party 

securing eight new seats and the Liberals ten. While the conservative parties were elated at their victory, their 

election win could "never be construed as an overwhelming endorsement of their policies". The combined vote of 

the Country and Liberal parties was down and although the Country Party had done slightly better than the Liberals 

overall, the Country Party had been contesting four more seats than they had in 1956.'03 Nevertheless, the Coalition 

had been elected to the Queensland parliament and on August 12th 1957, the first Nicklin ministry was sworn in.lo4 

The Early Months 

The unity and harmony that the Country-Liberal parties had emphasised so strongly during the election campaign 

was very much in evidence in the early years of Nicklin's government.105 The pattern of cooperation was set only a 

few days after taking power. When the previous non-Labor government had taken office in 1929, the "choice of the 

Ministry ... [was] ... left entirely in [the Premier's] hands".'06 Under Labor rule, members of the Cabinet, as well as 

the Premier and Deputy-Premier had been decided by caucus after an "exhaustive ballot". Allocation of portfolios 

was left to the Premier but selection was often influenced by "the need to secure some balance among the electoral 

zones, by the strength of cliques among the party and by any major internal conflicts". The administrative ability of 

a candidate played a major part in selection and allocation. Under Labor, each portfolio in the Cabinet 

"represent[ed] a whole function of government" and was regarded as the sole administrative responsibility of the 

~ i n i s t e r " . ' ~ ~  This would remain the case under the new Coalition government. 

In 1929, Cabinet members had been chosen by the Premier, Arthur Moore, largely in order of seniority.lo8 This 

precedent was not followed by the new government. Following a private meeting with Morris on 8th ~ u ~ u s t , ' ~  

Nicklin used Labor's "caucus" method of choosing his ministers instead of picking them himself. Ministerial 

lo' Hughes, Images and Issues, p8. 
lo3 Stevenson, The Political Career, p54. 
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'08 Morrison, "Queensland", p309. 
'09 Courier Mail, 8'h August, 1957. 



39 

positions were distributed on the basis of five to the Liberal Party and six to the Country Party. The leaders met with 

their members individually and chose their ministers by "exhaustive ball~t"."~ No newcomers to Parliament in 1957 

were offered portfolios."' In fact no member who had entered parliament since the 1950 election obtained a 

position in the Cabinet. The average age of the eleven ministers was 56.'12 According to Alan Campbell, late 

President of the Queensland Country Party, the six Country Party ministers were "old Country and Progressive 

National representatives ... from closely settled agricultural electorates with a good knowledge of their local 

problems ... they were quite ignorant of the problems confronting the Grazing Industry and of those regions beyond 

the closely settled  electorate^."^ The Liberals represented in Cabinet came from varied backgrounds ranging from a 

medical practitioner to a chartered ac~ountant."~ Ninety per cent of the Cabinet represented seats south of 

Rockharnpton with no representation from the North. Before the election the Coalition parties had agreed to allocate 

the Premiership to the senior party and the Treasury to the junior one. There was no more discussion about 

individual members having to choose which party to belong to after the election! Once the new Cabinet members 

had been elected, Nicklin and Moms conferred and allocated the portfolios - a process that was undertaken, 

according to Moms, "without the slightest acrimony, disputation or di~agreement".''~ 

Despite their inexperience, the Nicklin government was "not quite in the position of bringing in unknowing 

rookies". Having been so long in Opposition, the conservative ranks had 'practised for several years the principle of 

the shadow Cabinet". Portfolios were allocated according to the interest and knowledge exhibited by a 

parliamentarian in a specific area when in Opposition:' l6 

Every man was allotted a particular departmental responsibility ..[and]..was expected to become really 
knowledgable about it, carry the primary burden of leading the debate in matters that came up touching 
that department, whether it was legislation that was introduced or whether it was the financial statement at 
the time of the Budget debate.'17 

The Nicklin Government made a number of immediate changes to the ministries, changes that reflected electoral 

promises to stimulate development and to attract new capital for industry.Il8 The government began by converting 

the remaining "secretaries" to "ministers". In a special edition of the Government Gazette published on 13th August 

1957, public servants were informed that "each political head of department would now be referred to as a 

Minister", with the exception of Nicklin who would be described as the Premier and Chief Secretary. Prior to this, 

only one portfolio, that of Transport, had been headed by a "Minister". The other portfolios were headed up by 

"secretaries". Nicklin told the Telegraph that the "alterations had been made to overcome the confusion that existed 
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between some Ministers being referred to as Secretaries and others as Ministers ... the Ministerial title was the most 

suitable onel'.l l9 

Nicklin's new ministry included two new portfolios, Development and Main Roads. These portfolios were, after 

some deliberation, attached to the Ministry of Mines, indicating their importance to the government's developmental 

focus. Responsibility for the state's railways was transferred to the Transport Portfolio. The sub-department of Local 

Government was transferred from Treasury and attached to the "higher status" Works portfolio. Housing, once part 

of the Public Works portfolio, was given its own Ministry and headed up by the Treasurer, because according to 

Nicklin, "finance [in the State] was largely associated with housing".120 Portfolios dealing with finance, industry, 

development and state infrastructure were earmarked as priority areas for the government; senior members of both 

parties were allocated these policy areas. Clearly, the portfolios that did not impact on the government's primary 

objectives had not been given a lot of forethought. There was considerable uncertainty for example as to where the 

responsibilities for police and migration should reside. Eventually it was decided that the responsibility for the 

police should stay with the Labor and Industry portfolio and Migration could fit in with ~orks." '  The Department 

of Public Instruction was renamed the Ministry of Education. The new portfolios and amalgamations were explained 

by the Coalition as necessary, "for administrative purposes".122 This was an extraordinary statement, given that on 

the 9th August, members of the Coalition had not yet seen their offices, met any of the Heads of Departments and 

knew "nothing about ad~ninistration".'~~ According to Chalk, "the entire cabinet ... were neophytes. Nobody knew 

anythingw.'" The government's inexperience was partly a result of the way in which the previous Labor 

government had excluded the Opposition from any meaningful parliamentary role. This was particularly true in 

relation to Committee membership.12' 

The listing of the new portfolios appeared to reflect the level of importance afforded them by the new government. 

The promotion of the Labor and Industry portfolio, incorporating as it did industrial relations and industry 

development from fourth to second on the Ministerial sheet, suggested the importance the Coalition attached to the 

promotion of investment and industry in Queensland. However, Ken Moms, the responsible Minister, was also 

Liberal leader and Deputy of the Coalition and would certainly have retained second place in the Ministry line-up 

regardless of his portfolio allocation. What is significant is that Moms chose this particular portfolio and not the 

Treasury. The elevation of Local Government to Cabinet status and the creation of the new portfolio, Development, 

reflected the government's development plans for Brisbane and the state as a whole. While the Coalition was 

preparing to take office, Labor was engaged in the activities that go with handing over government to the 

Opposition. "Private correspondence, some 25 years old ... was going up in smoke ...[ while other] accumulated 

'I9 Telegraph, 13" August, 1957. 
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correspondence, records and documents..[were] camed away and destroyed".'26 Five days later, the purge was over 

and the new government took office. The new government's lack of experience was worsened by the fact that none 

of the incoming government had had any contact with the state's public service with a view to discussing policy 

proposals. They were introduced to the heads of departments and sub-departments for the first time, in a "quite 

civilised manner, given the circumstances", by the departing  minister^.'^^ 

One of the Premier's first directives concerned the directorships and paid positions with co-operative societies and 

public bodies (including positions in Local Government). Nicklin believed strongly that "service in Cabinet cannot 

be reconciled with the holding of any conflicting interests" and gave his members two months to relinquish their 

respective  position^.'^^ Addressing his Cabinet, Nicklin stipulated: 

You come into this Cabinet on the basis you will be full-timers. We're not going to have a situation as 
happened in an earlier occasion, when the National Party was in power and where Ministers gave a few 
hours of their week to the job and the rest of the time they were off on their private affairs ... The whole 
basis of your Cabinet service is that we have all your time or you're not to be in Cabinet. It means that any 
of you who are Directors of companies you must relinquish those.'29 

Many of the Ministers had a "string of company activitie~"'~~ including directorships and associations with "a 

number of dairying cooperatives and northern sugar mills,'31 but Nicklin's stem directive became the "standard rule 

and practice" at least until 1966 . '~~  The Premier was the first member of the Cabinet to relinquish one of his 

"conflicting interests", his directorship of the Royal National Association Council, a position he considered to be 

"outside his parliamentary duties".'33 Shares had to be declared to Cabinet. As Hiley pointed out, "if a contract arose 

which involved any of those companies, all our colleagues knew that we had an interest in it and we were expected 

to abstain from taking any part in it or voting ... we had to get completely out of association with management of that 

company, cease to take an interest as Directors". The move was "totally supported by the Cabinet" and problems 

concerning shares or other related matters, according to Hiley, "just did not arise".134 

This concern with "conflict of interest" extended to the senior ranks of the state's public service. Changes were made 

to a number of public service appointments related to the membership of commissions. The Director of Local 

Government and the Solicitor-General were both replaced as members of the Film Commission. According to the 

newly appointed Attorney-General, it was " a basic principle" that departmental heads of government, "should not 

be members of the commissions ... The services of the Solicitor-General must be available to all Government 

instrumentalities ... he should be free to deal impartially with any questions that might arise in convection with the 

procedure of any such commissions". Accordingly, the Under-Secretary of the Justice Department was removed 

Iz6 Courier Mail, 7" August 1957. 
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from the Licensing Commission because the commission was administered under the Liquor Acts by the Justice 

Department, "clearly a conflict of interest". Similarly, the appointment of Hickey, SM as Chairman of the Police 

Appeals Board was terminated early in the government's first 

The Nicklin government did not give any consideration to the Telegraph's suggestion that the new parliament 

should give "serious thought" to introducing the system of parliamentary secretaries, "to ensure the sound training in 

government of the new and younger men who have entered parliament".136 The Federal Labor government had 

initiated such a scheme in 1949 but had not pursued it with any vigour. Menzies took up Chifley's plans and 

established a Cabinet secretariat to 'service the entire Cabinet system" and ensure centralised decision-making under 

the authority of the Prime ~ i n i s t e r . ' ~ ~  W i l e  no new parliamentary procedures were implemented,'38 it soon became 

evident to the new government that administrative changes would be required. Initially, "Archie" Fletcher, Nicklin's 

Private Secretary when in Opposition, retained his position under the new Premier and Gair's official secretary, 

Colin Curtis became Nicklin's official secretary in the Premier's office. A new state position was created and Vince 

Gair was allocated an "official" private secretary and a typist in accordance with "the practice adopted in all other 

Australian States" for the "leader of any major political party ". Another new position was created for the Ministry 

of Labour and Industry. An advertisement for a Liaison Officer was placed in the Government Gazette in the fust 

week of September to deal with the anticipated work load emanating from that 0 f f i ~ e . l ~ ~  

The decision to establish a Cabinet Secretariat was taken after it became clear to all the new members that the 

"unbelievably crude" methods adopted by the previous government to record Cabinet decisions were not conducive 

to assisting a new government struggling to come to terms with the administrative anomalies of government and the 

public service.'40 Much time was wasted in the early days as a result of the inexperienced government's attempts to 

come to terms with administrative details that were unfamiliar even to the most senior government members. 

Records or minute books had not been kept, decisions were verbally agreed to and Ministers were left to rely on the 

integrity and awareness, not only of their colleagues but also of senior public servants. The situation was particularly 

difficult when decisions effecting two or more departments were in~olved.'~' Thomas Hiley, Liberal member and 

Treasurer, with previous experience in the Public Service Commissioner's office, was "homfied" at the lack of 

accountability afforded by a system that "suited a public servant who'd left no detectable trail of what evidence he'd 

presented to his Minister and through his Minister the Cabinet, to induce a certain decision to be taken". Hiley 

suggested to the Premier that Cabinet should not consider anything that had not been submitted to Cabinet for 

perusal at least two or three days prior to the Cabinet meeting. Hiley's proposal was adopted and the fust officially 
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recorded minutes were taken on the 21st October, 1957.14' Submissions would not be accepted orally but had to be 

written and circulated to all members of Cabinet prior to a meeting. The new system reduced Cabinet meetings, 

according to its members by at least two hours.143 According to Hiley, one of the advantages of the system, apart 

from the fact that "certainty replaced vagueness" was that: 

a public service adviser who was recommending a certain course of action knew that he had to put his 
signature to a bit of paper which would be circulated in Cabinet, outlining the facts, marshalling the 
arguments and making a recommendation over his signature. He couldn't pass the buck ...[ as a 
consequence] he was equally demanding procedurally of the men down the line who were his sub- 
 adviser^".'^^ 

The lack of a Cabinet Secretariat had been mentioned in the Lands Royal Commission in 1955 and Gair as Premier 

had considered appointing a Cabinet Secretary, 14' but the idea was swallowed up by subsequent political events. In 

October, the Coalition appointed NicMin's private secretary, "Archie" Fletcher to the post of Cabinet Secretary. 

Fletcher went to Canberra to "have a look at the workings of the Cabinet Secretariat there". On his return the 

Cabinet secretariat was established in Queensland "on the same lines as Canberra". Sworn in as the first cabinet 

Secretary on 17th October, Fletcher's main task was to circulate submissions and keep "a full and central record of 

Cabinet deci~ions".'~~ Cabinet also decided to give greater administrative responsibility to its departmental heads. 

For example, it was no longer necessary for a Minister to give approval for a typist to work overtime.14' 

According to Hiley, there was not generally in the new Cabinet "that worked-up knowledge of and understanding of 

the qualities of the Public Service heads in their particular group" and this made for some administrative difficulties 

and wasted time for the Coalition in the transition period. Government "suffered in the early months "whilst we 

were finding out who was the really reliable public servant of sound judgement and who was the one of lesser 

quality". Some "decisions were ... taken without a sufficient probing in depth for the end results". Many of the public 

servants had a problem serving the new government, "but our main trouble wasn't with men who resented the 

change of government ..... so much as the quality of some of them". It was to be twelve months before the members 

of the Country-Liberal coalition had "separate[d] the sheep from the goats" in the public service; isolated the 

"strong" and the "reliable" and had identified "those who had leadership qualities". Many were "promoted into 

obscurity and shifted to other niches" and others were prompted "to retire more speedily than others". Eventually, 

the Coalition organised the public service in a way that suited them,'48 but not before it had worked hard to secure 

its confidence. 
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Unlike most of the state's unions, the State's Service Union (SSU) that represented Queensland's government 

employees was "cautiously optimistic" about its "New ~ a s t e r s " . ' ~ ~  The Coalition had pledged to "maintain an 

efficient, well qualified and well paid civil service", without "undue bureaucratic control"'50 but the unions were still 

hesitant about responding to such promises. Ongoing discussions with the state's Labor government in the previous 

two years had proved unproductive for Queensland's public servants, (although as late as April 1957 the union was 

arguing that they would still be better off under a Labor government).'s1 Requests for the implementation of a Public 

Service Board, the establishment of a superannuation scheme and improvements to the provision of housing for 

public servants's2 had not been addressed by Labor, although the Coalition had committed itself to a "reorganisation 

of the Public Service Superannuation Scheme and revision of the Superannuation Acts with a view to the removal of 

existing anoma~ies".'~~ By 1957 it was generally agreed by the union's executive that "the government as an 

employer [had been] neglectful of its obligations".'54 In June 1957, the SSU disaffiliated from the QCE over the 

three week leave issue and refused to endorse any political party during the election in the following month.'55 

However, the union did address the political leaders through its journal: 

The party leaders are drafting their policy speeches and we intrude ourselves first to suggest that the rights 
of public servants be examined and some undertaking be given that what we have sought will be 
granted.156 

When the Coalition was elected, the public service was generally "stunned": As Nicklin observed: 

They were rather diffident to know what was going to happen to them; they'd lived for so long under a 
Labour administration that very largely worked on the practice of spoils to the victors, they thought that 
most of them were going to get a very, very rough spin. But to their great surprise we took over, in the 
main, practically all the private secretaries that had been working for the Labour (sic) Ministers 
previous~y.1s7 

The new government was aware that its inexperience would be a disadvantage to them in its early months of office. 

Labor had taunted the conservative parties throughout the election about their lack of experience and their inability 

to ''carry out the tremendous job of administering the state". It was apparent to Nicklin and his colleagues that a 

solid relationship would need to be established with the state's public service.158 To this end, one of the new 

government's first moves was to reinstate the half day's leave for public servants to attend Brisbane's Exhibition, a 

privilege recently withdrawn by the previous government. This was received warmly by the SSU and in September 

the union noted, the Coalition's "actions to date suggest that we might expect much better treatment from those 
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whom we were told to fear".lS9 By December the SSU was moved to comment that "public servants will have least 

cause for regret at the passing of Labour (sic)". And so it proved in the short term. 

Nicklin's inexperienced government was fully aware of the importance of the public service's loyalty and co- 

operation to its policy plans and moved quickly to secure its confidence. Talks about the long awaited 

reclassification system in the Service began almost immediately and in 1958, the "greatest general salary uplift in 

Public Service history was carried out".160 For the fust time the terms of the Award were arrived at through 

conciliation and not arbitration and the public service publicly acknowledged its appreciation. Superannuation 

changes were made in the following year. The loyalty of the state's public service was won early in the 

government's fust term through the introduction of creditable improvements to working conditions in the Service. In 

1959, the SSU told its members, that the union "so far had little to complain about. We willingly grant [the 

Coalition] their share of the credit".161 In later years the government's inclination to effect reforms was not so 

enthusiastic. It would be another decade before the service got its Public Service ~ 0 a r d . l ~ ~  

The Premier, although well-informed and a keen participant in Cabinet, presided over rather than initiated the 

proceedings. According to Hiley, it was Jack Pizzey, Ernie Evans and Hiley himself that "ran" the Cabinet in the 

early transition period: 

We were the quick trigger men, we were the people who did our homework, we'd come in and blow the 
other fellows out of the water if their case wasn't right.163 

Nicklin's gifts as a "born Coalitionist" were apparent in the fust few exuberant months of the government coming to 

power. The election had been unexpected until June and the Coalition had had little time to think ahead or to 

consider the problems of realising their policies once in government. There was little restraint in the Cabinet room 

for the fust twelve months and it was left to Nicklin to encourage, and yet at the same time curb the "broad 

refonning trend" within his Cabinet. Hiley recalls: 

... we possibly came in with too much steam ... all of us saw that if we were to make a mark at all we had to 
make a mark for doing things and taking changes ... consequently without exception, Ministers 
commenced to examine and bring in submissions on a wide, tremendously wide assortment of detailed 
matters ... Frank Nicklin encouraged that as a basic philosophy of government in office. Never at any stage 
did I hear him counselling ...' slow down boys, take it easy, Rome wasn't built in a day' and this sort of 
thing."j4 

Nicklin Interview, (1974) 1 9 4 .  
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Initially there was "good discussion [in Cabinet] in which sharp differences of opinion were aired, but not to the 

point of being strained. Votes were never taken in Cabinet, "it was just not the way they functioned ... not once". The 

"decisions and influences in Cabinet [were] not governed on a hierarchal basis". If a lack of consensus about any 

issue could be detected, Nicklin would suggest that more thought should be given to the concerns "and see if we 

can't find something we're more broadly happy about".'65 

One of the major problems facing Nicklin's new government was that of time. While it had planned its election 

campaign meticulously it had not envisaged how it would govern once it got into parliament. It had not taken into 

account the minutiae of government activity when publicly committing itself to policy deadlines during the 

campaign and time became an unanticipated constraint for the government in its fust few months of office. 

Traditionally, elections in Queensland had been held prior to the middle of the year allowing the government two or 

three months to draft a new legislative agenda and plan a Budget for the following term. The Coalition however had 

the election and its subsequent victory thrust on them in August, very close to the end of the parliamentary year and 

with the Budget due within six weeks. Hiley recalls there was no time for "weeks and weeks of preparatory work" 

nor was there any scope for the Sub-Departments to outline their requirements. The new Treasurer was unable to 

spend too much time looking at the months of work already accomplished by the Gair government on the loans 

programme or the departmental revenue figures. The fust budget delivered by the Coalition was delivered on 

September 26th 1957, "almost rolling on its own momentum". It was not until the budget of 1958 that the 

government "got right back to the grass roots and started to impose [its] own wishes ... fust at departmental and 

ministerial level then at Treasury level as the overall picture started to emerge and the quantum was measurable and 

our means could be a~sessed". '~~ 

While Hiley was busy with the budget, the other members of the Coalition were working overtime themselves. The 

week following the budget, Nicklin had adjourned parliament for one week to "allow the government to concentrate 

on [the] legislation" that the Coalition hoped to introduce before the end of the year.'67 While Nicklin had 

acknowledged shortly after the election that the government's "immediate business" would be voting in supply and 

presenting the Budget and  estimate^,'^^ he still anticipated presenting six Bills to parliament before it adjourned for 

the Christmas break.169 The Bills included the introduction of legislation that would allow court-controlled ballots 

for trade union officials, "on the lines of Federal Court ball~ts","~ an issue that was clearly a priority for the new 

government. By 10" September, following a day and night sitting of Cabinet, the new government had approved a 

total of fourteen ~i1ls . I~ '  

16' Hiley Interview. (1974) 1:2/32,2:1/32 33; see also Nicklin Interview (1974), 1:2/8. 
Hiley Interview. (1974) 2:1/24. 
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Despite the new government's exuberance, much of the legislation was of necessity held over until the March 

session. The efforts to legislate for court-controlled legislation in particular would be more difficult than the new 

government had anticipated. At a special Cabinet meeting held in January 1958, Cabinet was advised by Liberal 

backbencher and lawyer, P.D.Comolly, "that the proposed legislation posed some difficult constitutional questions 

and the services of one of Australia's top constitutional lawyers should be sought" before a Bill was presented to 

parliament. Other issues, such as the delayed Gregory by election on 5th October, a worsening drought situation and 

an almost immediate publicity drive aimed at promoting Queensland's investment and tourism potential took up 

much of the new government's time. As well, the sudden resignation of the Police Commissioner in ~ e c e m b e r ' ~ ~  

meant extensive interviews and trips interstate to secure a new police chief as early as possible. All of these 

distractions slowed down the energies of the Coalition, but only slightly. Official decisions in Cabinet were made 

decisively and without delay. New projects were initiated, committees were established, funds were allocated, 

legislative submissions were given the go ahead and the fust ever country Cabinet meetings arranged.'73 

Conclusion 

The Coalition's transition to government had been swift, unexpected and completed with little or no immediate 

preparation. Given the lack of experience of those involved, the transition had been relatively smooth. The new 

government had had no time to "prepare" for its transition to government nor had it consulted with the public 

service on policy issues. In addition the lack of existing procedural smctures and the government's unfamiliarity 

with the process of governing slowed the Coalition down in the early months. Despite this, in its first parliamentary 

year, the Country-Liberal Party established new Cabinet procedures and initiated eighty-four bills "in addition to the 

usual two Appropriation measures", the heaviest legislative programme in one session in Queensland's political 

history.'74 As well the government had initiated regional Cabinet meetings on a monthly basis. By April 1958 the 

new government had held Cabinet meetings in eight regional cites across the state.17' Relying largely on expertise 

from within its own ranks and the goodwill of the state's public service, the government completed its fust year with 

little interference or opposition to its plans. Committees established in the early months to look at issues such as 

youth control, drought relief and investment prospects were made up exclusively of party members and in most 

instances, members of the Cabinet. 

The new government enjoyed a relatively lengthy "honeymoon" period and was largely left to its own devices for 

much of the first year. Much of the legislation passed in this period was accomplished with little political 

Opposition; the QLP and the ALP were more interested in holding their own postmortems after their respective 

17' Queensland State Archives, (QSA) Collective Minutes, Z2364, 16th January, 1958. 
'73 See for example, Official Decisions: Queensland State Archives, (QSA) Decisions, 22350, 21" October-29~ October, 
1957. 
174 Lack, Three Decades, p520. 
17' Courier Mail, gth April, 1958. 
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defeats at the polls than debating the merits of the new government's policy proposals.'76 The absence of an Upper 

House in Queensland's parliamentary system further curtailed the possibility of any lengthy debate relating to the 

government's political agenda. The death of the new ALP leader, Les Wood, in March 19581n was a further 

distraction for the Opposition and allowed the Country-Liberal Party to continue their transitional activities with 

little hindrance. The sense of unity within the Coalition itself was a significant factor in consolidating the 

government's achievements in its first year in office. 

The unexpected election held in August 1957 had given the Coalition an opportunity to demonstrate to the 

Queensland electors its policy priorities. As in 1956, the Country Party and the Liberal Party came together to 

contest the election under the banner of economic progress, increased investment and large-scale development of the 

state. Underpinning these objectives was the Coalition's stated intention to bring together labour, capital and 

management in order to ensure the "drive, incentive and proper conditions" for the development of the state. 

On coming to office, the new government naively anticipated few restraints and in its first days publicly voiced its 

intentions to embark on a heavy legislative programme, including the passing of the much publicised court- 

controlled legislation. With the Opposition in disarray, no Upper House to confound the government's intentions 

and an extended "honeymoon" period with the new government enjoying support from both the community and the 

public service, it seemed that little could prevent the new government from following through with its election 

promises. Yet in the first few months, administrative difficulties, complex constitutional questions relating to court- 

controlled ballots, a number of unanticipated parliamentary distractions and a realisation that things often take 

longer to accomplish than originally anticipated, reduced the new government's capacity to give immediate effect to 

its election promises. 

Yet despite these constraints, the new government moved quickly to consolidate its control over the institutions of 

parliament and put in place the processes whereby its election commitments relating to strong economic growth, 

large scale development and' a conciliatory relationship with the state's trade union movement could be realised. In 

the early months, the new government's perceptions as to its capacity to effect reform were largely optimistic. 

However, its early moves to introduce industrial relations legislative reform changed the Coalition's perspective as 

to the scope of its immediate capabilities. The following chapter looks at the new govemment's intentions in relation 

to economic growth, development and the importance of effective industrial relations management in the context of 

an established set of ideas and principles common in conservative and business circles in the post-war years. 

'76 Nicklin Interview (1974), 1:2/9. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

BLUEPRINTS FOR PEACE 

In its election campaign of 1957, the Country-Liberal Party of Queensland had signalled its intention to 

promote development and economic growth in the state. Its policy commitments reflected this objective 

and the party's fust few months in office demonstrated its determination to pursue this aim. This 

preoccupation with development and progress was not a new phenomenon in Queensland state politics. 

Since 1859 both Labor and non-Labor political parties in Queensland had sought to develop the vast 

state with its untapped resources and investment potential. Yet in the post-war years the pursuit of such 

objectives had become a paramount concern for Australia's political leaders.' In 1957, the Country- 

Liberal Party of Queensland operated within what had become an established set of ideas and 

principles relating to the promotion of free enterprise, economic growth and full employment. These 

prevailing ideas were common in conservative and business circles and had been articulated in a 

number of documents and pamphlets in the 1940s and put into practice during the 1950s. This chapter 

reviews some of the documents that were particularly influential for governments and business in the 

post-war years. The ideas contained in these documents provided the basis for much of the economic 

policy direction in the post-war decade in Australia. In Queensland these ideas would provide the 

framework for the Coalition's economic policy objectives and strategies for implementation, 

particularly in the industrial relations policy area. 

The issue of post-war reconstruction was a major concern of Australia's political leaders long before 

hostilities ceased in 1945. After Curtin came to office in 1941 and the threat of Japanese invasion 

became a reality, the whole notion of civilian morale had become a political issue. Under Curtin's 

direction, a committee of distinguished academics and intellectual leaders was established to report to 

the Prime Minister on ways to deal with this aspect of the war effort. Curtin was advised of the need for 

the federal government to provide the community with positive and creative objectives with which the 

public would identify. Curtin did so by promoting the importance of national reconciliation and the 

need "to forge a national consensus for the prosecution of the war effort".' 

In November 1942, the Australian Labor Party Federal Conference urged the government to establish 

political and economic goals for the post-war period. A separate Ministry was proposed, to "establish a 

unified outlook through the various aspects of post-war ~lanning".~ These "various aspects" included a 

concern with: 

' See generally, Coombs, HC (1981) Trial Balance, MacMillan, Melboume; Blackmur, D (1992) "Arbitration, 
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... the re-establishment in civil life of those who had been involved in the war; the conduct of 
economic policy directed at full employment; the improvement of the physical and social 
environment and Australian participation in the development of a new and better 
international economic order." 

Policy makers and other interested bodies believed that these objectives would be compatible with the 

maintenance of the free enterprise system. To this end it was deemed imperative that the free enterprise 

system should be promoted as essential to a healthy and vigorous economy. The Ministry for Post-War 

Reconstruction was officially opened in January 1943. The government's commitment to a "better 

world" became part of Curtin's political rhetoric and his individual efforts promoted the ideals of social 

justice, economic reform and egalitarianism at every ~pportunity.~ These ideals provided the 

framework for a number of publications outlining the perceived needs of post-war Australian society. 

Many of these documents focused on the workplace and the need for harmonious industrial relations if 

Australia was going to successfully pursue its political and economic vision in the post-war years. One 

of these documents, Pattern for Peace was commissioned by the Prime Minister and distributed in May 

1943. 

Pattern for Peace 

Curtin requested various groups to forward their respective ideas on post-war reconstruction, even prior 

to Labor's discussions relating to a post-war Ministry These ideas would come to shape the political 

and economic strategies of Australian governments of all political persuasions in the post-war years. 

The National Secretariat of Catholic Action prepared the Catholic Church's response, Pattern for 

Peace, which articulated the views of "economists, industrial lawyers, representatives of management 

and labour in the business community and experts in agriculture". William Kelly, a Judge of the 

Conciliation and Arbitration Commonwealth Court, had prepared much of the text, indicating the 

importance attached to industrial relations and the machinery of arbitration in the quest for a "new 

~ rde r " .~  

Aside from general issues such as Australia's lack of population, Asiatic invasion and rural 

advancement, Pattern for Peace made a number of recommendations pertaining to industrial relations, 

a major issue in western industrialised countries in this period. Its most enduring recommendation was 

its concept of Industrial Councils organised on the basis of industry. It envisaged that these Councils 

would operate on a regional, city or factory basis and provide the vehicle whereby the "future 

development of the Australian economy and Australian society" could be planned and controlled. The 

Councils would comprise equal representatives of employers and workers plus a representative of the 

state. Specific union representation would not be encouraged, ostensibly because "of the practical 

Coombs, Trial Balance, pp24-27. 
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problems of choosing a union representative in workplaces with many unions and because non- 

unionised workers would not be represented". The perceived advantages of these Industrial Councils in 

terms of the expected greater production levels were that "they enhanced the prospects of self- 

government, provided greater chances for cooperation and diminution of conflict, and enabled the 

pursuit of the public interest". Decisions made at the local level could be appealed to an all-Australian 

Industrial Council. This body would comprise elected representatives from employers, employees and 

interested industry groups and would be headed by a President appointed by the Federal g~vernment.~ 

The Industrial Councils would have a number of far-reaching responsibilities. These included the 

determination of wages and working conditions (subject to appeals to the Commonwealth Court of 

Conciliation and Arbitration via the all-Australian Industrial Council), the control of "prices, dividends, 

quality and quantity of product, marketing, the number of firms in the industry, pensions ... and any 

other measure needed to control the industry". The appointed President would represent the consumers 

of the industry's product and the beneficiaries of its services. The authors of Pattern for Peace 

acknowledged that it would be some time before Industrial Councils could assume all these 

responsibilities, but they maintained that a start could be made on improving employer-employee 

relationships in order to begin the process of bringing together industry in a harmonious and productive 

way.' The notion that "capital and labour must have good relationships in the workplace" was echoed 

in other documents of the period. Sir Herbert Gepp, a prominent power behind the Liberal Party in the 

mid 1940s expounded on these views in his own "blueprint for post-war directions", When Peace 

Comes in 1943. These views were, according to Lees and Senyard, "common in the business sector" at 

this time.9 

The recommendations proffered by Pattern for Peace as they related to industrial relations in the long 

term would have meant a reduced role for Australia's conciliation and arbitration machinery. Politically 

this would have been a difficult scenario for Australia's federal government to endorse. In 1929, the 

federal government had called an election asking the Australian people to give it a mandate to abolish 

the institution of conciliation and arbitration. The proposal and the government were defeated 

resoundingly.1° Any future tampering of the system would take careful handling. It was not an option 

that Curtin's Labor government would endorse readily. Prevailing ideas relating to good employer- 

employee relationships and what that could mean for Australia's future productivity levels and 

economic growth in the post war years however became part of the intellectual climate of the period 

and came to influence political debate and policy choice in the ensuing years. The crucial nature of 

labour relations in Australia would resurface again in the Institute of Public Affairs' document, 

Looking Forward. 
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Looking Forward 

A concern with the future development of the Australian economy and Australian society was not 

confined to Labor's political circles and religious groups. Conservative interests were also aware of 

economic and developmental issues and of the difficulties associated with a dissatisfied workforce in 

the pursuit of these objectives. The on-going spectre of Communism in 1944 and the political reality 

that the ALP governed in six states, as well as in Canberra, were daunting prospects to those who were 

committed to maintaining a capitalist market economy in post-war Australia. Blackrnur has shown how 

during the war, various employer groups in Queensland sought to safeguard the capitalist market 

economy against the forces of Labor and the trade union movement by encouraging closer unity within 

employer ranks and implementing an "organisational, ideological and political program" that 

emphasised the significance of industrial relations issues." 

Towards the end of the war various employer groups around Australia sought to participate fully in the 

public debate concerning the future of private enterprise in post-war Australia. The Institute of Public 

Affairs (PA) developed and articulated an "integrated statement of employer philosophy" to guide the 

process of post-war reconstruction. The Institute had close links with business in Queensland, as in 

other states. Indeed membership of its governing body and the councils of the major employer 

organisations overlapped.12 The political manifesto developed by the P A  in Victoria was the most 

extensive of the post-war documents committed to redefining Australian conservatism, promoting free 

market enterprise and developing Australia's political, economic and social potential. It too identified 

the importance of cordial industrial relations to the success of Australia's economic future. 

Hay suggests that the IPA was conceived from the outset as a dual-function body. Initially it was 

intended as a publicity and research organisation for the more progressive sections of secondary and 

tertiary industry in Australia. Its second function was to be the "business catalyst in the reconstruction 

of non-Labor political organisation".13 In her work on the Liberal Party however, Marian Sirnms has 

credited the formation of the IPA with more purpose than Hay's account suggests. In the early 1940s, 

the Victorian Chamber of Manufactures had begun reviewing proposals with a view to establishing a 

"permanent body which would conduct public relations on behalf of the manufacturing industry". A 

report was prepared recommending that public relations activities should be directed not only at 

business groups but at the general public: "it should be nationwide and attempt to gain the financial 

assistance of the private banks". The report was accepted by the Chamber, and in September 1942, a 

committee was appointed to investigate and submit proposals for the formation of a body that would 
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later become the IPA.14 Contact between the various Chambers throughout Australia ensured that, in 

1943, Institutes were established in New South Wales, South Australia and Queen~land.'~ 

According to Simms, the IPA had three major functions. It was to act as an "interim finance collector 

for non-Labor political interests" and function as a mediator between non-Labor organisations, with a 

view to initiating unification, reporting regularly on its progress to the leader of the United Australia 

Party, Robert Menzies. Its third function was to provide much of the content and detail of the federal 

platform of the recently proposed Liberal Party of Australia. The P A  performed these tasks diligently 

and played a "direct and decisive role" in the formation of the new conservative political party. Its 

political, economic and social views were outlined in its 1944 document, Looking Forward, and were 

"adopted as the programme of the Liberal Party in 1945".16 Its influence was not confined to Liberal 

party policy makers. The document would become a blueprint for all Australian governments at both 

the state and federal level in the ensuing years. 

Looking Forward was drafted by a Committee of businessmen as "a new political position for 

business". Members of the Committee included Sir Keith Murdoch, G.J. Cole and Sir Walter Massey- 

Greene.17 The document emphasised the importance of cooperation between management and labour in 

the context of private enterprise. Reviewing Looking Forward, the Sydney Morning Herald claimed: 

The booklet is an attempt to give a lead to industry in post-war planning and to suggest lines 
along which the best features of private enterprise and national planning can be combined in 
a drive to achieve high employment, individual security and improved national standards of 
life.18 

Amongst the many accolades that the document received from the press at the time, Looking Forward 

was perceived, not so much as "propaganda" but as an "essay in persua~ion".'~ In Queensland 

circulation was wide-spread, and copies were distributed to employers by the Queensland Institute.'' 

Much of the document was concerned with the defence of private enterprise, the need for social 

security (financed from contributions from employers and employees as well as consolidated revenue) 

and the ideal of full employment. The concept of full employment had gained much currency in 

Australia during the war years and the Australian government had expressed considerable interest in 

England's much publicised White paper on Employment distributed in 1943. Business and 

governments in Australia vigorously debated the advantages and problems associated with full 

employment. In January 1944, a conference on Post-War Reconstruction organised by the Institute of 

l4 Simms, M (1982) A Liberal Nation: The Liberal Party and Politics, Hale & Iremonger, Sydney, p29. , 
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Political Science, at which Robert Menzies gave a paper, was organised around elements of the 

debate.2' 

Australia's White Paper on the subject drafted by the Ministry of Post-War Reconstruction was 

inspired by its counterpart in England. Curtin envisaged the document as: 

... a political instrument - an assertion of government policy designed to rally community 
support for the war and to stimulate willingness to bear continuing hardships. It had to be ... 
an assurance that the depression would not be allowed to recur and that the gains in social 
welfare and security achieved during the war would be preserved and built upon.22 

Looking Forward reflected this need to maintain community support in the long term and its overall 

commitment to economic growth and welfare must largely be seen in the context of these post-war 

reconstructionist ideas. 

Not everyone however was convinced of the viability of a full employment policy. There remained the 

problem of whether or not the Commonwealth would have the power to implement such a policy. The 

referendum to transfer state powers to the Commonwealth for five years in order to facilitate economic 

recovery in the post-war years, had been rejected. There was no certainty that the states would 

cooperate with the Commonwealth in its attempt to implement, control or direct many of the White 

Paper's economic recommendations. There was also the cooperation of the labour movement to 

consider. Lloyd Ross, for example, was concerned that the proposed document contained little to 

persuade the electorate that all would be well on the employment front in particular that the pioblem of 

industrial unrest had not been sufficiently taken into account. Like many others in the Ministry, Ross 

was convinced that unless there were strong government commitments to ACTU proposals voiced at 

annual conferences relating to such issues as the 40 hour week and paid holiday leave, "assurances 

about rising living standards and ... treatment of wages policy generally, would remain thin and 

unc~nvincing".~~ 

Looking Forward reflected these uncertainties, particularly in terms of the role of the state in the 

immediate post-war period and what it perceived as the crucial nature of labour relations in Australia. 

While Menzies and other prominent political figures had, throughout the forties, been critical of strikes, 

lawlessness and anarchy amongst workers, they were anxious to publicly demonstrate their faith in 

encouraging better working conditions in industry and a commitment to full employment. Their general 

argument in attempting to reconcile these two attitudes was that unions could not simultaneously have 

access to an apparently independent arbitration system and still retain the right to strike. According to 

conservatives, the belief that there was any natural antagonism between the interests of employers and 

employees was a wrong-headed, Marxist conception, often inspired by Communists who had gained 

control of key unions. There was in fact, according to business groups, no real long term-conflict of 

20 Blackmur, "Employer Industrial Relations Policy", p171. 
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interest; each side stood to gain from cooperation and from raising levels of prod~ct ion .~~ It was argued 

by many conservatives that the expanded development opportunities, the increased productivity levels 

and the higher standards of living sought by all parties, would become a reality if management, capital 

and labour could only reconcile their interests. 

Consultation and Cooperation 

This was consistent with the line taken by the P A  (Victoria) in the literature circulated by that 

organisation in the 1940s, "frequently urg[ing] employers to recognise their own part in industry's 

responsibility for achieving better human relations by consultation, profit-sharing and other 

measures".25 Broadly defined, labour relations occupied a substantial portion of Looking Forward, and 

it is instructive in light of the subsequent influence this document had on the management of industrial 

relations and the "new political position in formulated for business"26 in the following decade, to look 

briefly at some of its recommendations. 

The importance of harmonious industrial relations to the success of economic, social and political 

reconstruction was emphasised strongly in the document: 

The success of any proposals for the reform and improvement of industry will be governed 
by the measure of collaboration that can be achieved between the different sections 
concerned in its ~o rk ing .~ '  

The document cited the critical importance of the relationship between employers and employees and 

warned that many "employees no longer felt any loyalty to, or pride and close personal connection in, 

the organisations by which they are employed". Calling for a "new spirit" to pervade industry, the P A  

reminded employers, employees and leaders of industry and labour that "industry in all its aspects, is 

fundamentally a partnership...". The proposals outlined by the P A  for the improvement of industrial 

relations were based on the "basic conception of industry as a partnership between employers and 

 employee^".^^ 

Looking Forward identified what was perceived as one of the "chief causes of industrial content" as: 

... the misunderstanding, or the absence of understanding, of the motives inspiring the policies 
and actions of employers. Conversely, employers had too little knowledge of the thought and 
motives of their employees. 
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These misunderstandings were, according to the P A ,  the result of large industrial organisations. What 

was required was a method whereby the relationship between the two groups could be established on a 

more "intimate and ... human basis" and a "meeting of the minds" be a~hieved.'~ 

To achieve this, the P A  advocated the wide adoption of consultative councils, consisting of "an equal 

number of representatives of employers and employees and of the management", not unlike the 

industrial councils envisaged in Pattern for Peace. Whether or not these councils were intended to 

displace the negotiating role of trade unions or diminish in any way management's responsibility for 

the overall conduct of the business is not made clear in the document. The councils were merely 

posited as being advisory and consultative and a means whereby the financial situation of a company, 

its immediate prospects and plans and the reasoning behind such plans could be revealed to employees, 

thus bringing "labour in all its grades ... into closer contact and association with management". Further, 

employees could also be informed of the activities and plans of management through regular news 

reports and house maga~ines.~" Intentional or not, the long term effect of these moves, if successful, 

would have certainly reduced the role of unions in many industries. 

Other steps advocated by the P A  to improve relationships between employees and employers included 

the introduction of profit-sharing schemes, the supplementation of social security benefits by company 

superannuation and welfare schemes, assistance (where possible) with proper housing of employees 

and the promotion of vocational training of employees.3' Working conditions were regarded as crucial 

to the harmonious working relationship between management and employees. Recommendations 

included the institution of a "minimum annual holiday of two weeks, with pay, for all employees 

engaged in industry", the regulation of hours of work and subs&ntial improvement in factory 

conditions. As well, the P A  recognised the importance of "medical, dental and canteen services" and 

encouraged the establishment of sports facilities in the interests of the health, happiness and general 

well-being of  employee^".^^ 

A Responsible and Reciprocal Relationship 

These positive and socially responsible recommendations should be viewed in the context within which 

they were produced. The P A  had formulated its growth and social welfare programme in response to 

business community concerns about post-war reconstruction and in particular the tenuous nature of 

private enterprise. Of equal concern was the potentially strong bargaining power of labour. Workers 

would be returning from war with potentially strong expectations and a "recognition of the 

opportunities presented by the novel situation of full employment".33 According to the IPA, it would be 

an auspicious move on the part of employers to circumvent the expected post-war demands of workers 
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by "tactical concessions on the welfare front, especially if wages, prices and profits were increasingly 

subject to [federal government} control.34 It had not escaped the notice of the business community that: 

Under conditions of full employment, where a man (sic) knows that there is probably another 
job around the comer, a fertile ground is provided for the activities of the irrespon~ible.~~ 

At a time when the priorities of business were to "facilitate the economy's transition to peacetime 

production"?6 to promote the primacy of private enterprise and to maintain a "high and stable level of 

investment" in Au~tralia?~ it was imperative that workers too were made aware of their responsibilities 

to industry. 

While acknowledging unionism in Australia, the IPA was quick to point out the responsibility of the 

unions, "to apply their great powers to the improvement of the economic and industrial mechanism". 

According to the P A ,  the "cooperation of the trade unions and employers", was a vital process in 

addressing industrial post-war problems. In particular it was up to the trade unions to rethink their goals 

and objectives and "place the motive of service to the whole on at least an equal plane with the 

narrower objective of short-term profit for their members". In addition there was a need for trade 

unions to respond positively to the changing nature of the economy. There would be no need in the new 

order for trade unions to concern themselves quite so diligently with poor working conditions, 

fluctuations in employment, "excessive disparities in income" and the "constant overhanging threat of 

insecurity". The P A  urged the trade unions and employer organisations to "be prepared to make far- 

reaching changes in their outlook on industrial problems".38 

Comparing the restrictive practices of the trade unions with the tendency of employers to "monopolistic 

activities", the IPA argued that in both cases, the use of restrictive practices should be subject to the 

overriding jurisdiction of the State". In terms of the unions, the IPA was particularly concerned with 

practices such as "those of a go-slow nature", unions stipulating rates of output and rigid trade and craft 

demarcations. All of these, said the P A ,  reacted against full employment. The trade union movement 

had a responsibility to alert their members and the general public to the "deeper and clearer 

appreciation of stem economic and industrial realities". These realities incorporated the perennial 

conservative rhetoric about "hard work", "greater production," and "a better standard of living for 

all".39 

In Looking Forward, compulsory unionism was considered a violation of advanced democracy that 

would "ultimately undermine the foundations of the union movement". According to the document, 

"trade unions ... should be prepared to rely for their membership on the service they can bring to their 
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members and to the ~ommunity".~ The system of conciliation and arbitration was also considered to 

have problems, all relating to what was perceived by the IPA as the absence of cooperation in the 

industrial arena: 

The most serious [drawback] being its tendency to create a spirit of division and opposition 
between the two main partners in industry. The practice has grown up of fighting out their 
differences through the industrial courts; all too seldom have strong efforts been made to 
settle these differences through voluntary agreement. The ideal of co-operation has thus 
tended to be relegated to the ba~kground.~' 

This sentiment was not entirely reflective of employer groups, particularly in times of full employment. 

In Queensland in the post-war years and during the 1950s, employer groups were constantly concerned 

about certain arrangements and concessions made by certain employer groups to attract scarce labour 

or to guarantee production. Over-award wages were particularly galling for the major employer groups, 

fearing as they did, a "wages spiral, to the ultimate detriment of all". The more influential employer 

groups believed that if business was going to present a united front to the trade union movement, it 

should plan coordinated responses to union claims and ensure "that major matters of principle ... be 

determined by arbitration and not consent"." 

The IPA's proposed reforms did not specifically deal with the lack of cooperation within industry but 

instead recommended an extension of the Commonwealth Court of Conciliation and Arbitration 

powers. It proposed that the legislation should be amended to "make a common rule in an industry, or 

part of an industry, and to hear and determine purely intra-state disputes where de~irable"!~ Although 

rejecting the principle of "equal pay for women" as "being incompatible with the strengthening of 

home and family life", the IPA did support the system (in place before the war) of determining a 

minimum basic wage. It also supported the "principle of payment by results". Payments under this 

system would be by way of incentive and "be over and above the minimum basic rates as determined in 

industrial awardsw.& 

From the IPA's perspective, the post-war goal of security for the nation would depend largely on the 

efficiency of industry and "the measure of cooperation which can be achieved between the different 

sections concerned". The recommendations of the IPA in the field of industrial relations were devised 

to satisfy both these criteria. The system of incentives, for example, was intended, not merely to cement 

a good working relationship between employer and employee, but also to "counter laziness and 

carelessness, the tendency to which is strengthened where everyone gets a standard reward, no matter 

what the quantity or quality of his Similarly, the recommendation to regulate hours of work 
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and working conditions within the ~ o r k p l a c e , ~ ~  hitherto an affront to non-Labor governments, was 

intended to encourage conciliation and minimise the need for trade union interaction where possible. 

While incentives were posited as a means whereby a more h i t fu l  relationship could develop between 

the employer and the employee, the P A  also saw sanctions as crucial to securing its vision for a "more 

prosperous life for the whole nation". Sanctions would be in order for those who exhibited "indiscipline 

and slackness ... deliberately forment[ed] unrest and order [and] weaken[ed] the moral fibre of the 

community".. The P A  advanced two proposals that it believed, if adopted, would "help offset the 

insidious influence of an irresponsible minority". These proposed sanctions would ultimately be 

reflected in conservative labour law, both at the federal and state levels. The first advocated that the 

power of direct dismissal "should be returned to the employer at the earliest possible moment after the 

war". Under war time conditions a system of suspension and appeal "with a third party to arbitrate" had 

been initiated. The P A  argued that under peacetime conditions it was imperative in the interests of 

"efficient administration", that management have the final say regarding "questions of indiscipline and 

carelessness, without reference to a third party, which cannot, of necessity, be as well informed of the 

history and personal details attaching to any particular case": 

It is bad in principle to introduce, except where unavoidable, an authority to arbitrate on 
affairs between employers and employees ... The responsibility rests on employers of 
establishing within their organisations arrangements to provide employees with the 
opportunity to appeal against dismissal to factory or works managers, and, if necessary to the 
managing director, or general manager:7 

Clearly this recommendation was intended to minimise trade union input and maximise the 

opportunities for conciliation within the confines of the workplace and without an independent 

perspective provided by the Arbitration Court. The PA's  second proposal also dealt with dismissal. 

The P A  argued that the power of "direct dismissal" would be meaningless if the dismissed employee 

had recourse to unemployment benefits. It was recommended that "[tlhose who will not accept the just 

responsibilities of citizenship must not be allowed to become a burden on the conscientious and 

hardw~rking"?~ 

The P A  was not just concerned with the harmonious relationship between management and labour, it 

was also fundamentally committed to promoting a responsible and reciprocal relationship between the 

state and private industry. The responsibilities of the state were to be confined to preventing the 

recurrence of large-scale unemployment; providing a decent and reasonable amount of economic 

security; imposition of a legal framework which would stimulate the highest level of productivity; and 

conservation of the nation's natural resources in the interests of future pro~peri ty.~~ In all these future 
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activities the state and private enterprise were, just as employers and employees were, "regarded as 

partners in the common purpose of improving the material conditions of the corn~nunity".~~ 

The Politicisation of Looking Forward 

Looking Forward was launched in a blaze of publicity in October 1944. All the major daily newspapers 

carried editorial comment and reviews. Periodicals and trade journals also gave extensive coverage to 

the document. While the booklet was heralded by many as a much needed document of direction, it 

also had its critics. For example, the IPA's advocacy of two weeks annual leave raised more than a few 

eyebrows in the various Chambers of Manufactures. Ironically, it was this recommendation that 

became the first proposal to bear "direct h i t  in policy changes". In November 1945, the 

Commonwealth Arbitration Court handed down a decision in favour of two weeks leave, citing 

"business support" and Looking Forward as its source of evidence for doing so.51 

If business could not quite agree on all the recommendations proffered by the P A ,  the newly formed 

federal Liberal Party was enthusiastic in its support for Looking Forward and took up the document "as 

the basis of Liberal economic strategy and sought to disseminate its views throughout the party". 

Menzies wanted to acquire a "shortened political version" but the IPA refused, preferring instead to 

maintain its research-based, non-political stance. Undaunted, Menzies continued to use the rhetoric of 

Looking Forward in his policy speeches, overtly supporting "progressive industrial policies" and 

"social insuran~e".~~ 

The IPA's "non-political" stance was somewhat compromised by its membership and supporters. As 

Hay points out, while the IPA offered "its advisory services to state and federal Labor organisations", it 

was unable to go further than this for fear of "causing ripples" within its primarily anti-Labor 

membership. Yet the IPA did put a "great deal of effort into influencing industrial labour": 

Throughout 1945 it sought to bring employers and the trade unions together on industrial and 
social issues, in furtherance of its belief that a via (sic) media was possible between the 
"extreme" views being enunciated on both sides.53 

A series of articles printed in the Herald in FebruaryIMarch 1945 on the importance of increased 

production, prompted a response from PJ Clarey, President of the ACTU. In reply to Clarey's 

comments," Sir Geoffrey Grimwade of the IPA invited him to "support a national conference of 

representatives of unions and employers, to consider industrial measures to contribute to a better 

standard of life for Australian people". Clarey agreed in principle, and one month later confirmed that 

the ACTU had agreed to participate in a conference with the Associated Chamber of Manufactures, the 
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Associated Chamber of Commerce and the Employers' Federation, "provided that attendance by trade 

union officials was not regarded as relinquishment of the policy of evolutionary socialisation of 

industry".55 

The P A  had some difficulty in persuading employer groups and the various Chambers that the ACTU 

was not riddled with Communists and that trade union officials were genuinely committed to progress 

and cooperation. The situation looked promising when Prime Minister Chifley agreed to convene the 

joint conference at the request of the Chamber of Manufactures. Yet circumstances intervened to thwart 

his  intention^.'^ The war was coming to an end and the federal government turned its attention to more 

immediate concerns. 

The IPA may not have succeeded in exerting pressure on industry and government in quite the way it 

might have anticipated, but as Hay points out, "there is no doubt that the P A  did have much greater 

influence on that vague concept, "climate of opinion" or the ideas and ideology of business.57 State 

governments in the 1940s of whatever political persuasion were vitally interested in development, 

investment opportunities, increased production and improved industrial relations. Many of the ideas 

proffered by Looking Forward were readily assimilated and built into state policy proposals. The ideas 

had also been widely disseminated to the public. Throughout the 1950s and until the early 1960s: 

... the IPA's messages to the public became a by word for objective scrutiny of important 
national issues and achieved a wide readership in factories, offices, trade unions, media, 
schools a.nd government. The lists of its council and backers read like an Australian Debrett." 

The IPA would continue to deliver its message to Australia throughout the 1950s; a message that 

depicted a society where, "people, propelled by the forces of good, took the right path and earned a 

high rate of interest per annum as The message also became part of the Liberal Party creed and 

was included in a promotional booklet entitled, "We Believe: A Statement of Liberal Beliefs". The 

booklet was distributed to all Liberal politicians throughout ~ u s t r a l i a . ~  

In New South Wales, another IPA publication, What is Ahead for Australia enjoyed considerable press 

attention and wide circulation when it was published in 1945. This document, like Looking Forward, 

enunciated a complete, social, economic and political plan for the post-war years. It strongly 

emphasised the need for "competitive efficiency", which in turn, depended on industrial harmony. 

What is Ahead for Australia was considerably stronger on industrial matters than its Victorian 

counterpart had been, believing that workers had a duty to give: 
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... certain ideological guarantees to employers by accepting the existence of competitive 
labour markets, private property rights and the right to an investment p r ~ f i t . ~ '  

What is Ahead ... warned of the dangers of workers attempting to negotiate wages and working 

conditions outside the arbitration system. This posed a threat to industrial harmony and "competitive 

efficiency" and the Institute saw no alternative but to urge governments to provide legislation to 

contain such "excesses" and to provide for sanctions against direct industrial action in the ~orkplace.~'  

Queensland also endorsed the maintenance of a centralised wage-fixing system and the endorsement of 

sanctions to deter adverse industrial activity in the workplace. 

As Blackmur has shown, the Labor government in Queensland, led by Edward Hanlon, was as 

concerned as the IPA and the Queensland Employers' Federation (QEF) about a workforce "prepared 

to use direct action based on its increased economic strength to secure rapid and significant material 

improvements". The QEF's industrial policy was "consistent to a significant degree with the IPA's 

blueprint for post-war Australian society" and "had much in common with the ALP under EM 

H a n l ~ n " . ~ ~  Certainly Hanlon had shown his government's willingness to directly intervene by way of 

legislation to control direct industrial action. Conceivably had Hanlon remained Premier, a working 

relationship between the government and the QEF would have been forged, based on their mutual 

objectives of increased development and economic reform in Queensland. However the incoming 

Premier in 1952, Vince Gair, had his own political agenda to oversee. It would be another five years 

before the employer groups would get the opportunity to put many of its principles and ideals into 

action. 

The Queensland Response - 1957 

While a new conservative government in Queensland may have been initially unsure of the support of 

the trade union leaders for its political and economic objectives of development and growth, it had no 

such concerns about the business community. The Queensland Chamber of Manufactures (QCM) had 

consistently voiced its concern about what it described as the "lip service" of the Labor government in 

Queensland to its calls for a "more aggressive and imaginative approach to the development of 

[Queensland's] manufacturing indu~tries".~ The Chamber had also consistently criticised Labor's 

tendency to "reduce the authority of the Industrial Court" by its policy of "prescribing conditions of 

employment by  legislation".^ Certainly the motion at the Labor-in-Politics conference in April 1956 to 

direct the state government to legislate for an extra week's leave had staggered the business 
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~ommuni ty .~  The QCM was firmly opposed to monopolies and price control and looked specifically to 

the new government to rectify these anomalies. 

There was every reason for the Chamber to believe that the newly elected government would be more 

sympathetic to its needs than the previous administration. Some of the new members of the government 

had been actively involved in the Chamber's activities since the 1940s. Thomas Hiley, the new 

Queensland Treasurer and Liberal member for Coorparoo, for example, was President of the Chamber 

from 1940-1943. Alexander Dewar, Liberal member for Chermside had been an elected councillor to 

the Chamber representing leather goods throughout 1956-1957.67 On Nickiin's instructions, both men 

had resigned from the Chamber after taking office.@ Charles Porter, director of the Queensland P A  in 

the forties, was a strong, Liberal activist and had been involved with the disseminating of Looking 

Forward in Queensland. He had been General Secretary of the Queensland People's Party and of the 

Queensland Division of the Liberal Party from 1944 -1949 and General Secretary and state campaign 

director for the Queensland Liberals from 1949. In 1966 he would resign both these posts to become 

MLA for Toowong for the Liberal Party.@ 

The QCM, like its federal counterpart had long echoed the Liberal sentiments of the establishment, as 

exemplified by the federal government and certain prominent individuals, of industry cooperation and 

the need to support "reforms initiated by the state to improve the economic, political, social and moral 

welfare of society".70 Many of their objectives as articulated and discussed in Queensland Industry, 

embodied the sentiments expressed by the Victorian P A  in its Looking Forward document and other 

similarly ideological documents drafted in the post-war years. 

In October 1956, the President of the QCM, Arthur Petfield, outlined the Chamber's position to the 

annual general meeting. Petfield expressed concern about the need for increased exports in Queensland, 

not just in terms of volume but in the range of items. According to Petfield, the high cost of 

productivity in the state made it difficult to hold overseas markets. While he conceded, "that increased 

prices of raw materials" and "freight charges on overseas purchases" contributed to these costs, Petfield 

identified the poor relationship between government, management and labour as being primarily 

responsible for Queensland's poor production rates.71 

Echoing the recommendations of Looking Forward, Petfield called for "better understanding and better 

cooperation" between employer and employee. Just as the New South Wales' P A  document, What's 

Ahead for Australia ... had done, Petfield called on the union movement to harmonise with capital. An 
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industrial policy, he said, "should be one of cooperation". It was up to the unions to "adopt a more 

common sense approach ... in relation to wages, margins, leave conditions, etc..": 

No one can deny the right of every man to obtain the highest reward for his labours, but there 
should be a genuine desire to ensure that industry is in a prosperous condition and obtaining 
maximum 

Petfield pointed to employees' representatives in the United States, whom he said: 

... realise that a vigorous, profitable industry is the best guarantee of full employment and 
higher wages, but they also accept the fact that maximum rewards also demand maximum 
individual effort 

This lesson, suggested Petfield, had not yet been learned in ~ustralia."~ 

A much more explicit statement on industrial relations in Queensland and firmly within the framework 

of the IPA's recommendations was published in the same issue of Queensland Industry. The statement 

was an official declaration of the Australian Chamber of Manufactures Association (ACMA) and on 

8th November 1956 was inserted in all Australia's capital city newspapers by the State Chambers. The 

announcement was driven by "a deep concern at the lack of a common approach to the economic 

problems which confront[ed] Australia" and the development and maintenance of a "strong, vigorous 

and progressive industry". The statement specifically reflected the concerns and solutions outlined by 

Looking Forward urging employees and employers to develop a more productive relationship, to 

"understand the other's needs and problems", and to "strive to settle their differences by conciliation in 

an atmosphere of good faith without interruption to operations". Additionally, if "either party is not 

satisfied with the conditions of employment, use the recognised lawful procedures for amendment or 

al terat i~n".~~ This reference to industrial disputation was particularly pertinent to Queensland. The state 

had endured a ten month strike in the pastoral industry in 1956 at considerable economic cost to the 

state?' 

Employers were reminded by the ACMA that they had a responsibility to "respect the rights of 

employees to associate freely for all lawful purposes" and "to respect thedignity of every employee as 

an individual". Employees and their organisations were urged to recognise the employer's right to plan, 

direct and manage the business", cooperate with management in the furtherance of good labour 

relations and the well being of enterprise, and to respect the "right of an individual employee to join or 

not to join any lawful organisation of employees without impairing his right to work at the occupation 

of his choice".76 
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Governments, both federal and state were also targeted. They too had to respect and recognise the 

'rights and obligations of both groups" and provide legislation to this effect. This legislation should "be 

kept to a minimum, and not interfere with or usurp the functions of arbitration tribunals or wages 

boards so that they are free to administer justice to the parties in industry...". It was also up to the 

respective governments to "see to it that all laws affecting industrial legislation are strictly enf~rced" .~  

There was never any question in this period that the machinery of conciliation and arbitration should be 

abolished. The rhetoric of the governments, the business community and employer groups all endorsed 

the system of unionism and the institutional structure established to provide the balance in labour 

relations. The role of regulation was f d y  placed in the hands of governments and the industrial 

tribunals. These attitudes were not new. Essentially the ACMA was reinforcing the rhetoric adopted by 

business interests across Australia since the mid-1940s. Labor governments had articulated similar 

opinions in their own political  platform^.^' 

Early Communication 

The QCM had waited over a decade to put the prevailing ideas of the business world into practice. It 

did not attempt to disguise its strong expectations of the new government. Four days after the state 

election, the new Premier, Frank Nicklin, was among those "prominent citizens" who received a letter 

from the President of the Chamber, "requesting ... cooperation in the drive for higher pr~ductivity".~~ 

Nicklin replied promptly and in doing so firmly signalled his government's commitment to the post- 

war ideals of higher productivity, development and economic growth and its intentions in regard to the 

management of labour. 

Nicklin's reply, reprinted in the same issue of Queensland Industry assured the Chamber of the 

government's "whole-hearted" support on this, "the threshold of the greatest era of economic 

development [Queensland] has ever known". Articulating the sentiments of post-war reconstructionsist 

ideals, the Premier contended that the government, industrial management and trade unionism "all 

[had] equal and vitally important parts to play in educating the national consciousness" about the 

importance of "increased productivity". All three groups had to cooperate to ensure the "spirit of 

mutual trusteeship". Nicklin acknowledged that the trade union was a "vigorous and necessary 

institution in industrial democracy, a constructive force for the betterment of relationships". However, 

the new Premier warned: 

The labour force of this country must learn that profits are the life-blood of an industry, 
without which we would have a sterile and stagnant economy; that industrial management 
has an obligation to provide a return to the investor in a dynamic and expanding economy.80 
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Nicklin pointed to the history of economic progress in the United States where "high efficiency" was 

the natural correlate of "high wages". Britain on the other hand, particularly in the coal-mining industry 

was characterised by "relatively low wages and inefficiency". Responsible employee pressure by the 

American labour movement in the coal mining industries had, according to Nicklin, had a "double- 

barrelled effect on industrial activity". It had "forced management into more efficient ways of using 

power" and "provided the purchasing power to develop and sustain the main mines which are essential 

to quantity production". Nicklin concluded his letter by stating that it was now time to "remedy the 

deficiencies in our present state labour and management relations and pave the way to more efficient 

and practical cooperation in the future".81 

Undoubtedly anxious to establish early communication with the business community, Nicklin had at 

the same time written to the Chamber seeking its views on "the improvement of secondary industry in 

Queensland". The Chamber was eager to oblige and submitted a number of recommendations to the 

Premier on 5th September 1957. The main thrust of the correspondence was that if the new government 

wanted to attract investment, secondary industry and potential business to Queensland, it would have to 

convince potential investors that "the state of Queensland will not only welcome them but will make 

their establishment of a factory in this state as simple as possible". The Chamber pointed to the 

reticence of the previous government to provide facilities "for new users at reasonable expense". The 

lack of these basic facilities, "apathy" and a general "lack of enthusiasm" on the part of various 

government departments, had effectively deterred potential investors in the state. Additionally, the 

Chamber pointed out that despite four years of correspondence with the Gair government relating to 

preference for local manufacturers for government contracts, the "degree of preference which has been 

described has not extended equally to all Queensland manufa~turers".~~ Much of the Chamber's 

criticism and advice however, was reserved for Queensland's industrial conciliation and arbitration 

system. 

While supporting the concept of conciliation and arbitration (and in particular the new government's 

firm undertaking to provide for court-controlled ballots), the Chamber was "vitally concerned" that in 

the "last few years there has developed a policy of prescribing conditions of employment by 

legislation". The Chamber noted that "with minor exceptions, all the legislation has been in favour of 

employees and at the same time tended to reduce the authority and reputation of the Industrial Court". 

According to the Chamber, it was the Court that should enjoy the "jurisdiction and discretion" as to the 

conditions of empl~yrnent.'~ Taking this rare opportunity to air its views to the government on 

arbitration procedures, the Chamber made a number of suggestions to the Premier. One was the need to 

alter the law to: 
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... make it clear that once an industrial agreement has been registered, it cannot be varied 
except as a result of a hearing by the Industrial Courts4 

The Chamber also believed that legislation had to "make it clear" that "if unions and/or employers 

insist on the right to take direct action they cannot at the same time, enjoy benefits of the Conciliation 

and Arbitration Acts". According to the Chamber, the provision in the law that allowed the Court to 

continue to negotiate with unions whilst its members were on strike, should be revoked and all benefits 

accrued to members by virtue of an award should be forfeited. The Chamber in conjunction with many 

other employer associations had consistently claimed that membership of the Bench should be limited 

to "trained personnel". They were unanimously opposed to "union secretaries" being appointed to this 

influential post." 

The QCM was not on its own in advocating these changes to the industrial arbitration system in 

Australia. At its 54th Annual meeting the ACMA affirmed its support for the "Industrial Arbitration 

system" and what it perceived as the "appropriate body" to hear and determine "all matters affecting 

wages and working conditions arising within the area of its jurisdiction". The ACMA views were 

reprinted in all state Chamber journals. The ACMA voiced its concern though at what it saw as the 

political influence exerted by state governments in settling industrial questions. As examples of what 

he saw as the "mishandling of industrial matters by state governments", the Director of ACMA, RWC 

Anderson, pointed to the "unpopular compulsory. unionism legislation in NSW and the confusion which 

has arisen over the six different types of long service leave introduced by the six state parliaments".86 

Anderson called for "industrial justice" and a more "fair, open and democratic" method of determining 

industrial matters. He suggested as a formal resolution: 

Before an industrial matter is dealt with by the Arbitration tribunal, all parties likely to be 
affected should be notified and given an opportunity of being heard. Thus the Tribunal 
becomes fully informed on all aspects of the industrial matters before it, and comes to a 
decision which it considers just on the evidence and argument put to it by the parties.s7 

Queensland's employer organisations were confident that the new government would take its 

recommendations and those of the ACMA on board. 

Conclusion 

The election of a Country-Liberal government in Queensland in 1957 augured well for business 

interests. When the party took office it brought with it the federal Liberal Party's commitment to 

development, higher productivity and full employment. The ideals embraced by post-war 
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reconstruction, and endorsed by successive Prime Ministers in the post-war years, became part of the 

oratory taken up by the new government in Queensland, and in particular, the Liberal leader, Ken 

Morris, Minister for Labour and Industry, and primarily responsible for the management of industrial 

relations in the state. Industrial relations reform would address the concerns of the major employer 

organisations and would be implemented in Queensland in the ensuing years. The rationale for that 

reform and its subsequent direction and content had already been the subject of a national blueprint. 

Like its Labor predecessors, the new Country-Liberal government was very much influenced by the 

post-war rhetoric of good capital-labour relations as a condition for the success of private enterprise, 

development, and economic growth. While the Coalition may not have detailed any long term policy 

commitments in relation to industrial relations to the electorate, its general approach would emulate the 

widely accepted beliefs among conservatives about the direction in which relations between 

government, business and labour should proceed. The Coalition was encouraged by the "impact of a 

revamped ideology on employer industrial relations  perspective^"^^ and believed that by fostering good 

relations with business and the trade union movement and promoting a cordial relationship between the 

two, industrial strife and confrontation would be a thing of the past. This perception however was 

misplaced. The Country-Liberal coalition had not anticipated the levels of difficulty that would be 

encountered in its first term of office and learned quickly that its capacity to effect reform would not 

always match its intentions. The following chapter examines the Coalition's first two years in office 

with particular reference to its dealings with Queensland workers and its efforts to achieve industrial 

cooperation. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

CO-OPERATION, CONCILIATION AND CONTROL: THE 
COALITION'S EARLY INDUSTRIAL AGENDA. 

Following its transition to government, the Coalition had moved swiftly to achieve its political and 

economic objectives. Despite its lack of preparation for government and its inexperience in dealing with 

administrative and policy matters, the new government had completed its first year with little 

interference or opposition to its plans. In terms of its stated intentions, the Coalition's concern to forge a 

working relationship with the state's union movement was only marginally overshadowed by its desire 

to explore the economic potential of Queensland. This chapter examines the new government's first two 

years in office with particular reference to its dealings with Queensland workers and its efforts to 

achieve industrial cooperation. The chapter demonstrates that while the new government pursued a 

more harmonious relationship with Queensland workers on taking office, it did not anticipate the 

difficulties associated with such a task, particularly in terms of reconciling this objective with its 

commitments to the state's business community. The chapter demonstrates that initially a number of 

unforeseen constraints, coupled with resistance from the state's trade union movement, diminished the 

capacity of the new government to introduce immediate industrial relations legislative reform. The new 

government learned quickly the contradiction between the rhetoric of consensus and the reality of 

effecting industrial relations legislative reform. By circumventing these constraints the new goyernment 

was able to introduce amendments to the state's industrial relations legislation in 1958 and in 1959. 

However, circumstances reduced the capacity of the new government to bring about major reform in 

this policy area. It would be another three years before the government felt confident enough to bring 

about the major changes it had anticipated whilst in Opposition. 

The Industrial Relations Environment - 1945 - 1959 

The post war years had not brought the anticipated benefits of war time restraint to Australia's workers. 

The period 1945 to 1950 was characterised by considerable industrial conflict as the union movement 

sought compensation for its restraint during the war time period. As Sheridan has pointed out, all 

governments regarded the unions' demands as a threat to the widespread ideals of post war 

reconstruction.' As conservative tribunals, industrial Courts and employers across Australia delayed, 

and at times rejected, union claims, industrial conflict became commonplace. Major drawn out strikes in 

Queensland, New South Wales, and Victoria emphasised the unions' discontent. The strike in the coal 

industry, which was conclusively crushed by a federal Labor government in 1949, signalled the end of 

this immediate post-war era of industrial conflict. As Wright has pointed out, whatever the merits of the 

' Sheridan, T (1989) Division of labour: Industrial Relations in the Chifrey Years, 1945-1949, Oxford University 
Press, Oxford, pp16- 17. 



unions' claims, perceptions of post-war communist conspiracies encouraged by governments, 

employers, and the media ensured that the public had little sympathy for those who were perceived to 

be involved in Communist activities2 In 1941, Catholic unionists conducted a national campaign 

against the presence of the communists in the union movement. The Catholic Social Studies Movement 

led by B.A. Santamaria coordinated these campaigns.3 

The goals of the Movement were not strictly those of the Australian Labor Party (ALP) but it did 

initially work with the ALP leadership to defeat the threat of Communism. In 1946 Industrial Groups 

were established by the ALP with members of the Movement providing up to 90 per cent of the active 

membership. This Movement domination of the Groups was to become a problem for Labor as the 

Movement used the Groups as a way of infiltrating the Labor Party. The Groups went on to challenge 

and ultimately wrest power from the more radical left-wing unions during the early fifties. Eventually in 

1955, the Movement and its supporters were purged from the Labor 

By 1950 the unions were coming to terms with a considerably different economic climate. A rapidly 

expanding economy, an emphasis on development and a simultaneous demand for consumer goods had 

ensured a strong demand for labour.' Yet despite this and an increase in the federal basic wage in 1950, 

the rising cost of living and inflation, coupled with the increasing availability of credit facilities and hire 

purchase schemes, ensured that workers were not prepared to jeopardise their employment 

opportunities for long periods. A significant increase in short term work stoppages in the early fifties 

demonstrates this change in industrial activity.6 The abolition of automatic quarterly index payments in 

1953 indicated the Court's renewed concern with economic conditions as a yardstick whereby wages 

would be assessed. This decision established the Court as the federal government's official "buffer 

against wage induced inflation"' and further compounded workers' dissatisfaction with post-war 

outcomes. 

In 1956, following the Boilermakers' case in the High Court where the Boilermakers' Union had 

appealed against penal sanctions awarded against that union by the Commonwealth Court of 

Conciliation and Arbitration (CCCA), the High Court ruled that the CCCA could not both make awards 

and interpret and enforce such awards. By analogy with the separation of powers that exist between the 

legislature and the judiciary in western style political systems, the High Court found that the arbitral and 

judicial functions of the federal tribunal should be separated. Under the Conciliation and Arbitration 
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Act, 1956, two new bodies were created. The Conciliation and Arbitration Commission was vested with 

conciliation and arbitration functions and the Industrial Court responsibilities were confined to judicial 

and enforcement matters.' It was not until 1959 however that this change had any marked impact on the 

decisions of the federal tribunal. 

By 1956 the economic climate looked more promising for the workers. Federally, basic wage rises had 

encouraged the unions and industrial relations in Australia began to assume a mantle of "tranquillity" 

and "~tabi l i t~".~ Apart from the upsurge in economic activity, observers attributed this apparently 

harmonious industrial environment to a number of factors. These included: a weakening of the trade 

union movement base, an increased efficiency of the dispute settlement machinery, a tendency of some 

employers to invoke the penal provisions of arbitration legislation to impede industrial action, and the 

existence of comparatively favourable economic conditions which, tended to "soften managements' 

resistance to demands" as well as increasing the level of hire purchase commitments and other 

"economic compulsions".10 In an increasingly consumer oriented environment, workers were often 

dependent on regular wages to finance credit repayments to maintain living standards now taken for 

granted, and were perhaps less inclined than formerly to forego wages and other financial increments to 

pursue uncertain industrial claims. A sharp decline in the number of disputes in the coalmining industry 

was attributed to the poor economic conditions experienced by that industry in the late fifties." 

Favourable legislation in some states had also added to worker satisfaction and had, temporarily at 

least, stabilised adverse industrial action. These factors, together with the 'continued slow decline in 

unemployment" resulted in a more "tranquil" end to the fifties industrially than the beginning of the 

decade might have suggested.12 

In the Name of Development 

Queensland's experience mirrored that of the federal industrial environment. Notwithstanding the 

economically crippling pastoral strike of the previous year,'3 by the time the Coalition came to power in 

Queensland in August 1957, industrial unrest had slowed considerably and industrial disputes in the 

state were comparatively few.14 The number of industrial disputes had declined noticeably across 

Australia in the period under discussion, particularly in New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland. 
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Despite the high level of industrial disputes recorded by the coal mining industry and the stevedoring 

industries, the numbers of workers involved, working days lost and the estimated loss in wages in these 

industries had declined considerably in the latter half of the 1950s.15 

While industrial disputation may not have been an immediate problem in Queensland in 1957, the 

efficiency of the arbitration machinery was a major concern for all interested parties. Both employer 

organisations and trade unions had consistently berated the delays and difficulties that had come to 

characterise the administration of industrial "justice" in ~ueensiand. '~ In its election campaign the 

Country-Liberal coalition had promised to address these problems. Yet a number of unforeseen events 

and circumstances would mean that it would be four years before the new government would be able to 

effect these commitments. The initial challenge for the new government would be to avoid 

confrontation with the state's unions and publicly bring employers and unions together in an attempt to 

cultivate a harmonious working relationship between management and labour. 

Following the election, and even before parliament convened on 28th August, the new government 

moved swiftly to begin its promotion and development of Queensland. Within two weeks of the 

Coalition taking office, Ken Morris, deputy Premier and Minister for Labour and Industry, was on his 

way to Melbourne to discuss Queensland and the prospects it offered for the investment of capital. 

Morris particularly wanted to confer with Henry Bolte, the Victorian Premier, whose "cooperation with 

business interests ha[d] succeeded in attracting much large new investment of overseas capital in his 

State". Moms' mission was to bring back ideas that [would] help the ... government to organise its new 

Department of Development and to "induce leading industrialists to come and look at Queensland for 

themselves". l7 

While Moms was consulting Melbourne's industrial elite, Nicklin, in conjunction with members of the 

Brisbane Development Association, and on the advice of the Melbourne City Development Association 

secretary, R.A.Gardner, was organising an overseas "sell the State" delegation. The Premier told the 

press: 

The overseas mission would be on the lines of a successful Victorian delegation of 
businessmen ... It would stress Queensland's great potential and make use of contacts and 
information made available by the Victorian Premier ... in his Melbourne talks this week with 
the Queensland Deputy Premier ... We want to see a developmental drive unparalleled in the 
State's history.'' 

l4 Queensland Year Book, No.20, 1959, Commonwealth Bureau of Census and Statistics, Queensland Office, 
Government Printer, Brisbane, p345. 
l5 Sharp, "Some Features of the Australian Industrial Scene", p5; Labour Report, No.47, 1959, Commonwealth 
Bureau of Census and Statistics, Canberra, pp103-105. 
l6 Blackrnur, D (1984) "Employer Industrial Relations Policy in Queensland and Postwar Reconstruction", 
Journal of Industrial Relations, Vo126 (2). June, p172; TLC, 1 18lA2 1, 1956. 
l7 Courier Mail 20th August, 1957. 
l8 Courier Mail 22nd August, 1957. 



The campaign to promote Queensland's development intensified over the next few months. Wherever 

possible government representatives emphasised the need for investment and more specifically, 

cooperation between capital and labour. The Premier suggested that all mail leaving the state should be 

adorned with a "sticker ... promoting Queensland as a tourist ind~stry".'~ Accordingly, from November 

1958, all official government envelopes were endorsed with a variety of promotional slogans, such as 

"Queensland - the Queen State for ~nvestors"!~~ As the Minister for Labour and Industry, Ken Morris 

was the most vocal in expressing his views on the subject. Opening the Retail Traders' Association 

conference in Brisbane on 23rd September, Morris returned to the theme that had long been the subject 

of post-war debate and Morris' election speeches - industrial cooperation. He told the delegates: 

I am sick of hearing what a wonderful potential Queensland has ... It is worthless unless we 
can turn it into something valuable. There is a real necessity for a balanced and co-operated 
[sic] approach to Queensland's development through the three elements of industry - capital, 
management and ~abour.~' 

Morris, like Nicklin, clearly believed that the balancing of the elements of industry was all that was 

needed to enhance the government's capacity to bring about the desired development outcomes the 

Coalition had foreshadowed in the election campaign. What Morris had not considered was his capacity 

to bring about industrial cooperation, and sustain that cooperation, in the face of the legislative reforms 

to which he had also committed the government. 

Co-operation and Conciliation 

Morris put his intent into practice. In October, the Minister for Labour and Industry convened a 

Conference at Parliament House, where more than fifty representatives of employer and employee 

organisations met "for the purpose of endeavouring to establish important relations in industry".22 The 

Conference was the government's first step towards promoting "industrial harmony" and was essentially 

a "plea to industry for labour cooperation" and the need for all parties to extend "goodwill" and practice 

"common sense" in all industrial matters.23 

Morris formally invited the Trades and Labour Council (TLC) to the Conference and although there 

was some scepticism from TLC officials about the success of the venture, it was agreed between 

officials that the organisation be represented. The Executive of the TLC had yet to proffer any 

formalised opinion about the new government. It was widely assumed within the Executive that the 

Coalition was "tied to the Menzies-Fadden policy and to [the interests of] big business and monopoly in 

Queensland" and that the concerted efforts of the labour movement would be required in order to 

"defend the living standards [of the workers] which w[ould] be attacked by this government". Since the 

l9 Telegraph, 2* October, 1957. 
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election, the TLC had actively pursued the new government on a number of issues. Within a month it 

had established an extensive correspondence with several government departments. Specifically, the 

Council targeted industrial relations legislation and submitted a "long list of requests for improvements 

in various conditions under the Conciliation and Arbitration Acts". The TLC, acutely aware of the 

influence on the government of P A  propaganda and material extolling the virtues of private enterprise, 

investment and industrial harmony, indicated an initial willingness to cooperate with the government on 

this issue. It agreed to a strong Executive representation at the conference and to speak to delegates on 

behalf of the union movement in order to ensure a solid union presence and maximum representation in 

Morris' industrial forum." 

The Premier opened the conference and urged all those present to "throw out time-worn dishonoured 

prejudices and spurious hates".25 Outlining his developmental plans for Queensland, Morris reminded 

delegates that the state's "prosperity could be greatly affected by the conference decisions" and that it 

was imperative that industry considered the issues at stake.26 The real issue at stake for the government 

in the context of this gathering was the importance of harmonious industrial relations to the state's 

economic development. 

The conference discussed the viability of industrial councils, similar to those proposed in the National 

Secretariat of Catholic Action's document, Pattern For Peace. Dr Ian Sharp, representing the federal 

Minister for Labour and National Service, Harold Holt, proposed a "special employer-employee 

council". The proposal was based on the Commonwealth Labour Department's Advisory Counkil where 

the ACTU was strongly represented. Its purpose would be to liaise with the Queensland government 

and advise it on "industrial problems and employees' welfare". The pursuit of "joint consultation" 

between employers and employees had generally failed in the federal arena in the post-war years, 

because according to Dr Sharp, of a lack of organisation and representation. Sharp considered that the 

proposed state venture would only succeed if the council had wide representation, minimal input from 

public servants, a high public profile and a non-political outlook.27 

Speakers for the labour movement included prominent union figure and President of the TLC, Jack 

Egerton, Secretary of the TLC, Alex MacDonald, Ken Sanders, Secretary of the Federated Clerks 

Union and the AWU Secretary, Joe Bukowski. The TLC representatives put a number of "principles" to 

the conference. Representatives pointed out that it "was too early to assess the new government" but 

agreed that development was essential to Queensland's wellbeing. They were concerned, however, that 

the welfare of the people should be considered at all times. They supported "good employment 

relations", high living standards for all, "maximum representation on an equitable basis in line with [the 

TLC's] affiliations" and full consultation. Representatives voiced the particular concerns of the labour 
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movement in relation to rumours that the new government would seek to restrain the domestic activities 

of individual unions and warned the assembled delegates that the labour movement would brook no 

interference with union affairs. Delegates were told to be "mindful of the hitherto relationship between 

government and the unions".28 It remains unclear whether this last remark was intended as a threat or a 

promise. 

Later describing the conference as "one of the most momentous meetings ever held in Queensland on 

the industrial situation", Moms was clearly buoyant as he spoke of the "cooperative spirit" displayed by 

employers and unions. There was a certain irony in his comments. Sitting amongst the delegates at the 

conference were the most senior union officials in the state and representatives from both the Australian 

Meat Industry Employees' Union and the Brisbane Branch of the Waterside Workers' Federation. As the 

conference commenced, 3000 members of these unions were on strike, on the Brisbane waterfront, at 

the Brisbane Abattoirs and at the Ross River meatworks in ~ o w n s v i l l e . ~ ~  

The outcomes of the conference had initially appeared promising. A number of committees were 

proposed and at one stage a draft charter was drawn up. Yet despite spasmodic correspondence between 

the department for Labour and Industry and the various delegates, the tripartite agreement was never 

realised. The Committee that emerged only met twice after this initial gathering "and its achievements 

[were not] divulged to the outside world".30 Despite the early optimism of the Queensland Labor's 

Central ~xecutive?' by 1 9 5 8 ,  the TLC had virtually disassociated itself from the whole project, citing 

Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU) policy as a reason for not appointing representatives to yet 

another sub-committee.32 Neither the Committee nor the Department of Industrial Development 

eventually established in 1 9 6 4 ~ ~  ever encompassed the IPA's vision of a "Representative Council for 

1ndustry"P4 although the rhetoric and benefits of harmonious industrial relations remained a salient 

issue for the new government. 

Consolidating Relationships 

Even prior to Moms' industrial conference being convened in October, the new government had seized 

on an opportunity to demonstrate its bona fide intentions towards workers. The Coalition's 

commitments to the electorate during the electoral campaign included, the allocation of funds to the 

development of the Townsville-Mt Isa railway, overcoming the "heavy cost arising from the 
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obsolescence of the whole system", and railway rn~dernisation.~' The new government perceived that 

the success of these commitments was largely dependent on the cooperation of the state's railway 

employees. Non-Labor governments in Queensland had always been alert to the powerful trade union 

connections in the railway system and the considerable political power wielded by the rank and file in 

the railway unions. This power had been wielded with some success in the South Johnstone strike of 

1927 and more recently in 1 9 4 8 . ~ ~  In the Coalition would be anxious to "avoid serious 

industrial trouble" with the railway unions.37 A chance to demonstrate the government's good will 

towards the state's railway workers came soon after the election. 

Within weeks of taking office, the Transport Minister, Gordon Chalk, announced that railway loan 

money would be made available to railway workers by the new government. The money "would be used 

primarily to keep railwaymen employed, rather than to place extensive contracts with outside firms". 

This welcome news was made even more gratifying to the railway workers when Chalk showed that the 

Gair government had recommended the dismissal of 750 workers working on construction projects at 

Redbank, Northgate, Banyo and on the Brisbane quadruplication scheme. According to Chalk, the 

decision to dismiss the workers was contained in a letter addressed to the Co-ordinator-General's 

department on 2nd August, the day before the election. The dismissal notice, to take effect immediately 

was, as Chalk pointed out, "conveniently delayed until after the railwaymen had cast their votes".38 

Chalk told railwaymen that an immediate consultation with had reversed this decision because 

the government "had no desire to create hardships for any railwaymen or their families'by mass 

dismissals". The amount allocated to the Railway Department by the government was "greater than that 

allocated by the Labour (sic) administration in previous years ... [and would ensure] the quadruplication 

of the Brisbane suburbs would be continued". The government allayed fears that the Railways Appeal 

Board would be scrapped. Workers were assured that the State Industrial Court and the Railways 

Appeal Board would be retained under the new government.40 The government used the situation well. 

Days after taking office, the Coalition had intimated to the state's unions that it would act legislatively 

to prevent union representatives accompanying Industrial Inspectors on their rounds. The unions used 

these trips as a way of collecting names and addresses of new employees and policing the "preference to 

unionists" award directives. The unions had expressed their disapproval of the government's intenti~n.~'  
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The well timed gesture towards the railwaymen appeared to pacify the more volatile elements of the 

state's union movement. These concessions were in line with the development theme being pushed so 

vigorously during the government's first few weeks in office. In the eyes of the government, if 

Queensland was to be promoted as an "industrial haven" and potential "tourist then public 

transport would have to be extensive and reliable. 

Process and Legislative Change 

The time frame that the new government gave itself to implement new legislation demonstrated its lack 

of experience and knowledge of parliamentary procedure. The move towards legislative change in the 

industrial relations arena was followed up soon after the election and the speed with which the Coalition 

promised to effect court controlled ballot reform as outlined in its party platform, demonstrated its lack 

of understanding about what might be required to effect such reform. At the official opening of the new 

parliament it was announced that the government's intention was that court-controlled ballot legislation 

would be one of six Bills introduced before Christmas. The considerable time that was taken up with the 

address-in-reply debate and the debate on the Budget and departmental estimates however had been 

unforeseen and forced the government to reconsider its time frame for its much heralded legislation. By 

the end of August Nicklin had to tell the press that if the ballot legislation "could not be fitted in before 

[Christmas] it would be one of the first legislative acts when the session continued early next year"!3 

The government's capacity to introduce court-controlled ballots and other industrial relations legislation 

would however be further constrained by questions of constitutional validity and considerable 

opposition from the trade union movement. 

Despite the limited time available to the government to draft and implement legislation in its first few 

months of office, by 10th September, following a day-and-night Cabinet meeting, fourteen Bills had 

been approved by Cabinet to be introduced into parliament before ~ h r i s t m a s . ~ ~  While ministers 

conceded that the Bills were "minor in character" and were merely a "prelude to the main legislative 

session" that would begin in March, the speed with which the government had moved was impressive!5 

One of the Bills not included in the flurry of legislative change was the proposed amendment to the 

Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act. The drafting and implementation of such a proposal proved 

to be more complicated than the inexperienced Cabinet had envisaged. Following discussions in 

~ a b i n e t ; ~  Queensland voters were told that the legislation relating to court-controlled ballots would be 

deferred until March 19.58.~' 
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In January 1958, the government still felt that it would be possible to introduce court-controlled ballot 

legislation by March. To this end the government advanced the sitting of parliament to 25th February. 

This would enable the Minister for Labour and Industry to introduce the contentious legislation before 

he went overseas with representatives of the newly established State Development Association to 

promote Queensland in Europe, the USA and ~ r i t a in .~ '  The government's decision reflected the high 

priority it had given this legislative measure despite Labor's pledge to resist the legislation and threats 

from the Australian Workers' Union ( A W  that its members were prepared to risk a "head-on clash" 

with the government if ballot control legislation was passed.49 

The first cautionary note relating to this legislation was sounded at a "Special Cabinet Meeting" held on 

16th January. Peter Connolly, barrister and Liberal member for Kurilpa advised Cabinet, that the 

proposed legislation should be evaluated carefully. His report to Cabinet suggested: 

(1) That the proposed legislation posed some difficult constitutional questions and the 
services of one of Australia's top constitutional lawyers should be sought before the final 
presentation to Parliament. 

(2) That precipitate handling of this matter may trigger off widespread industrial strife and the 
time was decidedly inopportune for industrial unrest in view of the financial situation, the 
absence of the Minister overseas shortly after the legislative session in March, and the fact 
that the Police Commissioner would be entirely new5' to his surroundings and the problems 
confronting him." 

Cabinet agreed to consider Connolly's opinion and the matter was formally "referred to the next Cabinet 

meeting". The issue was not discussed at the next meeting, the agenda being concerned entirely with the 

interviewing of prospective Police ~ommissioners .~~ 

While Cabinet was prepared to accept Connolly's judicious advice, the Premier insisted that the Bill 

should go ahead as soon as possible, even if Morris was away. NicMin explained to the press that the 

postponement of the legislation was because "constitutional aspects of the Bill have necessitated greater 

consideration by Government lawyers than was at first though ne~essary".~~ Less than a month later, the 

ballot Bill was once again "postponed until the August session".54 What had appeared to the new 

government in Opposition to be a simple matter of passing legislation to enforce secret ballot voting for 

trade union officials had become a constitutional and legislative nightmare. 

48 Lack, Three Decades, p508; Fitzgerald, A History of Queensland, pp293-294; QCE, OMEQl60171, p13. 
49 Telegraph, 11" January; 14" January 1958. 
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It was June 1958 before the issue of court-controlled ballots was again mentioned in Cabinet. Morris 

was still away on his much publicised tour, dubbed by Labor as the "Morris ~ance"?' and Jack Pizzey, 

Minister for Education had assumed the temporary role of Minister for Labour and Industry. Pizzey 

told Cabinet that the taking of ballots in connection with the election of union officials was still posing 

legal problems and that the "the advice of leading counsel [in relation to proposed legislation] has been 

sought and is awaited, as the matter bristles with legal difficulties". Pizzey also made reference to the 

fact that industrial legislation was currently under review and a reorganisation of the Trade Union Act, 

1915 was "at the inception stage" in the government's de~iberations.'~ While the discussion was limited, 

the reference to a reorganisation of the Trade Union Act at this time suggests that the new government 

had a number of wide-ranging intentions in relation to the state's industrial relations agenda. It was 

clear that broader, and more controversial reform measures, were being entertained by the Coalition in 

1958 than just court controlled ballot legislation. 

The new government was anxious however to demonstrate its credibility to the electors and implement 

industrial relations measures as soon as it was practicably possible. Indeed, there was such an 

impatience within the new Cabinet to do so, that in the first year, the more prudent, legal minded 

members of the government were forced to restrain those who were eager to regain the initiative for the 

government and its supporters in the labour market." However, the Cabinet's eagerness to bring about 

change was not entirely a matter of misdirected zeal. The state's employers were beginning to exert 

pressure on the new government to demonstrate its public commitment for legislative change. One of 

the proposals relating to industrial relations reform proffered by the Chamber of Manufactures in the 

weeks following the election in August 1957'~ was formally put to Cabinet in June 1958. Pizzey, in 

conveying the message and still acting in Morris' absence, suggested to Cabinet that an immediate 

amendment to the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act should be enacted. It was suggested that 

"before any industrial agreement [could] be registered" under the Act, "other interested parties should 

be informed in case an objection needs to be lodged". This was in line with the Coalition's 

commitments to the business communitys9 and echoed an Australian Chamber of Manufactures 

Association proposal.60 It was agreed to defer the matter until Morris' return on 24th ~ u n e . ~ '  Two weeks 

later, with Morris' full support, Cabinet decided that "there would be a period of seven days after 

lodgement of a claim before it is registered", to allow interested parties time for con~ideration.~~ In its 

zeal, the new government had not anticipated the resistance that would be exhibited by the state's trade 

union movement. 
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Resistance 

In response to the considerable press coverage that followed the announcement of the Cabinet's 

decision, Morris and his department received a proliferation of correspondence from unions objecting 

to the proposed measures.63 Whether these objections or the threatened industrial action by the Hospital 

Employees' Union influenced Morris' decision is not clear but one week later the decisions were 

rescinded, with Morris "doubt[ing] the wisdom of doing anything at all at the present time". The threat 

of industrial action had shocked Ministers enough to initiate talks in Cabinet about "emergency service 

a c t i ~ n " . ~  The threatened industrial action did not eventuate but clearly influenced Moms' decision. The 

proposal was put in the "too hard" basket and would later be incorporated into the 1961 legislation. The 

new government had had yet another reminder that a new government's intentions to effect reform were 

not always accompanied by its capacity to do so. 

Morris however was not to be deterred from implementing secret ballot legislation as promised in the 

election campaign. The new government's initial experience of trade union resistance however had 

suggested to the Minister that in order to do so, he would have to, in his words, be prepared to add a 

"sweetener" to the proposed Bill in the form of "long service amendments in favour of employees". 

Morris was confident that this proposal would meet with the approval of the Queensland labour 

m~vernent.~' The state's unions had been campaigning for amendments to long service leave provisions 

for many years.66 When the Coalition was elected to ofice in 1957, the correspondence had begun in 

earnest.67 

The TLC had consistently advocated changes that would see workers getting thirteen weeks long 

service leave for every twenty years worked and six and a half weeks for every ten years after that.68 A 

delegation from the TLC had approached the new government early in its term with a view to securing 

these specific amendments relating to long service leave for seasonal workers in Queensland's vast 

primary industries. The Coalition initially rejected the TLC's proposals but agreed to reconsider the 

issue in conjunction with its court controlled ballot proposals.69 Amendments would be incorporated in 

the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Amendment Bill in 1958 but would not include the TLC's 

specific proposals. 

Morris' decision to reconsider the review of long service leave entitlements was unexpected given that 

the Liberal Party and employers at both the national and state levels had repeatedly opposed 

governments "legislating past the Courts". Indeed, Morris himself had strenuously opposed 
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amendments to long service leave legislation in 1952, arguing that they were "a dangerous arbitrary 

interference with the discretionary power of the Court to treat each claim on its merits".70 Long service 

leave provisions had been a major consideration of industrial courts throughout Australia since 1951 

and legislation for such leave to be granted to employees had been passed in almost all states by 1956, 

with South Australia implementing complementary legislation in December 1957 and Western Australia 

a year later.71 Moms' decision to reconsider the Coalition's position on this issue was also surprising 

given the short time that had elapsed since the Premier, Frank Nicklin had told the electorate during the 

election campaign that "there would be no interference in any way with the existing industrial benefits 

such as long service and sick leave ...".72 

On taking office the Coalition had agreed that government intervention and specific directions to the 

Industrial Court via legislation, "destroy[ed] the whole principle of arbitration and conciliation". Morris 

specifically had told parliament that such interference was "unwise", "extremely dangerous7' and that 

the Coalition "[would] oppose any further interference with it?3 In less than twelve months, the new 

government had evidently discovered that being in Opposition and being in government changed its 

perspective on the functions of the Industrial Court. It had also begun to realise that being in office did 

not automatically endow a government with the capacity to effect all its policy intentions without some 

compromise of its original intentions. 

The Coalition had been shaken by the Hospital Employee Union's threat of industrial action in June 

1958 and was becoming increasingly aware that provoking the union movement at this relatively early 

stage of its term of office would hinder its development plans and tarnish the image of industrial 

cooperation it was anxious to project to potential investors. The TLC had made it clear that it would not 

countenance any government interference and had officially endorsed the Builders Workers' Industry 

Union's recommendation that any legislative provisions that "would endorse outside control of the 

domestic affairs of trade unions" would be sent to the Council for Civil Liberties for perusal.74 Yet the 

new government clearly had intentions that went beyond its more overt commitments to the electorate. 

Correspondence to the Minister's office7' and ongoing Cabinet  discussion^^^ throughout 195811959, 

suggest that various issues relating to amendments to Labor's industrial legislation were clearly on the 

political agenda, but were being kept in abeyance for a more electorally opportune time. 

Despite the unexpected difficulties associated with the ballot legislation the government continued to 

pursue the issue behind closed doors. In September, Peter Connolly presented a further report to 
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Cabinet. The report revealed yet another constraint on the  government?^ ability to introduce compulsory 

ballot legislation and demonstrated the Coalition's more covert intentions towards the state's trade 

union movement. Connolly pointed out to the Cabinet that there were "46 Federal unions in the State 

and 31 Queensland unions", with the AWU boasting a membership of 80,000 members. Connolly's 

report stated that "if our object is to control the State Unions at all costs"~' the government would have 

to find a way around the "Federal out" if they were to avoid 'political odium".78 Connolly had 

identified the constraint on state governments of all political persuasions in Australia. State registered 

unions could often register with the Federal Court and thus place themselves under federal jurisdiction 

if state conditions were not considered conducive enough. Clearly Connolly believed he had found a 

way to avoid "political odium". "Legislation [must be enacted] which will be strictly complementary to 

Federal legislation. This will be a fulfilment of our election promises". Connolly was referring to 

complementary court controlled ballot federal legislation enacted in 1951.~' On the same day, Cabinet 

agreed to introduce a Bill to parliament that would allow organisations under certain circumstances to 

request a state controlled ballot. The cost of such a ballot would be borne by the government. Further 

discussion over the following weeks refined various aspects of the ~ i 1 1 ~ '  that included the proposed 

"sweeteners" as envisaged by Morris. The Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Amendment Bill was 

introduced to parliament on 7th ~ovember." 

The new government was not only conscious of "election promises". It was aware that its plans of 

expanding and developing the state's resources were largely dependent on capital investment and a 

stable work force. The government sought to emulate the way in which Labor had appeared to 

manipulate state union membership and "maximise the proportion of the Queensland workforce, which 

was covered by awards of the [state's] industrial court".82 In this way individual union activity could be 

monitored more effectively. Connolly's report to Cabinet suggested the more subtle agenda of the new 

conservative government. While it was prepared to go along with prevailing ideas about consensus and 

confer, conciliate and communicate with unions to a point, the government's primary objective was to 

restrict the bargaining power and negative union activities that would always pose a threat to its 

political and economic agenda. 

The Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Amendment Bill, 1958 

Introducing the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Amendment Bill, Morris told parliament that the 

main purpose of the Bill was to give effect to promises made before the election in 1957. While the 

Bill was intended primarily to introduce the principal of secret ballot legislation, the government had 
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taken the opportunity to "effect a number of other amendments ... which [were] considered desirable". 

Two of the amendments were of an administrative nature designed to alleviate some of the overload on 

the arbitration system.83 The rest of the proposals dealt essentially with three issues: authorisation to 

conduct an industrial hearing, long service leave provisions and court-controlled ballots.84 One of the 

most legally contentious amendments was the repealing of the Gair government's 1953 amendment to 

S7 of the Principal Act. 85 

The Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Acts Amendment Bill repealed an amendment effected by 

the Gair government in 1953. Prior to this, under ss7 of Section 7 of the Principal Act it had been the 

policy of the Industrial Court to refuse to deal with any application by a union whose members were on 

strike. The policy had apparently operated unfairly against those unions that had members covered by 

more than one award of the State Industrial Court. In seeking to remedy this, the Labor government had 

provided for "the Court to hear union applications lodged on behalf of members, irrespective of whether 

such union may be involved in a dispute under some other award". This amendment had been strongly 

opposed by Nicklin on the grounds that it "was a direct interference with the powers and functions of 

the ~ o u r t " . ' ~  According to Moms, Gair's well conceived amendment had not fulfilled the expectations 

of the previous government, essentially because of the wording of the section. As Morris pointed out: 

"[tlhe section as it stands means that the court is required to hear an appeal by a union even when the 

particular award is the subject of a dispute".87 The Coalition would merely ensure that there was no 

more misunderstanding as to what the situation was, in relation to the "hearing and determination of any 

proceeding".88 

The amended clause in the proposed Bill stated: 

... the Court or a member thereof may refuse to proceed with the hearing and determination of 
any proceeding, application, question or matter with respect to any award at any time when 
any of the employees to whom the award applies (and whether employees whose employment 
will or may be affected in any respect by the determination of such proceeding, application, 
question or matter, or not) are involved in an industrial dispute or are contravening or failing 
to comply with any provision of this Act or of the award or of any order, direction or 
judgement of the Court of a member thereof.89 
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The amended clause was significantly different from the clause it was repealing. The 1953 Amendment 

Act made it mandatory upon the Court to conciliate where a union might be involved, as a means of 

maintaining industrial peace. Under the proposed clause, the Court was given considerable 

discretionary power to proceed with any application, whether or not the decision would be likely to 

affect other employees, without necessarily engaging in conciliation. The opposition to this clause was 

considerable, coming from both the ALP, independent member for Mundingburra, Tom Aikens, and 

from Vince Gair who "was at a loss to understand why the government [was] aim[ing] to destroy the 

effect of the 1953 amendment [and only] add to the difficulties" in the Industrial ~ o u r t . ~  The purpose 

of the legislation was not so difficult to understand. What the government had done was enact an 

amendment that the Queensland Chamber of Manufactures had specifically asked for when the 

Coalition had assumed ~ f f i ce .~ '  

A meeting of unions held on 14th November at Trades Hall had "unanimously condemned the proposed 

amendment" and written to the Premier outlining their opposition to the legislation. On the proposed 

amendment to s7, the unions argued: 

... that there should be no prohibition whatever of the hearing of union claims by the court if a 
section of a union's members is involved in a dispute. Such an amendment deals a blow at 
conciliation - threatens the normal rights of workers to defend their wages and conditions, and 
leaves the way open to employers to provoke disputes to prevent union claims from being 
heard. Some unions are parties to a large number of awards, and there is no reason why a 
dispute in one section of an industry should hold up or affect an application to the court by a 
union for another section of industry under a different award.92 

The Coalition stood firm. The architect of the clause, Peter Connolly, whose considerable research 

behind the scenes had ensured the legitimacy of marginalising the conciliation intent of s2laY3 was 

adamant that the clause had merit. The Cabinet had relied heavily on Connolly's expertise in legal 

matters when drafting this particular section and had not apparently considered the possible 

consequences of its implementation. It is possible that the wider ramifications of the legislation for the 

unions had been underestimated by Connolly and overlooked by Morris and other members of the 

Cabinet in their zeal to pass the legislation. Whatever the explicit intent of such a Bill, other than 

addressing Queensland employer concerns, the new clause considerably widened the discretionary 

power of the state's industrial court and was arguably the first step towards the Coalition's objective of 

strengthening the autonomy of the Court and curtailing the power of the unions, "at all costs". 

Morris had added the "sweetener" to the proposed legislation and as expected, the amendments to the 

long service provisions met with little resistance." The legislation provided for the protection of long 
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service leave rights of employees and specifically targeted Queensland's vast number of employees in 

seasonal employment. The amendment ensured that where an employee temporarily worked for another 

employer for seasonal purposes, the continuity of service for the purpose of long service leave would 

not be broken. Another provision in this clause dealt with employees who were transferred by a 

company to a subsidiary company. Under the amendment, the service would be considered unbroken 

for the purpose of long service leave entitlements. Both amendments had specifically targeted the 

unions' concerns as outlined on correspondence to the Minister. The Coalition told parliamentary 

members that the amendments were "an excellent example of the interest taken by the Government in 

the interest and welfare of employees".95 It was going to be a little more difficult for Morris to justify 

his court controlled ballot clauses. 

Court Controlled Ballots 

The principle of secret ballot legislation was not new to Queensland. Following the meat strike in the 

state in 1946, Hanlon's Labor government had introduced amending legislation that ensured that in the 

event of an industrial dispute, the names and addresses of union members had to be supplied to the 

Industrial Court and the Court would conduct a secret ballot to decide whether or not members wished 

to strike.% 

The Coalition's newly drafted section dealing with court controlled ballots in 1958 provide+ for the 

holding of elections by secret ballot by the Registrar of the Court for office bearers in a "union or 

association ... or branch of an industrial union". The requirement was accompanied by detailed 

guidelines for the holding of such elections, making provision for: absent voting; the manner in which 

persons may become candidates for election; the appointment, conduct and duties of scrutineers to 

represent the candidates of the ballot; and the declaration of the result of the ballot. Unions and 

associations were given three months within which to conform to the requirements of the legislation. If 

this deadline was not met, the Registrar was authorised to amend the rules accordingly and register them 

in the name of the offending union?7 

The legislation was applicable only to state unions (S41a). S41b authorised a person who had been a 

union member for twelve months to lodge a complaint and "application for injury" with the registrar if 

it was felt that "there ha[d] been an irregularity in or in connection with an election for an office in the 

industrial union, or in the branch of the industrial union". The union member had to lodge the complaint 

no more than six months after the election had been held, a considerable time span for a member to 

legislation. Under Labor, the unions had not been very successful since long service leave was introduced in 
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decide whether or not an "irregularity" had taken place. The Industrial Registrar was authorised to use 

his discretion on whether or not to grant the application and "refer the matter to the Court" under S41c. 

If the matter was referred, the Court was granted a number of powers, "upon the basis of the matters 

stated in the application". For example, the Court could (after consultation with any person objecting to 

any proposed action), authorise the Registrar to "[ilnspect any ballot papers, envelopes, lists or other 

documents ... used in conjunction with or ... relevant to the election". The Registrar in pursuit of such 

documentation could also enter the premises of an industrial union, take possession of, and retain such 

documentation "until the completion of the proceedings". These actions and/or directions of the Court 

were not subject to appeal (S41C ssl-4). The Bill ensured that these documents would be "preserved" 

and available, by inserting a clause that stated that an industrial union or an officer of an industrial 

union or branch: 

shall take such steps as are necessary to ensure that all ballot papers, envelopes, lists and other 
documents used in connection with ... an election for an office are preserved and kept at the 
office of the industrial union ... or branch of the industrial union ... for a period of one year 
after the completion of the election (S41L). 

The Industrial Court was also given powers to initiate "interim orders" once the Court was engaged in 

an inquiry. For example, the Court could order "that a person who has assumed an office" after an 

election, could be stood down until after the inquiry had been completed (41E(b)). Similarly, after the 

inquiry, the Court's powers were extended to allow it to deal with the outcome of the inquiry as "the 

Court thinks necessary". Not only could it impose sanctions and order new elections, it was also 

responsible for the enforcement of such orders and the apportionment of costs (41F-K). The penalty for 

any infringement of these amended sections of the Principal Act amounted to "one hundred pounds or 

imprisonment for twelve months, or both". For unions who wished to avoid possible sanctions, the 

legislation opened the way for the Registrar "to conduct elections upon request", if at least ten per cent 

of financial union members made such a request. The government would be willing to pay the whole 

cost of a court-controlled ballot in the case of unions with fewer than 1500 members. It would meet half 

the cost of a ballot for unions with more than 1500 members (41M & N). The stringent provisions 

engendered lively debate in parliament. 

Debate 

Morris began his defence of the legislation by citing the voluminous correspondence he had received 

"in protest against this proposed legislation" from various unions. He pointed out to the sceptical Labor 

members present that all but two of the letters of protest had been received from federated unions that 

did not "come within this legislation". Morris cited correspondence from unions that supported his 

measures and spoke at length on the "general campaign by certain left-wing elements of the unions to 

build up antipathy to this Bill": 



... this legislation is not against the sound, basic democratic foundation of the Federal 
legislation that we are repeating ... [it] is not intended to deal with anybody, but it will give 
members of unions power to deal with their own leaders - power to get rid of Communist 
control.98 

The Opposition pointed out correctly that "none of the 31 state unions affected suffered Communist 

influence" and "that the measure does not touch a single damned Communist in this State". In addition 

it was noted by the Opposition that the legislation was directed at "approximately 33,000 employees out 

of a total workforce in excess of 350,000" and: 

was merely a piece of political propaganda designed to inflame the minds of the public that 
we have a Communist menace in our midst.99 

The debate pertaining to the provisions of court-controlled ballots was particularly vigorous. John 

Duggan, leader of the ALP described the Bill as "politically hysterical" and doubted, along with other 

ALP members that the reasoning behind the Bill had anything to do with "white-anting Communists". 

Gair, for the QLP on the other hand referred to the Bill as " a poor anaemic feeble attempt " to deal with 

what was essentially "a very serious matter". What the ALP considered much more serious was the 

potentially "disruptionist" effect the legislation could have on the "internal workings of trade unions". 

Referring specifically to Section 41B which allowed a member of a union to initiate an inquiry with the 

Industrial Registrar, the Opposition pointed out that: 

In effect it gives an opportunity to Communists or other disruptionists to cause union 
members to lose confidence in their executive. It means that following an election these 
people could ... spread whispers that there were irregularities in the conduct of the ballot ... 
there is nothing to stop a person from deliberately manufacturing a case for inquiry by the 
Industrial court.'" 

Another problem, relating to the same clause, was what Labor described as the "indefinite" wording. It 

suggested that "a member of an industrial union" did not necessarily have to be a member of the union 

hetshe was instituting a complaint against, thereby creating the potential for the disruption of one union 

by another, a point the government rejected.''' 

Following Morris' comments about the lack of state union opposition to the Bill, a "letter of demand" 

concerning the legislation was delivered to the Premier, Frank Nicklin at Parliament House on 18th 

November. The letter was signed by twenty-three state unions and "claimed to represent the views of 

100,000 unionists". The petition had been organised by the Secretary of the TLC, Alex MacDonald, 

after a special meeting of affiliated unions had met to discuss the court-controlled ballots legislation. 

Describing the legislation as "unnecessary, undemocratic, and against the fundamental principles of 
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unionism ... a blow to liberty and a move towards a Police State", the letter clearly detailed the unions' 

opposition to what it saw as the government's interference with their internal affairs.'02 

Compounding this correspondence, the President of the TLC and Secretary of the Boilermakers' 

Society, Jack Egerton wrote an article for the Courier Mail outlining the reasons "[Wlhy unions 

oppose[d] Court-Controlled Ballots". The ariicle suggested that the Bill was "essentially union baiting 

[and] ... a political move aimed at embarrassing the trade unions". Egerton particularly objected to the 

interference with the "unions' democratic functions" and pointed to the potential disruption such 

ambiguous legislation could have on a unions' internal relations: 

Under the new provisions a court ballot can be sought without any suggestion of malpractice 
... [it] seeks to cause factional disputes inside union ranks and to prevent a united trade 
movement.lo3 

The unions' petition and the subsequent publicity it generated, made little impact on the govenunent. 

Clearly, more than a year after its election the new government had gained a little more confidence in 

the face of union threats than they had exhibited earlier in the year when the Hospital Employees' 

Union had threatened strike action. With support for court-controlled ballots from much of the 

Opposition, the universal approval of the long service leave provisions and in the absence of an Upper 

House, the government's legislation was never likely to be defeated. Despite four divisions in the House 

and much "spurious" debate, the Bill was reported without amendment on November 25th, 1958.1°4 The 

introduction of the much awaited Electoral Districts   ill'^' in parliament on the same day, ensured that 

the controversy surrounding the industrial legislation was obscured in the contentious debates that 

followed. 

Whether or not Morris and his team had been deliberately indeterminate when compiling the legislation 

or whether the Coalition's basic inexperience in dealing with industrial legislation had resulted in the 

ambiguous phrasing in the Bill, is unclear. Given the considerable time and effort that had gone into the 

preparation of the legislation, it is difficult to believe that these anomalies had been overlooked. 

Connolly's observation that the State unions had to be controlled "at all costs" [Connolly 's  emphasis], 

does however, lend some credence to the notion that Morris' secret ballot legislation had as much to do 

with weakening the power of the unions internally and breaking down what the new government must 

have perceived as a formidable barrier of solidarity within the workforce, as it had to do with "sound, 

basic, democratic  foundation^".'^^ The government's determination to go ahead with the controversial 

legislation suggests a much more confident government than had been apparent earlier in 1958. Gair's 
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support and the government's small but decisive numerical superiority in parliament clearly added to 

this confidence. 

The unions' threats to the government following the passing of the court-controlled ballots legislation in 

Queensland had not eventuated. Indeed, at the ALP'S twenty-third Commonwealth Conference in May 

1959, the Queensland executive representative had conversely told delegates: 

It is a sad commentary on the state of affairs that existed, when union leaders now have to 
agree that the present Tory government extends more courtesy and co-operation than did the 
so-called Gair government'07 

Despite this sense of "courtesy and cooperation", delegations to, and correspondence with, Ken Morris 

and his department received little encouragement or satisfaction from the Ministry of Labour and 

Industry. Under Labor, "the government's willingness to legislate past the arbitration court [had] 

contributed to a tendency to allow the labour movement to approach the government first on matters of 

major industrial reform and to relegate the Industrial Court to a secondary position",108 Union 

representatives approaching Morris or indeed the Premier, were now being referred to the Industrial 

Court.log According to Morris, "as far as the government is concerned, the Industrial Court is free and 

untrammeled [sic] and the government would in no circumstances presume to dictate to the ~our t " . "~  

The fact that at the time Morris was debating a Bill that would direct the Court to include long service 

leave provisions in state awards was not remarked upon. 

More Legislation 

In October 1959, the Coalition once again availed itself of the opportunity to illustrate its "policy of 

safeguarding the rights of the working population of the community" by introducing another 

amendment to the Conciliation and Arbitration Act. The legislative amendment was a response to a Full 

Court decision that had invalidated the amended S 18 of the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act 

of 1958,"' arguing that valid variations of an award could not be made later than twelve months after 

the award originated. As a consequence of this, all variations, modifications or alterations to any award 

made from the date of expiration of the time specified, and to the date when the 1958 legislation was 

enacted were deemed invalid. Although Morris pointed out, to the scepticism of the Opposition, that no 

"decent, reasonable employer" would take advantage of this situation and "avail themselves of [this] 

technicality", the government believed it should "remedy this defect so that there should be no 

'07 Queensland Central Executive Files, (QCM) OMEQl33116, ALP Official Report of Proceedings of the 23rd 
Conference, May 1959, p20, John Oxley Library, Brisbane. 
'08 Blackrnur, D (1986) "Industrial Relations under an Australian State Labor Government, The Hanlon 
Government in Queensland, 1946-52", PhD, University of Queensland, pp5-6. 
I* QSA, See Government File, LIC, N19240. 
"O QSA, See Government File, LIC, N19240, Monis to AMIEU, 11" November 1958. 
"' See footnote 74. 



possibility of any employee suffering because of a defect in the industrial The new 

amendment provided that the awards in question would be automatically confirmed with all purported 

variations intact.lB3 

Once again the government took the opportunity to strengthen its ties with the state's workers and 

incorporate a "most desirable amendment concerning long service ~eave""~. Under the Principal Act an 

employee lost hisfher rights to long service leave if his employment was terminated for misconduct. The 

proposed amendment arose out of a decision of the Full Bench to rule that an employee who had 

worked for the Swift Australian Company for fourteen years prior to being dismissed for a relatively 

minor incident, could not claim his long service leave entitlements. The union for the employee had 

inundated the government with correspondence when, on appeal, the Court had found that the 

employees' "misconduct" was an "unpremeditated spontaneous act of compassion for an employee and 

that the penalty imposed ... was grossly out of proportion to the offence committed". The government 

refused to intervene, on the grounds that there "was no appeal to the Industrial Court". The relevant 

archival file suggests however that the government conceded that there was "no provision in 

Queensland's industrial legislation to interpret types of misconduct" and proceeded to remedy the 

anomaly.'15 

The government was particularly concerned to "demonstrate to the workers that it was alert to all the 

problems and [were] very keen to ensure the fairest possible conditions for employees in the state". 

Under advice from .the Solicitor-General and considerable correspondence with its departmental 

counterparts in Victoria and New South Wales, the Minister for Labour and Industry decided to "bring 

the Queensland Act into line with the New South Wales provision". The word "serious" was therefore 

inserted before the word "misconduct". This would give the Queensland employee " a better coverage 

and protection" than the Victorian provision that allowed for "serious and wilful misc~nduct"."~ The 

legislation was debated and passed within four hours. There had been little to debate. The first 

amendment concerning the validity of the awards was considered "imperative" and the variation on long 

service leave provisions was accepted readily by the Opposition. 

The legislative amendments introduced in the government's first two years of ofice did not really meet 

the expectations of the state's major employer organisations, however they were confident that the 

Coalition would meet its electoral commitments and review the Industrial Conciliation Act in due 

course.'17 

'12 QPD, Vo1.224, 195911960, p544. 
'I3 Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Acts Amendment Act of 1959, 8 ELIZ 11, No.32 
'I4 Long service leave had long been an issue with Queensland unions. Follow9ing the election of the Coalition 
there had been several approaches to the new government by the state's unions. See ACTU Correspondence 1957- 
1963 in TLC, 1181Box 93; QSA, Government File, LIC, N19143 
11* QSA, See Government File, LIC, N19143. 
'I6 QPD, Vo1.224, 195911960, p546; QSA, See Government File, LIC, N19143. 
'I7 Courier Mail, 13" May 1959; 14th May 1959. 



Conclusion 

The Coalition's first two years of office had been relatively smooth and the premier was confident that 

"each year br[ought] Queensland a little closer to her ultimate destiny of greatnes~"."~ Despite its 

initially tenuous links with the public service and the adverse expectations of the trade union movement, 

the new government had consolidated a workable relationship with the state's workers and had avoided 

any major industrial upheavals. The controversial impact of its court controlled ballot legislation was 

seemingly reduced by the government's legislative concessions to workers and its apparent willingness 

to effect change where necessary. As one contemporary observer put it: 

... the Coalition ha[d] effectively killed the myth that the 'Tories" would bring immediate 
disaster to the "workers" ... the public service union has expressed a strong approval of its 
new  master^."^ 

The divisions within the Opposition had been the new government's greatest strength, allowing it time 

to feel its way. The new government's capacity to fulfil all of its more overt intentions in the context of 

industrial relations had been limited initially by legal constraints, time and the daunting presence of a 

formidable trade union movement. Added to this was the largely unanticipated difficulty of reconciling 

its public commitments to the business community in relation to unions and the industrial relations 

machinery, with its public pledge to bring together labour, management and the government in an effort 

to present a consolidated front to potential investors. Yet the failure of the trade union movement to 

follow through with its threats, a willingness to grant concessions to the state's workers and a growing 

confidence in its ability to effect reform, were of significant assistance to the government in ensuring 

that legislation was enacted in 1958 and in 1959. Overall, the new government had appeared to extend 

the arm of benevolence and fair judgement to the workers of Queensland. Yet the ensuing months 

would test this benevolence and reveal the government's more covert intentions in relation to industrial 

relations legislation. The following chapter details the growing confidence of the new government and 

its legislative response to a less than tranquil industrial environment in the ensuing years. 

I*' Courier Mail, 3 1'' December, 1958. 
'I9 "Political Chro~cle", Australian Journal of Politics and History, January 1958-June 1958, p256. 



INDUSTRIAL LEGISLATION 

At the end of its first term the Coalition had effected its secret ballot legislation and other amendments 

to the state's industrial relations legislation and appeared to have consolidated a workable relationship 

with the trade union movement. Yet by 1959 the "tranquil" industrial relations environment, both at the 

state and federal level, had given way to a more contentious industrial climate. Following the 1960 

election and in the context of the prevailing industrial strife, the Coalition deemed it politically 

opportune to restate its intention to overhaul the state's principle industrial relations legislation and to 

introduce the changes it had been considering for many years. This chapter briefly outlines the 

environment within which the Coalition proceeded with its plans and evaluates the capacity of the 

newly elected government to introduce major changes to the state's industrial relations laws in 1961. 

The chapter also details the processes by which legislative reform was effected. The chapter suggests 

that while the strong political position of the government enhanced its capacity to pursue its objectives, 

it was ultimately restrained by the presence of a formidable trade union movement whose potential for 

economic disruption had to be taken into account when industrial legislative amendments were being 

considered. 

The industrial "tranquillity" enjoyed by Australia at the end of 1959' was short lived, as was the 

apparent resurgence of the Australian economy that had been enjoying four per cent growth since the 

early 1950s. A brief recession in 1960 sparked fears of unemployment and wage reductions amongst 

 worker^.^ Strong inflationary pressure pressurised the federal government into increasing import 

restrictions in February 1960 and then later in the year instituted a credit squeeze inducing higher levels 

of unemployment.3 This, combined with the general dissatisfaction of the trade union movement in this 

period4 ensured that industrial unrest was not far behind. 

By 1960 a series of industrial disputes, strikes and trade union confrontations characterised the 

Australian industrial scene. In the federal arena, increasing industrial disturbances marked the first half 

of 1960. The failure of the unions' basic wage case, the unfavourable features of certain awards and the 

growing use of penal sanctions5 by employers6 did nothing to curtail the increasing unpopularity of the 

' Sharp, I (1959) "Some Features of the Australian Industrial Scene", Joumal of Industrial Relations, Vol.1. (1). April; 
see also Thomson, D.C. (1959) "Recent Developments in the Australian Industrial Scene", Joumal of Industrial 
Relations, Vol. 1 (I), April. 

See Queensland Central Executive (QCE) Minutes, Vo1.22 OMEQl6125 November 1959 - March 1961, John 
Oxley Library, Brisbane; Hagan, J (1981) The History of the ACTU, Longman Cheshire, Melbourne, p209. 

Coombs, H.C. (1981) Trial Balance, MacMillan, Melbourne, pp155-159; Martin, R.M. (1962) "Australian Trade 
Unionism, 1961", Journal of lndustrial Relations, Vo1.4 (I), April, p63. 

Rawson, D (1960) "Recent Developments in Trade Unionism", Joumal of Industrial Relations, Vol 2 (2), 
October, pp124-127. 

In 1946-47 the Amalgamated Engineering Union (AEU) had run an exceptionally hard-fought and successful 
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Industrial Court. Strikes, stoppages and general industrial disorder marked the mining, manufacturing 

and waterside industries across ~ u s t r a l i a . ~  The number of industrial disputes8 recorded federally during 

1960 was 1,145, as compared with 869 during the previous year. In NSW, 736 disputes occurred in 

1960,282 of which involved workers in the coal mining industry. Working days lost during the year in 

Australia amounted to 725,107 and the estimated loss of wages was £2,926,796. Corresponding figures 

for 1959 were 365,039 and 1,377220. These trends were reflected in the states9 

Queensland - 1960 

In Queensland, the industrial relationship that the Country-Liberal government had taken so much 

trouble to cultivate had failed to develop. Despite the vote of confidence in the new government 

extended by the ALP at its Commonwealth conference in 1959," by 1960 there was very little 

"industrial harmony" between the labour movement in Queensland and the Minister of Labour and 

Industry. Departmental files detail the increasingly hostile correspondence between the union 

movement and the Minister, Ken Morris. Morris' reluctance to meet delegations or to enter into lengthy 

correspondence with the unions only heightened the hostilities." 

Industrial unrest became evident in Queensland in the early months of 1960, particularly in the metal 

trades, the railways, the cement works and increasingly in the power industry.'' Many of the strikes, 

short term stoppages, bans on overtime and rolling strikes were a direct result of union efforts to obtain 

the 28 per cent marginal rates increase obtained federally in 1959,13 dissatisfaction with erhployers, 

delays in the Industrial Court, and an overall anxiety about unemployment rates in the state.14 The 

attitude of the Queensland government towards marginal increases had become apparent at the 1960 

basic wage case hearing. The Queensland government, represented by Mr Gilbert, had "neither 

supported nor opposed the application" but Gilbert's material and submission was noticeably against 

taking place in Australia at this time, made provision in its 1947 industrial legislation for "penal powers" for the 
Arbitration Court. Provisions "relating to deregistration of organisations, secret strike ballots under court order, 
cancellation and suspension of awards and ... the enforcement of sanctions inserted in awards" ('bans clauses') 
were all features of the new legislation. In addition, the legislation "gave the Court all the common law powers of 
punishing a person or organisation for contempt". See Sheridan, T (1989) Division of Labour Industrial Relations in 
the Chifrey Years, 1945-1949, Oxford University Press, Oxford, pp125-148, 152; Mills, C.P. (1965) "Penalties against 
Strikes", Australian Quarterly, Vol. 37, (4) December, pp26-28. 
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the unions' claim and reflected the government's concern with capital investment. Gilbert's submission 

had focused particularly on what the marginal increases would cost the state if the Court granted 28 per 

cent marginal increases. Such increases could initiate inflation and "could well cause curtailment of 

plans for industrial expansion and undermine the confidence of overseas investors in ~ustralia".'~ 

Other strikes and stoppages were called in support of interstate disputes. For example, stoppages were 

called in Queensland in support of railway and tramway employees in Sydney. As the year progressed, 

colliers, miners, painters and dockers, transport and power house employees in Queensland expressed 

their dissatisfaction with management and the government in the handling of industrial affairs.I6 In a 

year when the government would seek a second term from the Queensland electorate it was not 

prepared for the industrial chaos generated by Queensland workers in 1960. Inexperienced and unsure 

as to how to deal with the situation, the government fell back on the penal powers available under the 

state's industrial legislation. When the Power House employees' strike was at its height, Cabinet 

resorted to a political interventionist tactic it had always deplored when in Opposition. It approved a 

decision to instruct the Public Service Commissioner to make an application to the Industrial Court for 

government employees to be stood down for a breach of the industrial Conciliation and Arbitration 

Act, 1932-1959.17 

The most serious dispute arose when over 400 employees of the Commonwealth Engineering Works 

stopped work in July in protest at the management's refusal to agree to a 28 per cent margins increase.'' 

One of the many concerns for the government was the effect of the industrial unrest on the relationship 

between the department of Labour and Industry and the state's employers. While the government had 

been re-elected to the Queensland parliament in May 1960, Morris advised the Premier in September, 

that the industrial trouble would "nullify all our good work in obtaining the trust and confidence of 

employers".'g The strike at Commonwealth Engineering involved eight unions and lasted for two 

months. The government's efforts to alleviate the dispute were essentially ineffectual. Cabinet 

appointed a special committee in an attempt to resolve the dispute and when this failed, declared a 

"state-of-emergency", and issued a proclamation ordering the workers back to work.20 Before the 

dispute was called off, the government had issued summonses against 52 employees. In response, 

individual unions sent telegrams of protest to the premier?' the TLC organised a 24 hour stop work 

meeting at Mount ~ a t h l e e n ~ ~  and initiated a four hour protest stoppage by members of its 25 affiliated 

unions in Brisbane, Ipswich and Townsville in protest at "the flagrant misuse of the powers of the 

State". Unsure as to how to salvage some credibility in the eyes of the unions, employers and potential 

Is ACTU Circulars (1960) in Trades and Labour Council (TLC) collection, Box 96, University of Queensland, 
Fryer Library (UQFL), Brisbane. 
l6 TLC Minutes, 118lA27, March 1960 - August 1960, UQFL. 
l7 QSA, 22354, Decision No.2453, 14" ~une, 1960. 
l8 TLC Minutes, 118lA27, March 1960 - August 1960, UQFL. 
l9 QSA, LIC, A/19203,27" September, 1960. 
20 QSA, 22354, Decision No.2688, 5" September, 1960; TLC Minutes, 118128, 23d August 1960 - 151h March 
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" QSA, LIC, MI9203 
22 TLC Minutes, 1 18/28, 23d August - 15" March 1961, UQFL. 



investors but unprepared to meet with the unions, the government subsequently withdrew the 

summonses. 23 

While the number of industrial disputes in Queensland in 1960 did not exceed that of the previous year, 

more serious for the Queensland government was the record levels of worker involvement, wages lost 

and working days lost in the state. It was not an image it cared to portray to potential investors. Most of 

the industrial disputes took place in the coalmining and stevedoring industries. However, it was in the 

engineering and metal work industries that the largest number of working days were lost and where the 

estimated loss in wages exceeded £230,000. These figures exceeded those of all other states and 

territories for 1960 with the exception of NSW." The Queensland government believed that its plans of 

attracting investment and the substantial progress it had made in this area were being seriously 

hindered by the state's rising unemployment figures and continuous industrial conflict.25 

Industrial statistics for Queensland at the end of the Coalition's first term of office indicated that the 

development in the state had made substantial gains. Company registrations had doubled in the period 

and a number of important development projects were in progress, including work on the Townsville- 

Mount Isa railway line, tourist development on the Gold Coast, and a major expansion of the meat 

industry in the north of the state.26 It was widely acknowledged by the government that "certain 

industries are basic requirements for the development of the state" and that "particular industries [were] 

more likely to succeed than others under the conditions existing in Queensland". One of these 

industries was mining. Early in its first term, the government had secured an agreement with Comalco 

for the development of bauxite at Weipa in the Cape York Peninsula. By 1960 Weipa had attracted two 

overseas companies and a joint investment of over f 140 million in an "integrated aluminium 

enterprise". Discussions were also taking place with Amoco (Australia) Ltd and Phillips Oil Products 

with a view to the establishment of oil refineries in the state. Amoco had rejected a project in 

Queensland early in the year because of transport costs but still considered Queensland to be a primary 

option for a "full scale refinery project".27 An agreement was consolidated between the government and 

Amoco on 22nd February 1 9 6 0 . ~ ~  Yet these agreements, projects and discussions had been initiated in a 

relatively harmonious industrial period. The industrial strife occurring in the early months of 1960 

23 TLC Minutes, 118lA27, 15" March 1960 - 3* August 1960, UQFL, "Political Chronicle", Australian Journal of 
Politics and History, July 1960 - December 1960, p. 109. 
24 Labour Report, 1960, No.48, pp147-150; Oflcial Year Book of Queensland, 1961 No.22, pp351-352, 
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25 QSA, LIC, A119203 
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of Secondary Industries and Chairman of the Industries Assistance Board for the Year Ended 30th June, 1959, p4, 
QPP, Vol.1 (1959-1960); Annual Report of the Queensland Government Tourist Bureau for the Year Ended 30th 
June, 1960, p9, QPP, Vol.11. (1960-1961). 
27 Report of the Director of Seconday Industries and Chairman of the Industries Assistance Board for the Year 
Ended 30th June, 1961, ppl-2, QPP, Vol.1. (1961-1962). 
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created some concern within the government. Following the state election in May 1960, Cabinet agreed 

to uphold its 1957 commitment to overhaul the state's industrial machinery.29 

One contemporary observer described the state election of 1960 as "one of the quietest old campaigners 

can remember".30 No major issues were pursued with any vigour, the government campaigned largely 

on its performance in developing the state, focussing on its achievements, "unparalleled in the history 

of [the] state"?' and attacking the "tattered threads of the Australian Labor Interestingly, given 

the contemporary industrial climate, was the lack of emphasis on industrial relations in the 

government's election speeches. Neither Morris nor Nicklin included any reference to it in their official 

policy launches, nor was there any indication as to the Coalition's imminent intention to introduce 

major changes to the industrial relations machinery. 

As previous chapters have shown, the Country-Liberal coalition had always intended to honour the 

expectations of employers in Queensland and implement new industrial legislation when the time was 

considered politically appropriate. NicMin himself had publicly foreshadowed major changes to the 

machinery of the Industrial Court at an official Graziers' Conference at Longreach as early as May 

1 9 5 9 . ~ ~  NicMin's remarks had been greeted enthusiastically by Queensland employer organisations and 

specifically meat operators. Meat companies had frequently voiced their dissatisfaction with 

Queensland industrial operations and on more than one occasion had threatened to transfer to the 

federal jurisdiction where "punitive powers ... are much more effective as a deterrent than the more 

limited powers of state a rb i t ra t i~n .~~ The Coalition was returned to office in May 1960 with 44% of the 

vote, securing 46 seats, an increase of four on the 42 seats it had held in the previous parliament.35 In 

the midst of the state's worst industrial unrest since the pastoral strike of 1956, Queensland employers 

eagerly anticipated the proposed new legislation. 

The Committee 

In response to the employers' expectations and within weeks of the election, Cabinet agreed to set up a 

Committee to "examine and make recommendations concerning amendments which might be 

considered desirable, to the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act". The Committee was chaired 

by Peter Connolly, a barrister and who, until he resigned his constituency prior to the 1960 election, 

had been the Liberal member for Kurilpa and architect of the government's previous legislative 

amendments. The other members of the Committee were R.H.Tait, industrial officer from the Public 

29 See Courier Mail, 7" May - 27" May 1960 for details of the respective policies of the Queensland political 
garties. 

Courier Mail, 21th May, 1960. 
31 Courier Mail, 6" ~ a ~ ,  1960. 
32 Courier Mail, 12'~ May, 1960. 
33 Courier Mail, 13" May, 1959. 
34 Courier Mail, 14" May, 1959. During 1961 there was indeed a "partial transfer of the Meat Export Industry to 
the Commonwealth jurisdiction" following a series of disputes in northern regional centres, First Annual Report of 
the President of the Industrial Court of Queensland, for the period 2Dd May, 1961 to 301h June, 1962, QPP, Vol.1. 
(1961-1962).p2. 
35 Lack, C (ca 1962) Three Decades of Queensland Political History, 1929-1%0, SG Government Printer, 
Brisbane, pp572-573. 



Service Commissioner's department and PH Davies, the Registrar of the Industrial Court. Connolly had 

told parliament in 1958 that he "had no special knowledge of union  affair^"?^ but Tait and Davies were 

well acquainted with the state's industrial system; Davies in his capacity as Industrial Registrar, and 

Tait as a representative for the Queensland government before state industrial magistrates and in the 

commonwealth jur i~dict ion.~~ The terms of reference for the Committee were explicit: 

To examine and report to the Minister for Labour and Industry on the machinery aspects of 
such proposals for amendment of the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration (ICA) Acts. 

To report to the Minister any defects which in practice have become manifest in the 
machinery of the Acts and to suggest such amendments to remedy any such defects. 

To draft amendments to the Act as directed 11 by the Minister, in regard to machinery 
amendments; and 21 by Cabinet, through the Minister, in accordance with the policies on 
these various matters, as laid down by Cabinet in consideration of them.38 

As Morris pointed out, time was of the essence as the proposed changes "could well prove to be very 

controversial and should therefore be made as soon as possible".39 Morris' haste may well have been a 

political awareness that the earlier in its term that the newly elected government effected controversial 

reforms, the less likely the electorate would recall the controversy at the next election. Letters were sent 

to what were perceived by the government as the "interested parties" in July, inviting them to make 

suggestions relating to amendments to the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration ~ c t s . ~  The 

Committee moved quickly to initiate the preliminary inquiries. The Committee met a total of nine 

times4' to consider the submissions that had been arriving at the Premier's office and the Depqrtment of 

Labour and Industry, not only since the announcement of the Committee, but since the Coalition had 

announced its intentions to amend the legislation in 1957. 

The Committee sent an interim report to the Minister in August which was tabled in Cabinet on 12th 

September 1960. The report required immediate approval on two counts. The proposed structural 

changes to the Industrial Court and the question of whether jurisdiction with respect to trading hours 

should be given to the Industrial Court. Cabinet's approval on these matters was apparently 

fundamental to the Committee's ongoing approach to amending the industrial legislation. Connolly's 

initial recommendations incorporating some preliminary recommendations from combined employer 

groups, Mount Isa Mines (MIM) and departmental officials were laid out in a six page report and dealt 

with the structural reorganisation of the Industrial Court. The amendment proposed divorcing the 

judicial functions of the current Industrial Court from the arbitral functions.42 

36 Queensland Parliamentary Debates (QPD), Vo1.222, p1237, 195811959. 
37 QPD, Vo1.229, p2895, 1961. 
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39 QSA, 22354, Decision No. 2536,5~ July, 1960. 
40 See reference to same in correspondence QSA, LIC, See Correspondence dated 15" July 1960, QSA: Al19328. 
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In essence there would be two tribunals, modelled on the 1956 Commonwealth A C ~ . ~ ~  This 

recommendation had been formally submitted by the Combined Employers' Federation (CEF) and 

MIM and endorsed by the Under-Secretary of the Labour and Industry department, but had long been 

an objective of the Queensland Employers' Federation (QEF).~~ The reason advanced by the combined 

employers for this change was that "the greater penal powers should not be enforced by those charged 

with the arbitral functions". The Committee conceded somewhat cynically that this recommendation 

was "a little suspect*', coming as it did from persons "who ... hope for appointment to the arbitral 

tribunal ...[ and] ... to be rid of the contentious responsibility of inflicting heavy penalties on trade unions 

would naturally be more acceptable in such a quarter". Despite these observations the Committee 

acknowledged that "there was a strong case to be made out for leaving the purely judicial functions to 

those who were qualified to discharge them". The Committee considered that the "lay members" of the 

Court could be more usefully employed in performing arbitral  function^".^^ In submitting a suggested 

structure of the industrial tribunals with an outline of their recommended jurisdiction, the Committee 

proposed: 

reorganisation will serve to streamline the conciliation and arbitrary machinery, emphasise 
the conciliation aspect, whilst maintaining a minimum amount of legal guidance to the 
system and keep down the cost of the system to the 

The interim report also included a strong recommendation "for the jurisdiction of the Industrial Court 

in the supervision of the Commissioners and the interpretation of the Act and awards being made 

entirely exclusive of that of the Supreme Court". In effect this would mean that there would be no 

appeal from the Industrial Court's decisions. Morris submitted the interim report to cabinet on 8th 

September. On the question of two tribunals, Morris advised his colleagues that his "aim [had] been to 

avoid involving the government in heavily increased expenditure for personnel." Notwithstanding this 

concern, Morris rejected the Committee's proposal that "the salary payable to an [industrial] 

Commissioner should be less than that payable to a Judge of the Supreme Court". Morris did however, 

emphasise his support for the amendment of the "Acts to obviate the appeals which are now being 

made to the Full Bench of the Supreme Court", giving the Industrial Court, "exclusive jurisdiction on 

43 In 1956, following the Boilermakers' case in the High Court where the Boilermakers' union had appealed against 
penal sanctions awarded against that union by the Commonwealth Court of Conciliation and Arbitration (CCCA), 
the High Court ruled that the CCCA could not both make awards and interpret and enforce such awards. By 
analogy with the separation of powers that exist between the legislature and the judiciary in western style political 
systems, the High Court found that the arbitral and judicial functions of the federal tribunal should be separated. 
Under the Conciliation and Arbitration Act, 1956, two new bodies were created. The Conciliation and Arbitration 
Commission was vested with conciliation and arbitration functions and the Industrial Court responsibilities were 
confined to judicial and enforcement matters Dabscheck, B (1983), Arbitrator at Work: Sir William Raymond 
Kelly and the Regulation ofAustralian Industrial Relations, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, p219. 
44 Blackmur, D (1984) "Employer Industrial Relations Policy in Queensland and Postwar Reconshuction", Journal of 
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The Committee had rejected this proposal on the basis that Supreme Court Judges were unlikely to involve 
themselves "in matters as contentious and fraught with political implications as are those which arise in the 
Industrial Court". The Committee cautioned the government about making such a decision. The Committee also 
rejected the CEF's proposal that a lawyer preside over the proposed Commission, an inconsistent request, given 
that the CEF in its lengthy submission had ex ressed a desire to exclude the legal profession from arbitral P a pearances.'QSA, 22354, Decision No.2709, 12 September, 1960. 
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all industrial matters". The question of trading hours was deferred. The Committee went ahead with its 

commi~sion.~' 

The final and more substantial report was drafted by Connolly, considered by the Committee and 

submitted to the Minister on 30th September 1960. It had been less than four months since the 

Coalition had advised Queenslanders that amendments would be made to the legislation and less than 

two months since the Committee had convened to consider these amendments. On 19th October, the 

report incorporating the various submissions and the Committee's response to them was submitted to 

Cabinet for approval. 

Submissions 

The "most comprehensive of the submissions" and that which contained the most "detailed 

recommendations" was proffered by the CEF. The CEF had put together a sizeable submission 

articulating its views on arbitration and other aspects of the state's system.48 The Federation represented 

a formidable array of Queensland employer groups including: the Queensland Employers' Federation 

(QEF); the United Graziers' Association (UGA); Australian Sugar Producers (ASP); Metal Trade 

Employers (MTA); Queensland Chamber of Manufactures (QCM); and other individual employers 

who expressed "concurrence in the combined submission" (pp2-3). 

The Committee was surprised at the CEF's "preoccupa[ation] with attempts to put back the industrial 

clock in matters of fairly petty detail which have become established as industrial conditidns" (p2). 

Some of these provisions included the abolition of Labour Day, a move according to the Committee 

that "would savour of political pettiness" (p17); a recommendation that conditions of "comfort and 

sanitation" in the workplace should no longer be a province of the Industrial Commission (p8); a desire 

to "repeal S.22 which provid[ed] for mediation by a Commissioner or Industrial Magistrate" in the 

event of a dispute" (p31), and the abolition of the afternoon rest pause (p14). The CEFs submission 

also included an objection to trade union access to Time and Wages Books (p41); recommended the 

regular official auditing of trade union records (p5); made what the Committee perceived as the 

"disingenuous" recommendation that "the retrospective effect of an award should not go beyond the 

date of judgement (p10); advocated further penal sanctions as in S109 of the Commonwealth Act; 

suggested the abolition of state quarterly adjustments (pl l ) ;  advocated the abolition of minimum 

overtime rates and the 48 hour week (p13) and sought to introduce holiday pay at minimum rates, 

rather than the prevailing rate (p18). The CEF also requested that the Preference Clause be "deemed to 

be cancelled on breach of any order or extreme penalty". The Committee pointed out in its report that 

this provision was already in the present Act but had never been used "because of the industrial trouble 

that would entail". It was not recommended that the government pursue it with any enthusiasm (pll).  

47 QSA, 22354, Decision No.2709, 12" September, 1960; 22354, Submission No. 8" September, 1960. 



The Committee also rejected the employers' recommendation that provided for the minimisation and in 

some cases, abolition of, long service leave entitlements, on the grounds that an endorsement of such 

views "would only expose the government to criticism." The employers were clearly opposed to the 

liberal nature of long service leave provisions in the Act and sought to impose certain limitations on the 

granting of long service leave pay. These included a time limitation for recovery of sums payable in 

respect of long service leave, no accumulation of long service leave entitlements, and pay in lieu of 

leave. This last was firmly rejected by the Committee on the grounds that the "[tlrade union movement 

is firmly wedded to the principle that long service leave should be taken as such and we do not think 

any change should be made." The Committee also wholly rejected the employers' recommendation that 

any employee working for anyone else during long service leave should forfeit and/or repay all 

entitlements as "drastic and arbitraryW(pp20-27). 

While the Committee was not disposed either to the AWU's proposal that all long service leave 

proposals be doubled (p.21), it did acknowledge the special problems associated with long service 

leave in seasonal industries, notwithstanding the 1958 legislative amendment. The Committee agreed 

that an amendment was required to deal with a situation where "business is transferred from one 

employer to another but an employee is forced into a short gap while transferring employers and his 

service is deemed to be broken" (p21). It subsequently advised Cabinet that: 

... there may be considerable justice as well as political advantage in taking some steps 
towards the further solution of the problem of long service leave in the seasonal industries 
(~23) .  

The Committee proffered two possible alternatives. A special state fund was suggested, although "the 

cost of administration' was acknowledged. A further proposal to "include a loading on the wage of a 

seasonal worker in lieu of long service leave", "might well", according to the Committee, "create a 

favourable impression" with the workers (p23). 

In evaluating the CEF's proposals overall, the Committee rejected what it perceived as their 

"inflammatory" (p18), "arbitrary" and "drastic7' (p27) recommendations and advised the Minister that 

many of the recommendations were made: 

... under the dubious pretext of clarifying the law ... The political implications of such 
changes do not need to be forecast by us and we cannot recommend them. Our 
recommendations are designed to minimise political embarrassment to the government where 
that can be done without impairing the efficiency of the system. Let the Commission do as 
much as it can without the government taking responsibility for imposing certain conditions 
(~14) .  

48 The following information is taken from the Connolly's report forwarded to the Minister on 30" September 
1960. QSA, Cabinet Secretariat Minutes, 2666 - 2900, 22"d August, 1960 - 7" November, 1960. 22362, Decision 
No.2836, 3oth September, 1960. 



The Committee noted the tendency of the CEF to refer to the "whole Act [as] an infringement of 

freedom of contract" or "attacked as impairing the freedom of master and servant to negotiate the rate 

of wage": 

Every development in industrial conditions has been described in language like this by the 
more reactionary of the employers of the day ... We are not impressed by such language and 
recommend that the government take no step to impair any existing right ... If industrial 
justice could have been achieved by free negotiation between master and servant there would 
never have been any need for this Act. Such a submission would be rightly represented by the 
Opposition as an attempt to impair existing rights achieved after decades of effort on the part 
of the employee and his organisation. We strongly recommend against such a course (pp27- 
28). 

Other submissions to the Committee were more specific and more pertinent to the government's 

objectives of attracting investment to the state. This was particularly true of the submission proffered 

by the mining companies. 

Prosperity Loadings 

The Queensland mining industry had long held promise for the state's developmental prospects, yet 

successive Queensland governments had neglected to provide the infrastructure and resources needed 

to promote and sustain the industry.49 Soon after its election in 1957 however, the Coalition in 

development mode had turned its attention to the lucrative Bauxite deposits in Weipa. In November of 

that year, the newly elected government had signed an agreement with Comalco to uprdmote the 

development of the West Coast of Cape York Peninsula by the mining and processing of bauxite in the 

area". Three years later the government had approved an agreement whereby Kaiser Aluminium and 

Chemical Corporation became an equal partner with Consolidated Zinc Corporation in the Weipa 

project. The agreement considerably extended the original Comalco agreement and ensured the 

continuing development of the North Queensland bauxite deposits.50 

Other projects such as the completion of large contracts for the export of Kianga coal to Japan, the 

reconstruction of the Townsville-Mt Isa railways and the government's "paternalistic shower" of 

amenities, resources, transport and services to the mining town of Mount ~ s a ? ~  all helped to ensure the 

ongoing future of mining in Queensland and promoted the state as a strong investment prospect for 

potential entrepreneurs. While the various mining companies welcomed the new government's 

commitment to their industry, the issue of the "lead bonus" remained an industrial problem that the 

mining industry perceived the new government could solve. The bonus issue had been a particular 

problem at Mount Isa. 

49 See G.Blainey, (1978) Mines in the Spinifex, The Story of Mount Isa Mines, Angus and Robertson, Sydney, 
235. 
I0 Lack, Three Decades, pp502-503; p576. 

Lack, Three Decades, pp576-578. 



The "lead bonus" had been granted to the miners at Mount Isa in 1937. In 1947 the Industrial Court of 

Queensland had decreed that the bonus should be based on the Australian price of lead and not related 

to profits, but only to sales of lead. Mount Isa Mines constantly complained about the "clumsy 

formula", that at its peak cost the conipany thousands of pounds a week in bonus payments. When the 

company turned its attention to copper production in 1959, the Industrial Court of Queensland fixed the 

bonus at f 8 a week for all employees covered by the Mount Isa Mines Award, applicable from January 

1960.'~ Bonus payments had become of much interest to other workers in the industry and had become 

an issue of concern to members of the Australian Mine and Metals Association in Queensland. 

A submission by the Australian Mine and Metals Association (AMMA) in relation to the prosperity 

provision in the existing legislation was presented to the Committee. S8 of the Act entitled the 

Industrial Commission to consider the prosperity of the economy and the value of the labour of any 

employee. A number of related incidents fuelled the fears expressed in the AMMA submission. These 

fears primarily concerned the recent prosperity bonuses and "illogical increases" to margins awarded 

against MIM and the new prosperity bonus and retrospective operation of the Court's recent award 

against Mary Kathleen Uran Ltd. As an organisation, AMMA was concerned about the possible 

ramifications of these bonuses on Comalco and the current claim for a prosperity bonus against Cooper 

Refineries, particularly in light of the latter's connection with MIM.'~ 

In relation to marginal increases, the submission pointed to the yet undecided claims for 41.6 per cent 

marginal increases against all metalliferous mining companies in Queensland; new claims being made 

on MIM and an amended claim for marginal increases in excess of 100 per cent against Mount Morgan 

Ltd. The submission expressed its concern that the tactics of the unions in "using increases which it has 

obtained against one company to support its claims for still further increases against the remaining 

companies" would result in "constant marginal movements" throughout the industry. Despite these 

concerns about marginal movements and other union activities (such as the AWU's recent application 

for increased annual leave for all employees in the Western District of the State), it was the prosperity 

bonuses that AMMA was seeking to abo~ish.'~ 

The AMMA contended that: 

... it [was] not the function of the Industrial tribunal to award a sum of money based on 
prosperity in addition to the normal components of basic wage, parities and margins ... The 
Court should not have the right to distribute profits. 

The AMMA used the government's own rhetoric of attracting investment to the state to support its 

claims: 

52 Blainey, Mines in the Spinifex, p235. 
53 Blainey, Mines in the Spinifex, ppl95-196, p236. 
54 QSA, Cabinet Secretariat Minutes, 2666 - 2900, 22nd August, 1960 - 7" November, 1960. 22362, Decision 
No.2836, 3oth September, 1960. 
55 QSA, Cabinet Secretariat Minutes, 2666 - 2900, 22d August, 1960 - 7" November, 1960. 22362, Decision 
No.2836, 3oth September, 1960. 



What of other industries contemplating operations in Queensland, which are already, as a 
result of recent Court judgements faced with a wage structure of something like 60% above 
the State award plus parities? Must each of them anticipate increased costs if they become 
successfully e~tabl ished?~~ 

This assertion was precisely the same argument that had been proffered to the Commission in 1948 by 

Mount Isa Mines Director, Julius ~ ru t t s chn i t t .~~  

The 1960 submission summarised the relevant provisions in the Commonwealth and other states and 

pointed out that Queensland was in "sharp contrast" with other systems where the prosperity of an 

industry was taken into account before wages were awarded. According to the AMMA, it was not so 

much Queensland that was being discriminated against, but the mining industry itself: 

In Queensland ... comparatively few industries have had a separate amount imposed on them 
relating entirely to prosperity. Mining companies have though, despite mining companies' 
bonus schemes, etc. For example, MIM; MMM [Mount Morgan Mines]; and Mary Kathleen 
Uran. Ltd ... The mining industry opposes prosperity loadings being superimposed on wages 
determined after comparisons have been made with similar employment in other industries ... 
The system lends itself to discrimination ... a noticeable and undesirable factor of the 
Queensland industrial legislation. 

The objection to prosperity loading being "superimposed on wages" was not a recent gripe of the 

mining industry. Twenty three years after the first bonus had been awarded, the mining companies had 

restated their claim. In an intellectual climate that valued profit margins, free enterprise, investment and 

productivity, the mining giants of Queensland clearly felt more confident in 1960 than they had in 

1937. As well, with a conservative government holding the reins of power in the state, their 

expectations of success had increased considerably. The 1960 submission relating to bonuses was 

signed by representatives of MIM; MMM; Consolidated Zinc; Mary Kathleen Uran Ltd and the 

Queensland Chamber of Mines. 

Unlike all the other submissions, there is no evidence to suggest that Connolly's Committee offered the 

government any comment or proffered any recommendation in relation to this submission. It is possible 

that the government's ongoing discussions with Amoco at this time had already incorporated this 

provision. Whether or not this is true can only be speculation. Nevertheless the government was 

content to accept AMMA's submission and act on its advice. The proposals were incorporated in the 

196 1 legislation. 

s6 QSA, Cabinet Secretariat Minutes, 2666 - 2900, 22Td August, 1960 - 7" November, 1960. 22362, Decision 
No.2836,30b September, 1960. 
'' Blainey, Mines in the Spinifex, p195. 



Other Submissions 

The Committee also received submissions from other organisations and some  individual^.^^ Its report 

briefly outlined the individual responses and indicated to the government its recommendations. Most of 

the submissions dealt with specific clauses or sections of the prevailing Act. Many of the suggestions 

proffered were deemed to be outside the ambit of the proposed legislation, while others were 

considered "unworkable" and at times "[c]aptious and out of touch with current practice" (p52). Many 

of the recommendations were dismissed by the Committee as not being the concern of parliament. Thus 

the Queensland Cafes and Caterers' Association suggestion that legislation be enacted to provide that 

employees be stood down in the event of a strike was deemed to be a matter "best left to the 

Commission" (p54). Similarly, the Queensland Automotive Chamber of Commerce and the 

Automotive Engine Rebuilders Association's request that legislation address "back yard weekend 

pirates," was not considered a matter for the government. It was the Committee's advice that the 

employers "should police it themselves and hand evidence to the department to take the necessary 

action" (p53-54). 

The Committee's final report to the government suggested that the submissions had been carefully 

considered within the context of the government's capacity to effect reform. Throughout, the 

Committee emphasised the importance of implementing legislative change cautiously with a view to 

minimising the expected adversarial response from the state's union movement. The Committee was 

acutely aware that it would be to the government's political advantage to be seen to be doing the right 

thing by workers and creating a "favourable impression" with the trade unions. It was also aware that 

some members of the government, in their eagerness to satisfy their constituents' expectations would 

be receptive to some of the employers' more radical ideas.59 The Committee advised the Minister that 

the Queensland legislation had worked "reasonably well over the years" and it would be "unwise to 

make changes merely for the sake of making them or because the language of other Acts may seem to 

be more felicitous" (p4). The Committee also suggested that the government "should be alert to the 

implications of the various submissions". According to the Committee, the government should not do 

anything that "would involve its entry into political controversy for no good purpose whatsoever" (p8). 

On the deletion of perceived redundant powers as suggested by the CEF, the Committee reminded the 

government of "the political climate that must prevail when there is a comprehensive overhaul of a 

long standing statute which is of vital concern to the unions" (p5): 

It would be foolish to excise powers given to the Court in the interests of the worker solely 
on the ground that they appear to be well covered by other powers ... it would be politically 
hazardous to take away small privileges (p2). 

58 For example, Queensland Teachers' Union; Queensland Police Union of Employees; Queensland Meatwork 
Companies' Association; Trades and Labour Council; Colonial Sugar Refining Co; Australian Workers' Union; 
Under-Secretary for Labour and Industry, (Mr Hoare); J.P. Coneybear, (Professional Employers' Advocate) and 
Queensland Adto Chamber of Commerce. 
59 Telephone Conversation with P.D.Connolly, September 1996 



It had been Peter Connolly as the Liberal MLA in the government's first term who had exhorted 

Cabinet to restrain the trade union movement "at all costs". As the Chairman of the Committee 

established to investigate potential reforms for the state's industrial relations legislative machinery, 

Connolly was more cautious. In submitting his report he now reminded the Coalition: 

... the efficacy of the system depends not so much on the severity of the penal clauses 
available for breaches of the Act but on the general acceptance in the community and 
particularly amongst the industrial unions of the basic fairness and reasonableness of the 
system. 

There is great merit from the point of view of the Court and Commission and of the 
government of the day for the more stringent provisions of the Act to be continued to be 
framed in the language in which they were put on the statute book by the government's 
predecessors in office ... we are recommending as few changes as possible and only those 
needed to streamline its machinery and bring it up to date (p4). 

The Committee considered other suggestions made by the CEF and many of the recommendations were 

either fully or partially endorsed in the final report. However, the Committee was anxious to avoid any 

"political hazard" and recommended to Cabinet that any changes that would involve "industrial 

trouble," whatever their merit, should be avoided, preferably by referring the problem to the Industrial 

Commission. 

The various submissions and information collated by the Under-Secretary of the Department of Labour 

and industry6' were considered at a "special meeting" of Cabinet at parliament House on 25" October 

and the drafting of the legislation began immediately.61 Following some last minute legal 

recommendations from Connolly to ~orr is ,6 '  the drafted Bill was circulated to the various stakeholders 

early in March. A total of fifty "non-employee" ~ r ~ a n i s a t i o n s ~ ~  were invited to "make suggestions" as 

to the proposed amendments. Four of these groups apparently did not effect a reply.64 Twenty three 

employee organisations were also apparently invited to appraise the proposed legislation. According to 

the archival records, only eleven of these organisations sought to make their views known to the 

Committee. The list of organisations invited to make submissions to the Committee, both employer and 

employee, was made public in March 1961, showing which organisations had responded to the 

invitation and which had not.6s At least one union expressed its concern that it had been listed as a 

"non-response" and maintained that it had not received any correspondence from the government at 

The draft with all the effected amendments was rushed to the government printer early in March 

1961. 

60 See government correspondence between the Under-Secretary and various correspondents in QSA, LIC, 
N19214. 

While reference is made to this meeting there is no record of any discussion or decisions made at the meeting in 
the Cabinet Secretariat files. QSA, Cabinet Secretariat Minutes, 2666 - 2900, 22nd August, 1960 - 7" November, 
1960.22362, Decision No.2836,30" September, 1960. 
62 QSA, government correspondence, LIC, N19328,21st Febmary,l961. 
63 This figure includes the QEF that represented 27 affiliated organisations. 
64 Line Officers' Association; Master Caniers' Association; Qld Master Builders' Association and the Master 
Plumbers' Association. See government correspondence QSA, LIC, N19328. 

Telegraph 3* March, 1961. 
66 This was the Municipal Officers' Association, Letter to the Minister's office, 7th Mar.1961, government 
correspondence QSA, LIC, Al19328. 



Response and Resistance 

The Bill was introduced to parliament on 2nd March 1961, while "interested parties" were still 

perusing the proposed legislation. Introducing the Bill, Morris stressed that the Bill was a "complete 

measure" rather than an "amending Bill", designed with a view to: 

... giving the industrial tribunal the flexibility and machinery to enable it to act promptly and 
speedily not only when an industrial, dispute occurs but also whenever there is good reason 
to believe that an industrial dispute is likely to occur.67 

Moms argued that there was a need to improve the "effectiveness" of the arbitration system in 

Queensland by "streamlining the operation of the machinery", specifically, to "adapt them to present 

conditions". The reference to "present conditions" related to the contemporary industrial unrest in 

Queensland. Throughout the debate, Morris was at pains to imply that the measure was to a large 

degree a response to the contemporary industrial climate. Morris also cited the "threats or otherwise to 

employers and employers' organisations" by "irresponsible" union leaders and their attempts to "ignore 

and flout the authority of the industrial conciliation and arbitration machinery in Queensland" as 

evidence of the need to introduce measures to restrain adverse union activity.68 

It was true that the industrial unrest of 1960 had caused much concern in government circles, as what it 

perceived as "industrial anarchy" in Queensland began to "threaten industry, exports and 

Accordingly, many provisions relating to the prevention or settlement of disputes were 

designed in this legislation to minimise the perceived threat to industry.70 However, as this thesis has 

shown, Moms and his colleagues had always intended to redefine the parameters of labour law in 

Queensland and had foreshadowed major legislative changes as early as 19.58.~' The industrial strife of 

1960 had merely increased the government's capacity to introduce such changes by providing the 

government with a politically opportune climate in which to do so. In parliament, Moms was able to 

provide a strong rationale for the legislation by relating the government's commitment to development 

and economic growth with the contemporary industrial unrest: 

We ... firmly believe that the prosperity and development of this great State should not be 
retarded in any way by an undesirable or unrealistic legislative provision, and that the 
progress and development of this country and the prosperity of its people, including all 
sections of the community, should not be hampered or retarded in any way by the 
productivity of this State being interfered with by unwarranted and unnecessary strikes, 
stoppages, overtime bans, and so forth.72 

67 QPD, Vo1.229: 1961, p2400. 
QPD, Vo1.229: 1961, pp2400-2402. 

69 See QPD, Vol.229: 1961, pp2413-2414; Courier Mail, 13" September, 1960, 8" February 1961; Worker, 2* 
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70 QPD, Vo1.229: 1961, pp2406-2407. 
71 QSA, 22353, Decision 641, loth June 1958; QSA, 22364, Collective Minutes, IS' July, 1958; QSA, Al19143, 
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The speed with which Morris introduced the legislation suggests some naivety on the part of the 

government. Clearly Moms believed that a consultative process undertaken by a Committee would 

provide a satisfactory basis on which the government could confidently prepare and present its 

legislation. Certainly government correspondence files suggest that Morris did not anticipate the 

resistance he encountered from employers and workers alike. 

Moms' anxiety to introduce the legislation to parliament had left the various stakeholders with little 

time to assess the government's final draft. Queensland employers were particularly displeased at the 

lack of opportunity afforded them to "comment completely on the Bill in the time available". A letter to 

Moms from the QEF and the Queensland Chamber of Manufacturers (QCM) relating to the 

"disabilities in the Bill", deplored the fact that: 

insufficient time [was] available for the employer organisations to consider in detail each and 
every clause of the Bill ... certain sections of the Bill are directly contrary to the policy of 
employer organisations and in the opinion of our combined organisations ... the Bill as 
framed will not only do nothing for the industrial peace of the state but will in fact make the 
policing of industrial conditions far more difficult if not completely impossible ...73 

A week later, the QEF and the QCM hand-delivered a joint submission to Morris, informing him that 

"there [was] nothing new [in the legislation] and the matters have been considered many times before". 

The submission outlined several suggested amendments to "strengthen the  ill'':^ particularly in terms 

of the penal powers. The employer representatives pointed out: 

There are other features of the Bill which are not favoured by employers generally ... i; had 
been decided not to raise the issues at present ... in terms of the practical practicability?5 

The suggested proposals however were deemed too important not to be addressed. The employers also 

drew the Minister's attention to the employers' various submissions "already made"?6 A further notice 

was delivered to Moms three days later and further provisions were proffered to the Minister in ''an 

endeavour to assist the government to avoid anomalies". Government records suggest that these 

suggestions were not included in the final ~ i 1 1 . ~ ~  

The unions were similarly displeased about the time allowed for perusal of the Bill. Those who did not 

receive a personally addressed copy of the Bill and "experienced considerable difficulty in obtaining a 

copy", had to rely on the Government Printer to provide copies. It was not available from the Printer 

until the 8th March, six days after it had been introduced into parliament. A deputation from the 

Federated Clerks' Union informed Morris that the union had relied on press reports for their 

information and that they had no time to assess 146 pages of legislation.78 The TLC also complained 

73 QSA, government correspondence, LIC, A/19328,7th March.1961. 
74 QSA, government correspondence, LIC, A/19328,14th March,l961. 
75 QSA, government correspondence, LIC, A/19328,14th March,1961 
76 QSA, government correspondence, LIC, A/19328,14th March,l961. 
77 QSA, government correspondence, LIC, A/19328, 17th March, 1961 
78 Letter from Queensland Professional Officers' Association to department, 13" March, 1961; Letter from 
Federated Clerks' Union to department, 13" March, 1961, QSA, government correspondence, LIC, MI9328 



about the "shortage of time to complete [its] objections", although Alec Macdonald, General Secretary 

of the TLC, knew enough about the Bill's content on 2nd March to write to Morris deploring the 

government's interference with union affairs and the "ever-increasing penalties being placed in the 

Arbitration ~ c t " . ~ ~  

As other complaints and delegations were received from other union bodies and individuals, Moms 

postponed the second reading. He advised interested parties that it was "not too late ... to submit any 

suggestions [you] might have in mind ... the second reading is on Tuesday 21st March ... must have 

comments by the 16"".~ Moms later told parliament these amendments and suggestions were 

"accepted" and "carefully examined"?' although it is impossible to verify such activity through the 

relevant correspondence. As leader of the ALP, John Duggan obtained an early copy of the Bill and 

made his comments on the legislation publicly: 

... if there was one factor more than another responsible for industrial unrest it was the 
Federal arbitration system, but this Bill was based on the Federal system. A feature of the Bill 
was that the Minister had accepted advice from a Committee in which some members had not 
had any previous industrial experience.82 

Duggan referred to the Bill as "provocative", a "complete reversal of British justice" and warned of 

forthcoming "industrial unrest". In a written aside to his Under-Secretary, Moms noted that "industrial 

unrest" was one area where Duggan "could of course be regarded as an expert".83 A reference to 

Duggan's role in the 1956 Queensland Labor conflict. 

Such was the public outcry and speculation about the proposed legislation" that Moms prepared a 

Discussion Bulletin for Liberal members to counter "both uninformed argument and bigoted criticism 

by left wing professional militants". The Bulletin outlined the main proposals of the Bill and members 

were instructed to refer to the legislation as: "[olne of the most important measures introduced since the 

LiberaUCountry Party came to office in 1957" and to point out its "important  amendment^.^' Despite 

Morris' efforts, the Bill was strongly opposed by the trade union movement who, along with threats of 

industrial action, sent petitions86 and telegrams to the Minister's office throughout the reading of the 

Bill in parliament.87 

Overall, the government had accepted Connolly's recommendations and had actively sought to 

minimise union opposition to the legislation by only introducing change where it was felt absolutely 

79 QPD, Vo1.229, 1961, p2893. 
QSA, government correspondence, LIC, N19328,13th March,l961. 

81 QPD, Vo1.229, 1961, p2893. 
82 Telegraph 2nd March,l961. 
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a4 For a detailed account of the reaction to the proposed legislation see Courier Mail 3rd March 1961 - 25th March, 
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necessary. Nevertheless the legislation had arguably more to do with restraining the adverse activities 

of what the government considered to be militant and left-wing unions, and publicly reinforced its 

commitment to keeping labour moving, than it had to do with streamlining the machinery of the 

arbitration system and bringing it into line with present conditions. 

Restraining the Unions - "At All Costs!" 

Just as Pizzey had foreshadowed in June 1958:' the Trade Union Act was repealed under the new 

proposals. Provisions relating specifically to the creation and functioning of industrial and trade unions 

and its provisions were incorporated into the new Act. The government took the opportunity to amend 

and provide for new provisions that would ultimately restrict the autonomy of trade union officials and 

give more freedom to the individual union member. In defence of these proposals the government 

contended that: 

... many of the irresponsible decisions and directions given within the last twelve months 
were not approved or concurred in by the great majority of the rank-and-file members of the 
unions affected ... it is only fit and proper that those persons in power in a union ... should 
have to answer for their actions.89 

The government had extended the same argument that pitted trade union leaders against the rank-and- 

file when it had introduced legislation providing for court-controlled ballots in 1958.~' The rhetoric 

largely portrayed the workers as sheep blindly following the leaders of the trade union moyement to 

their eventual detriment. According to the government, it was the state's responsibility to ensure the 

protection of these individuals. Unfortunately for the Coalition, its prediction that its legislation would 

see a flurry of rank-and-file inspired applications to the Industrial Court had proved misplaced. In 

1961, as Duggan was quick to point out, two years after the legislation had been passed, "not a single 

application " had been made to the Court to conduct a court-controlled bal10t.~' This was not news to 

Morris. He had made the same point to Cabinet in October 1960 and had suggested then that the 

numbers of workers needed to apply for a court controlled ballot be r e d ~ c e d ? ~  As a result the 

provisions dealing with disputed elections in industrial unions provided for by the government in 1959 

were widened in the proposed legislation to reduce the number of union members required to request 

the Registrar to conduct an election (S86, S S ~ ) . ~ ~  

As well as a tightening of the financial audit requirements of unions (s58 ssl-6), several clauses 

pertaining to union rules (S46 ssl,  5; S49 ssl-3; S50 ssl-2; S54 ssl-3) and official member lists (S44 
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ss3; S56 ssl-13) were strengthened. The new legislation, according to Monis, sought to "protect the 

fundamental rights of workers" and provided for a member "to appeal to the Court should a union 

reject his application for membership" (S47 ss2). Under the proposed legislation it would be the 

province of the Court to decide "any question or dispute as to the character of any applicant or the 

reasonableness of any admission fee "(S47 ss2). The Court would also determine the legitimacy of 

union rules and have the "power to direct that the rules be altered or annulled in any particular manner 

to bring them into conformity with what it declares to be reasonable in the  circumstance^"^^ (S49, ss3). 

A provision was also provided, empowering the Court to compel an industrial union to comply with its 

own rules (S50 ssl). Utilising the provisions of the relevant Commonwealth section, the Bill also 

provided for the right of a person to resign from the membership of a union (S48). This institutionalised 

monitoring of trade union affairs was compounded by the appointment of Industrial Inspectors (by 

Governor-in-Council) whose duty it would be to administer the Act and whose powers extended to 

instituting proceedings under this Act (S132, ssl, g). The government argued that these amendments 

should be considered by the state's workers as benefits, rather than as an attack on trade union 

~r~anisations.~'  

The onus of proof clauses were the central cause of the unions' anger. Under contemporary legislation, 

it was illegal to strike until the result of a secret ballot had been communicated to the Registrar. In the 

proposed legislation, this provision was retained but the government had added an "onus of proof' 

clause to the effect that if a member or members of a union failed to comply with secret ballot 

provisions, the union or every officer of that union, would be required to prove that every reasonable 

step had been taken to ensure that the members complied with such an order (S98 ss2-3) or face the 

consequences. Morris told parliament: 

This has been inserted with a view to restraining hot-headed and irresponsible union officials 
from taking unwarranted precipitous action in defiance of the provisions of this Act or of any 
order or direction of the  omm mission." 

Similar provisions were provided for in the context of a failure to comply with an order of the 

Commission. The onus of proof was now on the union to show that all reasonable steps were taken to 

comply with such an order (S102, ss6). Contempt of Court provisions written into the Schedule of the 

Principal Act of 1932 were now incorporated into the proposed Bill (S103, ssl). In general, penalties 

for offences against the Act were increased, largely in accord with federal practice and the 

Commonwealth Act. As a contemporary Reader in Law noted, the proposed 'penalties for illegal 

employee pressures ... show[ed] a greater proportional increase than in other cases".97 Other provisions 

empowered the Commission to suspend or deregister one or more callings, rather than a union (S73 

ssl). Overall the Act expanded the penalty provisions, particularly in broadening the scope of activities 

which might justify a penalty and through the creation of specific clauses that carried new penalties for 

such irregularities as administrative errors. 
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The most discussed98 feature of the new legislation99 was the vesting of arbitral and judicial functions 

in separate tribunals (S7). This "separation of powers" was something that employer groups in 

Queensland had long advocated and the proposed legislation closely followed the Commonwealth 

model constituted in 1956. Under the new legislation the functions of dispute settlement (S36), award 

making for specified industries (S12), the determination of the State basic wage (S13 ss4-5), power to 

declare general rulings (S13, ssl) and standard retail hours (S12 ss3) were now placed within the 

jurisdiction of the newly constituted Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Commission. The Act 

precluded any appeal to the Supreme Court from the Commission's decisions (S8 ss6). This move 

reflected numerous employers' complaints about the intervention of the Supreme Court in arbitral 

matters under previous legislation and the government's need to speed up the conciliation and 

arbitration process. 

The judicial or penal function was now vested in the Industrial Court and in industrial magistrates (S7 

& S8). Specifically, the Court would preside over charges relating to illegal strikes, lock outs, breach of 

an injunction or mandatory order, contempt of court and for de-registration of a union. These were 

issues that the government perceived had the potential to get out of control and threaten the economic 

viability of the state (Sl). Despite the government's argument that a division of the arbitral and judicial 

functions would serve to streamline the state's arbitration machinery, minimise technicalities in the 

arbitral work and maintain a "minimum of legal guidance to the system,'00 the new legislation did 

nothing of the sort and arguably was so intended. If anything the new structural mode had introduced a 

new element of legalism into the system with the new legislation providing for appeal to the Supreme 

Court. The division of functions moreover was questionable. Indeed, Dr Edward Sykes a Reader in 

Law at the University of Queensland publicly declared, "there is no constitutional reason why the 

functions should be vested in different tribunals in ~ueensland".'~' 

Despite the "purely arbitral" functions assigned to the newly constituted Commission, the new 

legislation extended considerable judicial powers to that body. Specifically, under S102 of the new Act, 

the Commission had the power of "making a mandatory or restrictive injunction for compliance with 

an award or with the Act or restraining the a breach thereof'. An even wider power was ascribed to the 

Commission via S36 in dealing with an industria1 dispute or industrial situation. Notwithstanding the 

considerable discretion allowed to the Commission in dealing with a real or imagined situation, S36 

also gave the Commission "full power" to issue an "interim injunction ex parte", another provision that 

would provide some check on industrial disputes spiralling out of control and potentially endangering 

the economic credibility of the state. The Commission was also granted considerable autonomy in 
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determining the parameters of an industrial matter and dealing with it accordingly. Perhaps more 

significantly, new provisions allowing the Minister for Labour and Industry to direct a Commission 

inquiry (S11 ssl a-c) created a strong, mandatory link with the new Commission and the government 

and belied the Coalition's intent to separate government activities and the Commission. 

The wide jurisdiction of the Industrial Court in previous legislation had now been given to the 

Commission, with two notable changes. In making an award in relation to a calling, under the new Act 

the Commission was "entitled to consider the prosperity of the economy and the value of the labour" 

(S12, s2). This was in keeping with the Federal Commission's practice'02 and as specifically 

recommended by the employers' submission (p.10). However, it could no longer award bonus 

payments. Bonus payments would now be "a matter for negotiation between employer and employee" 

and any agreement reached could be registered with the Commission. Existing bonus payments would 

continue until the Commission decreed that "circumstances ... shall have so altered as to require the 

reduction or abrogation thereof' (S12, ssl). This provision was clearly a direct response to the mining 

companies' submission to the Committee three months previously. It was also a clear message to 

prospective investors in Queensland. Profit-sharing would now be determined by collective bargaining 

and not by the Commission. Once again the government's inexperience of industrial relations was to 

become apparent. While it had appeared to consider every amendment to the proposed legislation in the 

context of what kind of industrial response it might receive, the Committee and the government had not 

considered the potential industrial retaliation that would occur in response to the "bonus payment" 

clause. 

The "bonus payments" at MIM had a long history and workers depended on the bonus as "partial 

compensation for the strains, stresses and cost of life in a harsh, isolated and difficult en~ironment".'~~ 

As Laffer points out, as Mary Kathleen workers had already received a bonus, "it might have been 

wise, if practicable, to have excluded applications already before the Court from the amendment" in 

order to avoid adverse union reaction.'" Instead the Mount Isa bonus claim, already with the State 

Industrial Court was adjourned after an application from MIM following the introduction in parliament 

of the proposed legislation.'05 However, the government was in a difficult situation. The mining 

industry in Queensland would depend on the continued investment of international and national 

corporations. The mining industry's submission had strongly suggested that its continued involvement 

would very much depend on the government's attention to its requirements. The government could do 

little about the bonus awarded to Mary Kathleen workers but it could ensure, through its legislation, 

that the Commission could no longer increase bonus payments. 

Contemporary historians speculated on why the government suddenly removed the responsibility for 

bonus increases from the arbitral arena to collective bargaining. As Cribb noted: 
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Morris provided few clues to the government's thinking beyond stating that the previous 
system had not only inhibited employers fiom giving bonus payments, for fear of their 
extension through appeal to the court by the unions, but also had had "a most disturbing and 
hesitating effect upon prospective industries who desire to come to this state".lo6 

At the time its was widely believed by trade unionist and commentators that Mount Isa Mines "had 

made representations to the Queensland government on the issue, which [subsequently] influenced 

government policy". But as Laffer pointed out, there was "no evidence of this". As this thesis has 

demonstrated, Cabinet records show clearly that Mount Isa, in conjunction with other major mining 

corporations had indeed influenced government policy on this issue and had all but provided the 

rationale for Morris to argue in parliament that Queensland "must be on the same basis as other states" 

if it was to attract the mining interests.''' It became apparent shortly after the passing of the legislation 

that Mount Isa had no intention of bargaining collectively with its workers for bonus payments.'08 

The seeds for two of the most confrontational industrial disputes in Queensland's history had been 

sown. 

While the new Act had not explicitly abolished the quarterly determination of the basic wage in 

Queensland as employers had requested (p.ll), new provisions ensured that variations to the basic 

wage would now be made only after giving "an opportunity to all persons interested" to be heard on the 

subject of a "general ruling"(S13, ~ s l ) . " ~  This last had been a consistent request from Queensland's 

business leaders and indeed many Country Party branches'1° before, and since the Coalition took 

office"' and was a variation on the proposal proffered by the Chamber of Manufactures to the new 

government in 1957. At that time, the Chamber had requested that "before any industrial agreement 

[could] be registered under the Act, all interested persons should be informed.'12 The Commission 

would, also take into account "the probable effect of [such a ruling] ... to the Community ... and upon 

industry7' (S13, ss6). Both these new legislative directives reflected individual and employer 

submissions that highlighted the importance of industry being prepared for any substantial monetary 

rulings that would impact on industry. The federal arm of the Chambers of Manufactures had long 

advocated this legislative measure. In January 1958, Queensland Industry had published the Australian 

Association's resolution on the issue: 

Before an industrial matter is dealt with by the Arbitration Tribunal, whether it is an 
application by unions or employers, all parties likely to be affected are notified and are given 
an opportunity of being heard. Thus the Tribunal becomes fully informed on all aspects of the 
industrial matter before it, and comes to a decision which it considers just on the evidence 
and argument put to it by the parties.113 
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The resolution was duly incorporated into the CEF's submission to ~ o n n o l l ~ . ~ ' ~  

Many of the CEF's recommendations were incorporated into the final Act. These included the 

regulations relating to union accounts and rules and the independent auditing of a union's financial 

dealings. In terms of legal representation, the employers had requested that "there should be no legal 

representation before the Commission or an Industrial magistrate exercising arbitral functions except 

by consent of the parties". The CEF had recommended: 

.. . that in cases of prosecution, applications to deregister and so forth, the parties have the 
right to legal representation and that in other matters before the Industrial Court, the question 
be left to the Court to grant leave or not as it thinks fit."' 

Connolly had disagreed with this proposal, as did the Queensland Law Society, the Queensland Meat 

Company Association and Industrial Magistrate, George ~e1lwood.l '~ Nevertheless, the provision was 

eventually inserted as S125 in the new Act. 

While the legislation had incorporated many of the employer groups requests, many were not happy, 

although criticism was confined publicly at least, to the "not having gone far enough" rhetoric."' 

Behind the scenes, correspondence between the major employer organisations and the government was 

still being entered into while the politicians debated the issues in parliament. The employer 

organisations told Morris, that although there were a number of features "not favoured by employers 

generally", it was agreed that it would be politically expedient not to raise the issues at present"."8 

Other organisations were pleased with the legislation proposals.'~9 The mining companies pa+ularly, 

perceived the legislation as a policy victory. Accountant, J.Bubb "represent[ing] the majority of mining 

companies in matters before the Industrial Court" found the legislation, "most heartening": 

... you have been so thorough in the preparation and carriage of such amendments ... the new 
Act is obviously designed to bring greater stability in industrial and economic matters. It is to 
be hoped that the new Act will be administered in accordance with your intentions ... to 
ensure industrial peace.'20 

The ALP, led by Duggan, had strongly expressed its disapproval of the Bill during the debate in 

parliament but had remained largely ineffectual in bringing about any significant changes to the overall 

thrust of the A C ~ . ' ~ '  Part of the problem was that Morris refused to meet with TLC officials,122 

believing, like many of his contemporaries, that the TLC was "under heavy and open Communist 
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infl~ence". '~~ Moms' refusal to negotiate with the TLC personally, provoked considerable disquiet in 

the TLC Executive and prompted a series of stop work meetings around the state. However, Morris was 

prepared to take on board some of the unions' proposed amendments even though the government 

believed they would do "nothing to strengthen the  ill".'^^ Moms introduced twenty nine amendments 

to parliament on 21st March. Eleven of these amendments were from the AWU and the Clerks' Union 

and two from the T L C . ' ~ ~  

Despite these concessions the labour movement had railed against what it perceived as "insults" to the 

trade union movement. In respect to the bonus issue, the AWU had sought to prevent the Governor 

from giving his Royal Assent to the Bill by suggesting that if he did, the state would "have violence 

and bloodshed perhaps never before known in the Commonwealth". As well, the TLC wrote to the 

Governor asking him to consider the Bill in light of "Queensland's lower wages, lower savings and 

unemployment". The Governor replied to the TLC, but not before he had sent their letter to the Premier 

asking "for comments before I reply". The letters were in vain, but Morris was concerned enough to 

urge the Commissioner of Police to make "urgent and discreet inquiries" as to whether any 

circumstances existed in Mount Isa which could support the unions' threats. Letters from the 

Commissioner suggested the Queensland Police Force was not too perturbed at these "extravagant 

 statement^".'^^ The trade unions had some reason to be concerned. Under the new legislation, the trade 

union movement in Queensland was now subject to a scrutiny that had hitherto been absent in its 

relations with the state government. More significantly perhaps, the legislation had effected the balance 

between the trade union movement and the employer groups in Queensland, at least in terms of their 

representation before the industrial machinery. The opportunities for Queensland trade inions to 

circumvent the arbitration system at will had, temporarily at least been curtailed. 

Conclusion 

In 1957 the Country-Liberal government had been unexpectedly elected to the Queensland parliament. 

Amongst its many electoral promises the Coalition had committed the newly elected government to 

major industrial relations legislative reform. As earlier chapters of this thesis have shown, the capacity 

for such reform was considerable. Apart from the political reality of "having the numbers" in a 

unicameral parliament and little effective resistance from the decimated Opposition parties, there was 

broad support from the business sector and the community generally for reform measures. The 

legitimacy of the Coalition's rhetoric of development and progress had already been tested and 

approved elsewhere in the country. Queenslanders were keen to take on board what were initially 

perceived as fresh ways of looking at old problems, and industrial relations legislative reform was 
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welcomed by all interested parties in the early stages of the government's first term. Yet in what was a 

significant honeymoon period, the new government was only able to introduce minor legislative 

amendments in its first term of office. It had taken another election and four years for the Country- 

Liberal Party to introduce major industrial relations reform on the scale it had envisaged when taking 

office. 

During its first term of office, the Coalition had assumed a paternalistic approach towards the state's 

workers and sought to consolidate a relationship between the state, management and the unions. This 

approach to managing industrial relations in the state was consistent with prevailing ideas about 

harmonious industrial relationships and the "let's pull together" rhetoric of the post war years. As well 

the approach initially combined well with the Coalition's primary intention to develop the state, 

increase economic growth and encourage investment. The Coalition had long foreshadowed changes to 

the state's industrial relations legislation in line with the Country and Liberal Party's ideological 

commitments to its respective constituents and in pursuit of its more specific objective of developing 

the state. Its efforts to effect a working relationship with the unions had been partially successful in its 

first term. As well, its agreeable and accommodating attitude to the public service had initially allayed 

any fears that a Coalition government would mean "disaster" for the state's workers. Its conciliatory 

overtures to the trade union movement generally, and its willingness to offer concessions to labour in 

exchange for the less than attractive amendments to legislation in 1958 and 1959, combined to achieve 

a working relationship between the government, management and labour, at least while economic 

conditions remained stable. The difficulties encountered in the government's first term were not a 

matter of major concern. As previous chapters have shown the industrial scene in ~ueensiand was 

relatively 'tranquil" at this time and those constituents awaiting reform were apparently prepared to 

wait patiently for the government to implement its electoral promises. 

By 1960, a worsening industrial relations climate in Australia and in Queensland provided a politically 

opportune time for the state government to return to its industrial relations reform commitments of 

1957. The Coalition's re-election in 1960 gave the government added confidence to embark on the 

legislative process now being demanded by employers and the business community generally. Shortly 

after the election a Committee was established to investigate reform. In the absence of any industrial 

relations expertise in the government, the Committee established to investigate reform was chaired by 

Peter Connolly, ex-Liberal member for Kurilpa and architect of the industrial relations amendments 

introduced in the government's first term. As this chapter has shown Connolly exhorted caution 

throughout the consultative process suggesting consistently to the government that changes should be 

on a "needs only" basis. Virtually all decisions made were considered in the context of the opposition 

they might generate and to what extent the "problem areas" could be directed back to the Industrial 

Relations Commission (IRC). 
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Nevertheless, as this chapter has demonstrated, despite Connolly's political acumen, the Country- 

Liberal coalition was not prepared for the magnitude of the legislative process it had undertaken. The 

consultative process it had established was not considered thorough enough by participants and many 

felt excluded from the process itself. Additionally, the time allowed for perusal of the recommendations 

as drafted in the Bill was insufficient and the government was reluctantly persuaded to give interested 

parties more time to comment. The Act was framed with a view to minimising an adversarial response 

from the union movement with the emphasis on placing a more onerous responsibility for dispute 

resolution on the IRC. Despite its resolve to appease the state's unions and create a favourable 

impression overall, the response of the state's trade union movement to the legislation and in particular 

to the bonus payment clauses was adverse. 

While Connolly believed he and his Committee had covered the political pitfalls associated with the 

proposed changes, the Committee had apparently not looked at the issue of bonus payments very 

carefully. The submission from the mining companies relating to these payments, while formally 

channelled through the Committee, was not commented on by Connolly or his colleagues and there is 

no evidence to suggest that the Committee offered any objective recommendation as to the desirability 

of acceding to the mining representatives' request. The government clearly pursued this submission in 

the context of contemporary investment inquiries from mining interests and in doing so allowed a 

contentious, and ultimately for the state, economically disastrous clause to be included in its principal 

legislation. 

The new legislative provisions effectively provided restraints on negative union activity or at least their 

potential to jeopardise the political and economic harmony of the state. Further, the new provisions put 

in place regulatory procedures whereby trade union administrative affairs could be monitored closely 

with a view to containing industrial disputation. The 1961 Act provided a new forum in which 

employer representatives could articulate economic concerns in the face of employee demands with the 

formidable and legitimate backing of the state government. These were significant concessions to 

business leaders and ones that they had sought for many years. The Act also provided for lawful 

government intervention in the event of a real or potential industrial dispute and ensured a rapid 

response to industrial trouble in the state. The legislation was a solid response to employers' 

recommendations within the parameters perceived to be available to the government. In a state that 

relied heavily on certain industries for its wealth and was primarily concerned to attract investment to 

its shores, it was imperative that the state's workforce was perceived to be stable and not a liability to 

potential investors. Its legislation was drafted accordingly. 

The passing of the industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act in 1961 had demonstrated the 

government's capacity to effect reform in this politically sensitive area. It had taken the government 

four years to "deliver" on its 1957 commitment. The delay was largely the result of inexperience, lack 

of preparation and other restraints unanticipated by the new government in 1957. Its well-publicised 

dual pbjectives of developing Queensland, and consolidating a relationship with the state's workers 



worked well in the government's first term. However when the new government came to frame its 

major industrial relations reforms in 1961 it quickly became apparent that one of these objectives was 

no longer as viable as it had been four years previously. As a result of the processes employed in 1961 

and the subsequent consequences of the legislation itself, the relationship that had existed between the 

government and the state's unions was seriously weakened and heralded a period of intense industrial 

disputation in the state. 



THE INTERVENING YEARS 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a contextual bridge between the legislative industrial relations policies of 

the 1960s and the industrial' relations environment within which Queensland Labor would come to power in 1989. 

The chapter is in two parts. The chapter looks firstly at fie national context. It traces the economic difficulties of the 

1960s and looks briefly at the way in which governments and employers sought to curtail inflation and spiralling 

wage costs. The chapter looks at the Fraser years and provides an overview of the way in which the Fraser 

government sought to impose legislative restraints on the trade union movement and its activities. In outlining 

federal Labor's approach to industrial relations in the 1980s the chapter draws parallels between Labor's approach 

and the post-war reconstructionists' emphasis on conciliation and consensus. Contemporary ideas relating to 

deregulation are also considered in this context. The second part of the chapter addresses Queensland in the 

intervening period. 

The Queensland section of this chapter begins with the industrial conflict generated by the state's 1961 legislation. It 

moves from the relatively tranquil industrial period between 1965 and 1975 to the 1980s when industrial relations 

legislation was proliferate and aimed specifically at restraining the trade union movement in a period of strong 

industrial disputation. The National Party's moves to introduce the prevailing ideas of the period relating to 

enterprise bargaining are discussed in the context of Voluntary Employment Agreements (VEAs). The Hanger 

Report initiated by the Nationals in 1987 is referred to and provides the immediate context within which Labor came 

to power in Queensland in 1989. The chapter suggests that in both the national and state arenas, there is an 

increasing use of legislation during this period in order to effect industrial relations reform. 

Penalties and Strife - Australia 

Throughout the 1960s industrial relations in Australia became an industrial battleground as a conservative federal 

government sought to contain inflation by keeping wages down through the centralised wage-fixing system and 

restrain the increasing levels of industrial disputation. The high level of industrial unrest was no longer the 

traditional province of the stevedoring and coalmining industries, but increasingly was taking place in other sectors 

such as the metal trades, construction and white collar industries. Industrial disputation in this period was provoked 

primarily by the Australian Industrial Relations Commission's (AIRC) attempts to restrain official wage rates in an 

economy characterised by full, even over-full employment. Dissatisfaction with the Commission was compounded 

by penal clauses provided for by various amendments to industrial legislation that restricted the unions' ability to 

bypass the Commission and negotiate directly with employers for "over award" payments. The employers' persistent 

use of these powers during the sixties created an "unstoppable tide of unionist determination to break the hobble".' 

-- 
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This employer strategy of relying on the penal powers to hold back market forces in the labour market collapsed 

with the O'Shea case of 1969. The jailing of a Victorian tramway union official, Clanie O'Shea, for refusing to pay 

the fines imposed on his union for exercising its right to strike, induced massive stoppages throughout Australia and 

ensured that those powers were effectively withdrawn from the AIRC's arsenal in dealing with industrial 

d i~~uta t ion .~  

In the wake of the O'Shea case, the penal power provisions gradually slipped into disuse, there was an increasing 

tendency for industrial disputes to be concerned with more specific issues. For example, issues such as annual leave; 

wages and hours of work, as opposed to disputes over management policy and physical working  condition^.^ This 

concern with wages and other related issues was a result of what the unions perceived as the "illogical, inconsistent 

[and] ad hoc reactions" to particular circumstances. As the Australian Arbitration Industrial Commission (AIRC) 

struggled to restrain wage-induced inflation and "zigzagged inconsistently in an effort to reconcile its own changing 

notions of the national interest with the realities of the industrial marketplace", a greater reliance was placed on 

direct negotiations between employers and unions.4 By the early seventies, Australian industrial relations had shifted 

towards a process of quasi-collective bargaining as a supplement to the arbitration system.' 

Following the election of a federal Labor government in 1972, the "open door" bargaining system was given 

political endorsement, with the Whitlam government initially "adopting a permissive wage stance" that appeared to 

herald the demise of Australia's traditional centralised wage-fixing system.6 Within a year, "less than half the 

increase in male adult federal award rates could be attributed to national wage rates". A rapid increase in prices 

induced inflationary expectations among workers and when incorporated into wage demands, compounded the 

inflationary situation. By 1974, the rate of wage increases was being blamed for rising prices and unemployment. 

These factors combined with the impact of the international recession, forced Whitlam to reconsider his 

endorsement of direct negotiation. In 1975, with the government's unqualified support, the Arbitration Commission 

resumed its position at the centre of wage fixation and reintroduced wage indexation7 

The economic recession of the mid-1970s, characterised by high unemployment and spiralling inflation was largely 

attributed in Australia to Labor's "economic mismanagement" and the union movement's industrial activity. In 

response to the deteriorating economic situation and ongoing industrial unrest, the Fraser government's strategy on 

coming to office in 1975 was directed at "creating the appropriate political and economic conditions for economic 

growth". Part of this strategy involved the redistribution of income from the lower to the higher income earners. 

This was effected by tax adjustments. Other measures included expenditure cuts and the financing of the private 

business sector "in the form of subsidies and incentives for investment". These strategies also included a more 

regulatory approach to industrial relations. Fraser's labour law policy involved imposing a tighter rein on union 

Cameron, C (1982) Unions in Crisis, Hill of Content, Melbourne, p344-345. 
Mitchell, R (1980) "Industrial Relations and Labour Law Policy: a Post-War Review", The Australian Quarterly, Autumn, 

p8. 
Sheridan, "Labour Relations in Australia, 1940-1990, pp105-106. 
Mitchell, "Industrial Relations and Labour Law Policy", p48. 
Mitchell, "Industrial Relations and Labour Law Policy", p48. 
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activity in an effort to reduce levels of industrial disputation and restore the centralised control of the Arbitration 

Commission, particularly in relation to wages.8 

Following his election Fraser moved to amend the Arbitration Act in an attempt to emphasise the responsibility of 

the Commission with regard to the potential effects of awards on employment and inflation levels. Prior to Fraser's 

election, wages were increased in proportion to the consumer price index. Initially under Fraser, full indexation was 

granted to lower paid workers only and the quarterly reviews were replaced by six monthly reviews. This quickly 

gave way to partial indexation whereby wages were adjusted at a rate lower than the rise in prices.9 In the ensuing 

years substantial cuts in the level of real award wages between 1975 and 1979 were able to be made, although 

unemployment remained at 6 per cent. In its quest to re-establish the authority of the Arbitration Commission, the 

Fraser government's industrial relation's legislative activities were primarily concerned to regulate the internal 

affairs of trade unions, encourage "substantial compliance" with the Commission's decisions and ensure that adverse 

trade union activity did not impede on Australia's economic recoverylO. These were the same objectives pursued by 

the Nicklin government in 1961. 

The re-introduction of penalty provisions and the creation of special categories of ' M a W '  industrial action 

coupled with the establishment of the Industrial Relations Bureau, provided the framework of Fraser's amendments 

to the Conciliation and Arbitration Act in 1977. The legislation gave the state broad powers of inspection and 

authority to ensure the enforcement of such provisions. Secondary boycotts, a traditional form of industrial action by 

unions was made unlawful by the insertion of s.45D into the Trade Practices Act, 1977. The.Act provided 

employers with a new legal procedure for ending secondary disputes. The Fraser government also sought more 

regulatory power over the public sector. As well as withdrawing some of the public service leave concessions 

granted in the Whitlam years, the government passed the Government Employees (Employment Provisions) Act in 

1977 whereby Commonwealth employees engaged in industrial action could be stood down or dismissed. In 1980 

the Public Service and Statutory Authorities Amendment Act gave federal public authorities power to deduct pay in 

situations where employees were "present and working", but not working to the satisfaction of the employing 

authority. '' 

A concern with the internal regulation of trade unions was also evident in amendments made to the Conciliation and 

Arbitration Act in 1979. The amendments provided for the cancellation or suspension of union registration by the 

-- -- 
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AIRC without the necessary recourse to the Courts. As well, under s25A of the Act, the Commission could no 

longer, in an attempt to settle a dispute, make an order for payment of wages or other benefits while employees were 

engaged in industrial action. Another amendment in 1981 provided for a percentage of members of a union to 

request a secret ballot in relation to a direction or request to members to take industrial action.12 

While unemployment fell briefly to six per cent and there was some increase in profits after 1975, the expected 

recovery failed to eventuate. Labor had not benefited from the general recovery of profits in the period and when 

wages fell and inflation continued to escalate, the stronger unions reverted to direct negotiation. When inflation and 

unemployment figures reached 10 per cent in 1981-1982, the government blamed the unions' wages campaign. The 

Trade Union Training Authority established by Labor in 1975 had helped expand the vision of many rank-and-file 

unionists. As wages fell and working hours were gradually reduced towards 35 hours a week, unions now became 

interested in a range of non-wage benefits common to western industrialised democracies. Clauses relating to 

superannuation, pensions, occupational health and safety and redundancy and severance allowances began to appear 

on the stronger unions' agenda. However, the government's strong support of partial indexation, its various 

amendments to industrial legislation and indications that decentralised wage bargaining was on the increase, could 

not halt the demise and eventual collapse of the wage indexation system in 1981. The Metal Industry Agreement 

contributed to a wages explosion as the large wage and reduction in hours package rapidly flowed on to the rest of 

the workforce.13 

In 1982, the impact of the international recession and the subsequent slowing of world trade, coupled .with a serious 

drought in Australia plunged the country into an economic crisis, comparable with the depression of the 1930s. In 

that year Australia's current account deficit reached its highest level since the 1950s. By 1983 inflation exceeded 11 

per cent with unemployment exceeding 10 per cent (with youth employment in excess of 25 per cent).14 At the end 

of 1982, Fraser initiated a six month wage freeze. Remarkably, while still acknowledging the importance of an 

arbitration framework, the Fraser government still believed that pressure on the union movement and the gradual 

withdrawal of industrial tribunal power in favour of direct intervention, would go some way to alleviating Australia's 

economic problems. In 1982, Fraser sought to introduce legislation that would further restrict union prerogatives 

and provide for severe penalties by way of deregistration in an attempt to further restrain negative union activity and 

reduce the autonomy of the Commission to deal directly with the union movement. The provisions contained in the 

Bill were never realised. Passed by the House of Representatives in April, the Bill went to a Select Committee 

appointed by the Senate and was rejected. The Bill lapsed with the dissolution of parliament in February 1983.'' 

l2 Mitchell, "Liberal and Labor Governments and Labour Legislation", p9. 
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The Hawke Years 

The Hawke government elected in March 1983 adopted a consensual approach to industrial relations reminiscent of 

the conciliatory rhetoric of the post-war years. Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, Australian governments of both 

political persuasions had given varying degrees of support to the principle of arbitration, its framework for 

regulating industrial relations and its role in coordinating economic policy through wage determination. As 

noted, this commitment to Australia's arbitration structure has wavered only when periods of perceived 

economic crisis have brought into question the relevance of the centrality of the conciliation and arbitration 

system, a system that is based on the advancement of trio-partite relations in the industrial relations arena. 

During the early 1980s, an economic crisis precipitated a revival of the industrial relations debate and brought 

into question the appropriateness of a centralised, regulatory system that was perceived by many to be less than 

responsive to market forces and thus a marked inhibitor of increased productivity and global competitiveness. 

Calls for reform were predicated on the deregulation of Australian industrial relations and the need to relocate 

the "centre of gravity" of industrial relations from the national level to the enterprise. These notions were based 

on ideas of decentralisation prevalent in Anglo-American countries16 and consistent with "serious systemic 

reform [ofj industrial relations structures and processes" in this period.17 The legacy of the Fraser years was 

soaring inflation and unemployment. The challenge for Labor was to reverse this economic situation and at the 

same time restrain adverse trade union activity and minimise labour costs.'' To this end the new Labor government 

assumed a consensus stance. 

The main symbol of Labor's approach was the 1983 National Economic Summit which was supportive of the Prices 

and Incomes Accord forged between the leaderships of the ACTU and the Australian Labor Party prior to the 1983 

election. The Accord would ostensibly become the basis for linking price stabilisation, employment growth, 

cooperative industrial relations and a range of other government and union priorities. At its heart was the intention 

to systematically stabilise industrial relations to simultaneously achieve wage restraint and low levels of conflict 

within an improving labour market.19 

Initially the Accord seemed to achieve its objectives. For the first two years full indexation saw "96 per cent of all 

award increases coming from national wage cases". Despite business recovery the international economy impacted 

on Australia's balance of payment problems and the dollar plummeted. In return for two per cent discounting of the 

4.3. percent rise in the second half of 1985 the government promised the ACTU tax cuts and a national safety net 

superannuation scheme that would ensure contributions from employers to provide schemes for their employees. 

l6 Bennett, L (1994) Making Labour Law in Australia: Industrial Relations, Politics and Law, Law Book Company, North 
Ryde, pp239-240. 
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This proposal coincided with the ACTU's log of superannuation claims upon which, according to the High Court, 

the Commission now had the power to arbitrate.20 

In May 1983, part of Labor's consensus approach was to initiate an inquiry into industrial relations with a view to 

overhauling the system and unravelling the legislative mess that was the result of the Fraser "tinkering" in the 

preceding years. Professor Keith Hancock was appointed to "undertake a comprehensive review of federal industrial 

law and industrial relati~ns".~' As the Committee, comprising an ACTU representative and a member of the 

Confederation of Australian Industry began its arduous task of reviewing federal industrial law and industrial 

relations, the Labor government legislated to remove the effect of a number of the Fraser government's initiatives. It 

repealed restrictive public sector legislation and removed the "no work as directed - no pay" provisions from the 

Public Service and Statutory Authorities Amendment Act. Labor also restored the jurisdiction of the central 

authorities to make awards and determinations in relation to the re-deployment or termination of employment of 

Commonwealth employees. These and other actions were part of the Accord trade off. In 1984, the government also 

sought to repeal the secondary boycott provisions of the Trade Practices Act, but the government lacked a majority 

in the Senate and the legislation was rejected. Three separate Acts relating to Superannuation payments were passed 

in 1987. A more extensive review of industrial relations awaited the findings of the Hancock ~ommittee.'~ 

Largely because of the almost universal support commanded by Labor's wages policy in 1983-1985 Hancock was 

restricted in his review of the legislative and institutional arrangements of the conciliation and arbitration system. 

Hancock's report was largely concerned with three broad sets of objectives: "to simplify and enhance both the 

operation of the Commonwealth Conciliation and Arbitration Act and dispute resolution in general; to co-ordinate 

more closely federal and state tribunal operations; and to expand federal tribunal powers". In examining these issues 

the Committee was called upon to comment on the debate about labour market deregulation. Submissions to the 

Committee from those advocating deregulation failed to convince the Hancock Committee of its merits and it found 

in favour of retaining the existing legislative/institutional framework. The report presented to the government in 

April 1985 contained a total of 148 recommendations pertaining to industrial relations. The transformation of these 

recommendations into law would take three years. While some of the recommendations were ultimately watered 

down, the essence of the Committee's report would form the basis of the federal government's Industrial Relations 

Act in 1 9 8 8 . ~ ~  Labor's policies as they related to industrial relations generally would not, however be determined 

solely by Hancock's recommendations 

The framing of Labor's legislative change during the 1980s was shaped by the ongoing debate between the 

increasingly vocal "labour market deregulators" and those committed to Australia's traditional framework of 

industrial regulation. Those committed to labour market ideals argued against Australia's highly regulated labour 

'O Sheridan, "Labour Relations in Australia, 1940-1990, ppllO-111. 
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125 
market and centralised wage fixation system on the grounds that its inflexibility guaranteed low productivity, 

spiralling inflation and unemployment. While these detractors conceded that the Accord had achieved more than 

expected, it was argued that the agreement between the government and the unions was ''simply inadequate" in the 

face of Australia's economic concerns and contemporary international standards.24 

The so called "New Right" was committed to industrial reform in which "[mlanagement hold the upper hand, 

industrial behaviour is more responsive to the dictates of labour and product markets, and regulatory restraints are 

shed? To this end they rejected the traditions of compulsory arbitration, compulsory unionism and the "closed 

shop" and supported the development of enterprise unions and enterprise bargaining. Opponents of this position 

argued that while workplace reform was necessary it could still be achieved within a centralised system, a system 

that had proved, at least at the macro level, to effect significant reductions in labour costs, productivity increases and 

"impressive rates" of employment g r o ~ t h . 2 ~  Where both parties appeared to agree however, was the need for 

"micro" labour flexibility, which was: 

.. the willingness of unions to cooperate in an industry's adjustment to changed conditions: not only the 
removal of restrictive work practices and demarcations, but also the acceptance of redundancies, 
redeployment and retraining and, more positively, cooperation in the introduction of new products, new 
factories, new technologies and new shifts." 

These views were also being articulated in part by the Business Council of Australia (BCA) who in 1987 established 

an Industrial Relations Study Commission to look into the possibility of enterprise-based agreements.28 As Sheldon 

and Thornthwaite observe, the BCA had developed an apparently cooperative disposition towards industrials 

relations reform which distinguished it from the more radical New Right g ~ o u ~ s . 2 ~  For this reason, key unions, such 

as the AMWU, in line with the ACTU's general policy, became the primary supporters of a long-term strategy based 

on wage restraint and cooperation with employers to improve productivity.30 In "consensus" mode and in response 

to the deteriorating current account deficit situation and the sharp deprecations in 1985 and 1986, the federal Labor 

government moved to implement opportunities for decentralised bargaining within the framework of the existing 

system. 

The March 1987 National Wage Case heralded federal moves to decentralise Australia's industrial relations system. 

This shift was essentially a response to a growing balance of payments crisis, which had caused the Treasurer, Paul 

Keating to declare that Australia was in danger of becoming a "banana republic". But it also reflected employer 

concerns that the centralised structure was unable to deliver the flexibility and productivity required if Australia was 

going to successfully compete in the international arena. The 1987 Wage Case provided for a two-tier format for 

24 Costa & Duffy, Labor, Prosperity and the Nineties, p75. 
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gaining wage increases. Initially the Wage Case retained, via the first tier payment partial indexation. Under the 

second tier however, any wage increases would be the result of decentralised bargaining according to specified 

"restructuring and efficiency" criteria. At this time the unions were prepared to support these processes despite the 

fact that certain principles such as, comparative wage justice would no longer be a viable proposition. The process 

as envisaged by the government was more difficult than anticipated and in the first six months only 25 per cent of 

the workforce had achieved second tier increases. With the introduction of the Structurally Efficiency Principle 

(SEP) in August 1988, the AIRC took "managed decentralism" one step further. Building on the two tier principle, 

the SEP ensured, through the Commission, that parties had negotiated to restructure specific awards with a view to 

introducing flexibility into the workplace and increasing productivity. Wage increases would only be ratified by the 

Commission if it was satisfied that the parties had met the  riter ria.^' 

The Industrial Relations Act (1988) incorporated these changes and made over sixty  amendment^.^' While effecting 

little "that [was] genuinely new" the legislation swept away the 'patchwork" of the 1904 ~ c t . 3 ~  The new legislation 

explicitly encouraged enterprise bargaining and union amalgamation (in accordance with the 1987  ill)^^ and 

specifically focused on dispute resolution following Hancock's recommendations that "legislation require all awards 

to contain procedures for resolution of grievances"?5 The restructuring of awards and the registration of collective 

agreements under the provisions of the Act allowed enormous scope for altering the substantive rules of 

employment and furthered opportunities for decentralised bargaining within the system, despite the 'public interest" 

vetting clause for the Commission provided in the legislation. While the Commission retained this power, it could 

control aggregate outcomes and at the same time, influence micro economic reform. Its continuing development of 

wage fixing principles during 1989 attempted to shape the direction of award restructuring towards the 

implementation of bargaining frameworks at the enterprise or workplace level. These changes had been effected 

with the full support of Australia's trade union movement. 

The trade union movement in Australia emerged as a dominant force in the decision making process during the 

1980s. Primarily as a result of the Accord, the trade union movement, or perhaps more specifically, the ACTU, 

came to enjoy a significant degree of influence in macro-economic policy, micro-economic reform and particularly 

in the area of labour market reform. Under the umbrella of this unique relationship between the ACTU and the 

government, the trade union movement was allowed to formulate and to a large extent, put into practice, its own 

strategies for the Australian trade union movement.36 These strategies, particularly those articulated in Australia 
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Reconstructed and Future Strategies for the Trade Union Movement, became relatively influential in the context of 

industrial relations policy as it related to the role of trade unions and the strategies pursued in this period.37 

Australia Reconstructed (AR) was compiled as a Report of the ACTU and in conjunction with the Federal 

Government's Trade Development Council and represented "an economic blueprint for the reconstruction of the 

Australian economy to meet the social and structural objectives of the union movement".38 AR confmed the logic 

of consensus and argued for the continuation of "formal and informal cooperation between Government, Unions and 

~us ines s " .~~  Detailed chapters outlined proposals relating to strategies based on consensus, the role of prices and 

income policy and the significance of trade and industry policy. Other chapters dealt more generally with labour 

market reform. Specifically Chapters Four, Five and Six represented important components in the building of a total 

strategy for the trade union movement. The chapters, dealing with labour market reform, industrial democracy and 

strategic unionism sought to "create appropriate trade union structures and an environment shaped to be conducive 

to trade union g r ~ w t h " . ~  The key concept advanced in AR was that of "strategic unionism". 

Strategic unionism was perceived as the "necessary foundation for the successful [enactment of] consensus 

policies". The report noted that in the Scandinavian countries visited, trade union policies were "comprehensive, 

integrated and framed ... to achieve long term goals and not used simply as short term responses". The 

recommendations of the report as they related to strategic unionism, called for Australian trade unions to "go 

beyond a narrow focus on wages and conditions"; to become involved in the "generation and implementation of 

centrally coordinated goals and integrated strategies; to involve itself in tripartite bodies; to k o m e  actively 

committed to "'growth and wealth creation" and to develop "strong local and workplace organisation"?' As the 

summary of the Report by the Economic Planning Advisory Council pointed out, tripartism was "the key to the 

success" of these recommendations. It noted that if implemented, the recommendations would allow the unions a 

"constructive role in the formulation of economic policy". Its effectiveness would depend on the ongoing 

commitment to consensus. The Report concluded that for strategic unionism to go ahead there would be a need to 

reduce the number of unions and create a union structure based on a smaller number of large union groupings - i.e. 

union amalgamation. It also suggested that there should be a significant contribution of union resources to education 

and research?' 

AR provided the theoretical underpinning for the more specific proposals outlined in Future Strategies for the 

Trade Union Movement, published later in the year. Future Strategies pointed out a number of threats to the trade 

union movement. Foremost were the dissatisfaction levels associated with union membership, community attitudes 

towards unions generally, New Right intentions and the inadequate levels of service in the union movement. The 

document pointed to the fact that the Australian trade union movement was unlikely to respond well to the changing 
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structure of the workforce, increasing technological change or the internationalisation of the economy. Future 

Strategies outlined a number of proposals to address these problems. The primary focus needed to be on 

consolidating the organisational base, effective recruitment campaigns, the provision of a high level of services and 

more effective communication between unions and their members.43 Many of these ideals and proposals explored in 

AR would be incorporated into Labor's legislation 'in 1988. 

In the years since its election in 1983, federal Labor had created a number of precedents in its bid to encourage 

decentralisation whilst retaining a centralised framework. Wage principles adopted in the National Wage Decisions 

of June 1986 (productivity/superannuation), March 1987 (restructuring and efficiency) and August 1988 (structural 

e f f l ~ i e n c ~ ) ~ ~  all took the notion of "managed decentralism" one step further down the road. Designed as a two-stage 

process, wage increases had to pass the Commission's scrutiny as to whether or not the parties had negotiated to 

restructure their awards in the interests of flexibility and productivity. Importantly here, the Commission insisted on 

the establishment of workplace negotiating b e w o r k s  within the restructured awards. Under the terms of the 1987 

National Wage Case, the Commission monitored the progress of implementation of the agreed restructuring prior to 

passing on set wage increases, again in a two-stage process. By 1989, the direction of industrial relations policy in 

Australia had been set. The "managed decentralism" path would be emulated by New South wales4' and Victoria in 

the coming months and would be used as a model for other governments of both political persuasions in the coming 

years. 

In the postwar years there has been a marked increase in the integration of Australia's federal and state bodies. High 

Court decisions and the increased economic integration in Australia has gradually increased the power of the federal 

government over the once sovereign states. As McCallum has pointed out the "key turning point was the adoption of 

a system of wage indexation by the Federal Conciliation and Arbitration Commission in 1975". It became 

increasingly obvious to state and federal tribunals that some coordination would be required if a wage indexation 

mechanism was to operate efficiently within Australia. By 1990, the states were 'part of an integrated industrial 

relations network" 46 and according to McCallum: 

the key to the future of industrial relations policy and practice in Australia [lay] with the federal 
govemment. Its legislative powers, coupled with the predilections of the . . . High Court bench [gave] it 
most of the cards in the pack. If one or more States sharply deviate away from the present mix of 
arbitration and collective bargaining, they [would] find themselves with a shrinking work force under their 
control. If the workers desire to move into the federal sphere, and if the central government wishes to have 
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them, then that will be the end result. If on the other hand, the states remain within the four comers of the 
federal vision, the central government w[ould] leave them alone.47 

Queensland 

In Queensland, the industrial relations legislation enacted in 1961 had compounded workers' dissatisfaction with the 

Coalition government and industrial conflict was the result. An initial state-wide stoppage in response to the passing 

of the 1961 legislation was just the beginning of a disastrous year for the Coalition in terms of industrial relations. In 

April in response to striking coal workers the government closed down the state owned Collinsville coal mine. All 

three hundred workers were dismissed. Although curbed by the more drastic penalty provisions within the 

legislation, unions continued, in the eyes of the Queensland government, to threaten the development and progress 

aspirations of the state. A series of strikes and stoppages culminated in September of 1961 when Mount Isa Mines 

became a site of confrontation between the government and the unions, as the former sought to protect its capital 

investment in the costly rehabilitation of the Mount Isa-Collinsville rail line, and the unions sought to overturn the 

controversial "lead bonus" provision in the 1961 legislation. A six week strike was broken by the government's 

calling of a state of emergency in November under the State Transport Acts, 1938-1943. When the conflict flared 

again at the mines in 1964-1965, threatening the considerable revenue derived from the railways, the government 

once again resorted to legislation to control the developing situation. When the use of its emergency powers failed 

to hait the progress of the strike, the government passed the industrial Law Amendment Act which effectively 

strengthened the existing laws relating to picketing and contributed significantly to the end of the dispute two weeks 

later.48 

The ways in which the Queensland government sought to deal with industrial conflict was reminiscent of Labor's 

response to the meatworkers' strike in 1 9 4 6 ~ ~  and the 1948 railway strike?' As one contemporary observer noted, 

the use of emergency legislation in industrial disputes "seems to have become something of a tradition, not confined 

to either Labor or to anti-labor governments".5' Indeed, the interventionist and regulatory mode of control 

exercised by the government in 1961 foreshadowed the modus operandi of successive Queensland governments 

towards unions and industrial relations generally in the ensuing years. 

47 McCallurn, "The Ascendancy of Federal Industrial Law", p75. 
See Cribb, M (1983) '%e Mount Isa Strikes, 1961, 1964" in DJ Murphy (ed) The Big Strikes, Queensland 1889-1965, 

University of Queensland Press, St. Lucia, pp270-296; Laffer, K (1965) 'The Mount Isa Dispute", Economic Papers, June, 
gp4459. 

Fitzgerald, R (1985) A History of Queensland, from 1915 to the 1980s, University of Queensland Press, St. Lucia, pp125- 
126; Bowden, B (1996) A Breed Apart, The History of the Bacon Factories' Union of Employees 1946-1996, Boolarong 
Press, Moorooka, pp32-37. 

Blackrnur, D (1993) Strikes: Causes, Conduct and Consequences, The Federation Press, Sydney; Cribb, M (1980) 
"Ideological Conflict", in D.H. Murphy (et al) Labor in Power, The Labor Party and Governments in Queensland, 1915- 
1957, University of Queensland Press, St. Lucia, pp397-405. 
51 Sykes, E.I. (1966) "Mount Isa - and its Lessons", Current Affairs Bulletin Vo1.37 (5) January, p78. 



130 

Over the latter part of the decade industrial relations in Queensland enjoyed a relatively tranquil period. The first 

teachers' strike in the state in 1968 was amicably resolved by the Pizzey government52 and until the early 1970s 

relations between the trade union movement and the government remained cordial. Following Pizzey's sudden death 

in July 1968, Joh Bjelke-Petersen was elected Premier of ~ueensland.5~ The new Premier retained the emphasis on 

progress in the state and continued to promote the importance of investment and development in the state. 

The Queensland government's intention to legislate for control of the union movement and its activities was 

signalled in 1974. Early in the year the TLC placed a black ban on the proposed construction of a new building by 

the Australian Mutual Provident Society. The government, in response amended the Industrial Conciliation and 

Arbitration Act by inserting a section which allowed the Governor-in-Council to suspend the operation of sections 

70,71 and 72. These sections of the Act protected unions and employer organisations and their members from legal 

action that might be brought against the union for damages. Under the amendment, provisions would be restored 

when "a state of normalcy had been achieved". The following year, major amendments were made to the 1961 

Principal Act. Amendments that again signalled the government's intention to legislate for order and control in the 

industrial arena?4 ' 

Because of an apparent reluctance on the part of employers to invoke penal provisions against strikers, S.98 of the 

Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act was replaced in 1975 with a section that enabled ballots on the 

continuation of strikes to be held after a strike has begun. This provided the state with an additional tool to assist in 

resolving work stoppages of longer duration. Twenty per cent of strikers would be required to direct the Registrar or 

Industrial Magistrate to conduct a secret ballot. If the results of such a ballot suggested that a majority of workers 

did not want to be involved in strike action then an advertisement would be placed in a local newspaper publishing 

the result of the ballot and directing workers back to work. Anyone who did not return to work would be deemed to 

be terminated. Also relating to secret ballots, the amendment extended the secret ballot provisions of the Principal 

Act and provided that the Registrar could conduct a secret ballot in relation to the election of union officials of his 

own volition. The 1975 amending Act contained more major amendments to the Principal Act of 1961 than any 

other amending Act. Many of the changes represented a tightening up of union control and membership 

procedures.55 

The amendment strengthened procedures relating to resignation from a union and allowed the Commission to 

determine union membership status in the event of a dispute within the union. It condoned the right of entry to union 

officials (with some conditions relating to "reporting" procedures and "interview*' time) and extended the time 

during which action could be taken to recover arrears. Some legislative protection was given to safety 

representatives in the workplace. The Act provided for equal remuneration for men and women; long service leave 

52 Spaull, A & Sullivan, M (1989) A History of the Queensland Teachers' Union, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, pp286-288. 
53 Fitzgerald, A History of Queensland, p279n42. 
54 Legislative Acts of the Parliament of Queensland, Government Printer, Brisbane, ppl11-116; Industrial Conciliation and 
Arbitration Act Amendment Act, 1974; Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act Amendment Act, (No.2) 1974. 
55 Legislative Acts of the Parliament of Queensland, p101, lndustrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act Amendment Act, 
1975. 
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now excluded public holidays and a new set of rules was created for industrial agreements. Within a year, two new 

amendments were added?6 

The Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Amendment Act, 1976 (Nol) effectively prevented unregistered unions 

from initiating proceedings in the Commission with a view to varying awards and prohibited the "inducement of 

persons who are not employees within the meaning of the Principal Act to become members of industrial members 

of unions". The second amendment of 1976 was more detailed and represented a firmer line with unions. The Act 

conferred wider legal powers on the Industrial Commission enabling a Commissioner to issue a direction or make an 

order in relation to a strike or lock out. Failure to obey an order of the Commission was also addressed in this 

amendment. A union would now have to "show cause" to a Full Court as to why it should not be deregistered. If the 

union could not satisfy the Court suspension of registration may be effected. S98 dealing with the conduct of secret 

ballots was again addressed. Previously the section had to involve a stoppage of work. Under the new amendment 

other forms of action, such as "go-slows" were also covered. Under this section employers or their organisations 

would now be able to ask the Commission to order a ballot. This privilege was also extended to certain Ministers of 

the Crown, including the Minister for Industrial Development and the Minister for Labour Relations. A new section 

was introduced to facilitate proceedings against officers and members of a union who have not complied with 

certain directions and orders of the  omm mission?' 

Other changes included the removal of immunity from tort action on trade unions and trade officials. The Act was 

also amended to allow employers to stand down workers without needing to apply to the Industrial Commission. 

This effectively strengthened the employers' position in disputes since they could immediately lay-off, without pay, 

any workers who could not be employed, even though such people were not necessarily involved in the initial 

dispute.58 Another new section provided that a Minister could intervene in the public interest at any stage of 

industrial proceedings. These changes, brought about by the National Party government of Queensland signalled its 

intention to take "a f m e r  line with unions over strikes". The government justified its actions by arguing that 

"irresponsible acts require fum Government intervention on behalf of the people it has been elected to represent"?9 

The industrial relations climate however, worsened in 1977.~' 

The issue of unemployment in Queensland in the late 1970s paralleled the Australian situation generally and created 

considerable unrest in Queensland. In January 1977, the unemployment rate of 6.4. per cent was the second highest 

in Australia and became one of the most "highly rated issues in Queensland's 1977 election campaign".61 

56 Legislative Acts of the Parliament of Queensland, pp102-106, Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act Amendment 
Act, 1975. 
57 Legislative Acts of the Parliament of Queensland, pp49-52, Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act Amendment Act, 
1976 (No.1) (No.2). 
'* Guille, H (1987) "Queensland Industrial Relations: Control versus Cooperation", Discussion Paper No.13. Business 
Research Centre, Brisbane College of Advanced Education, February, p17. 
59 Legislative Acts of the Parliament of Queensland, pp51-52. 
60 Cribb, M.B. (1980a) 'The National Party Campaign", in M.B.Cribb & P.J. Boyce, (eds) Politics in Queensland: 1977 and 
Beyond, University of Queensland, St. Lucia, p181. 
61 Murphy, D.H. (1980a) "The Labor Party Campaign", in M.B.Cribb, & P J Boyce, (eds) Politics in Queensland: 1977 and 
Beyond, University of Queensland, St. Lucia, p160. 
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Throughout 1977, the industrial relations climate had worsened in Queensland and by the time Bjelke-Peterson 

launched his election campaign in October, industrial relations had become one of the most contentious local issues 

in the ~tate .6~ 

The industrial confrontations facing the Queensland government in 1977 were reminiscent of those that dominated 

the political landscape in 1960. Apart from the long running dispute at Gladstone's power house there were other 

sites of conflict that, according to the Premier were threatening the economic prosperity of the state. Bjelke-Petersen 

was referring primarily to the conflict between the Australian Seamens' Union and the Utah Development Company 

in relation to the union's demand for Australian crews on all Utah's ships operating out of Queensland's central coal 

port. As well, a situation was developing around the charge on summons of a Storemen and Packers' Union 

organiser, Mr E. Zaphir, who was said to have used "stand over tactics" in order to recruit union members. Zaphir's 

prosecution had generated some disquiet amongst unions and at one stage an Australia-wide fuel strike appeared 

likely. Bjelke-Petersen warned that militant unions were jeopardising Queensland's mining industry. The Premier's 

threats to introduce legislation "to curb union power" pre-empted the government's strategy to "use industrial 

relations ... as a more promising line to pursue in the search for government votesT'. A Morgan Gallop Poll 

suggested that such a strategy would be successful with over 70 per cent of Australians agreeing that trade unions 

were "too powerf~l".6~ 

The industrial relations policy announced in October 1977 restated the anti-socialistic rhetoric that had been the 

mainstay of conservative electoral campaigns in Queensland since the 1890s. The Nationals promised to curb the 

abuse of union power and committed the government to union reform. This reform would encompass accountability 

issues, right to work legislation and ensure political donations were entirely voluntary. As well 

a "standard grievance handling procedure" was proposed for agreements and industrial  award^.^ Given the 

legislation passed the previous year, it was difficult to see how the Nationals could improve on trade union 

restraints. 

The promises of restraints on trade unions were not dissimilar to those being espoused by the Fraser government in 

Canberra, whose industrial relations policies since 1975 had demonstrated the government's concern to control the 

internal affairs of Australia's trade union movement. Queensland Labor's response was to announce a six-point plan 

"designed to improve employer-employee relations and reduce strike losses." Its additional promise to establish a 

Royal Commission into the role of trade unions and relationships between employers and employees65 did not 

attract the votes necessary to allow Labor to introduce such industrial innovations to Queensland, and on 12th 

November the National Party was returned to office.66 

Cribb, 'The National Party Campaign", p18 1. 
63 Cribb, "The National Party Campaign", pp18 1 - 182. 
61 Cribb, "The National Party Campaign", p192. 

"Labor Party Policy Speech", delivered by Tom Bums, 21st October 1977 in M.B.Cribb & P.J. Boyce, (eds) Politics in 
Queensland: 1977 and Beyond, University of Queensland, St. Lucia, p3 1 1. 
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The National's Party's threats to Queensland's labour movement during the 1977 election were not without 

foundation. In October 1979 the government passed the Essential Services Act in response to a series of industrial 

disputes by power workers in their campaign for a thirty-five hour week. The Act was devised and drafted primarily 

by Russ Hinze, MLA, with "considerable and extensive" assistance of the Queensland Confederation of 1ndustry.6~ 

Scholars have often speculated on the input received by the government from the QCI although until now there has 

"been no definitive evidence on the public record"!' The legislation effectively banned strikes in "essential" 

industries, with the Act allowing the Cabinet to declare any industry to be an "essential ~ervice"!~ 

Under the essential services legislation, the Governor-General could declare a period of emergency in that industry 

where a union had defied a decision by the arbitration court and continued industrial action. During this "state-of- 

emergency", if found to be involved in industrial action unions, union members and union officials faced 

deregistration, blacklisting, heavy fines, dismissal and in the event of non-payment of fines, the confiscation of 

property. In addition, strike funds were banned, agreements between employers and employees were prohibited and 

state government employees could be directed to act as "strike breakers". Those who believed that they had suffered 

physically or financially through an ''unlawful'' strike would be able to sue those involved. Union members cited in 

the press as supporting industrial action would be deemed to be culpable and liable to prosecution. The onus would 

be on the individual to prove their innocence. To enforce this provision, judicial notice "[would] be taken of every 

national television station, every national broadcasting station and every commercial station in ~ustralia"?' 

The legislation demonstrated the Queensland government's anti-union stance and paralleled events. in the federal 

industrial arena where the coalition leader, Malcolm Fraser had earlier in the year also introduced industrial 

legislation with a view to restraining the impact of adverse trade union activity in essential services. Like Fraser 

however, the Queensland government would be reluctant to use its extreme legislation perhaps because of an 

awareness of the economic consequences of provoking the still formidable labour movement in ~ueensland?' 

Major disputation in this period was a feature of public sector industrial relations in Queensland. The railways 

dispute over working hours for railway and state employees in 1982 was followed by the "smaller class" campaign 

by the Queensland Teachers' Dickenson and Rawson concluded that at one s,tage in 1982: 

. ..the headline "Strike Turmoil Grips State" was accurate enough. Rolling strikes were disrupting rail, 
ambulance, psychiatric hospitals, old people's homes, power and water services and government 
housing?3 

a Cribb, M.B. & Murphy, D.J. Murphy "Winners and Losers in Queensland Politics", in M.B.Cribb & P.J. Boyce, (eds) 
Politics in Queensland: 1977 and Beyond, University of Queensland, St. Lucia, pp 22-25. 
67 Personal interview with Roger Bryce, General Secretary of the Queensland Confederation of Industry until July 1990. 
June 1997. 

Blackmur, D (1986) "The National Party Govemment and Industrial Relations in Queensland, 1983-1986". Working 
Paper, No.1. Queensland University of Technology, p16. 
69 Fitzgerald, A History of Queensland, p580. 
70 Fitzgerald, A History of Queensland, p581. 
71 Fitzgerald, A History of Queensland, p58 1. 
72 Blackmur, "The National Party Govemment", p15. 
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In early 1983, the government made several amendments to the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act, which, 

while attacking the strength of trade unions in general, were especially designed to discipline the public sector 

A significant level of industrial conflict in the public sector was not confined to Queensland. The Teachers' 

Federation in New South Wales had since 1968 become the government's "most difficult adversary" in the industrial 

relations arena?5 Similarly, in Victoria during the 197% major stoppages occurred in the power generating 

industries and "successive education ministers were engaged in a series of bitter conflicts with teacher ~nions"."~ In 

1979, in West Australia Sir Charles Court's conservative government had, in response to severe industrial unrest in 

the mining regions, introduced repressive industrial legislation limiting public assembly. In other legislation passed 

in the same year, the Court government made it unlawhl for anyone to obstruct or hinder development projects. As 

a result nurses and teachers were amongst those who found themselves before the ~0ur t . s .~  A significant level of 

industrial disputation in the public sector in this period was also evident in the international arena. The 1980 Air 

Traffic Controllers' Dispute in the USA, whereby striking air traffic controllers were dismissed and the 1984-1985 

Miners' Strike in Britain, were two of the better known examples?* 

In the early 1980s, the Queensland government began to look at ways of strengthening the powers of the arbitration 

system, particularly in relation to the issue of strikes. Blackmur sees the fundamental changes in British labour law 

in the 1980 and 1982 Employment Acts as "largely responsible for the Queensland government opting for a separate 

system of deterrence and punishment, over and above that available to the arbitration authorities, and outside their 

control, to force the unions to comply with industrial  award^"?^ This observation is largely confirmed by the 

Premier's own comments on his return from Britain in 1 9 ~ 3 . ~  It is also true however that the Coalition government 

in Canberra had used legislative strategies to restrain disruptive trade union activity and generally adopted an 

interventionist approach which sought to move away from the constraints of the arbitration system. 

Fraser's influence must not be discounted. With a conservative government in power in Canberra, the Queensland 

government could afford to pass harsh industrial legislation without the fear that such a move would provoke state 

unions to abandon the state arbitration system and seek federal registration. This issue was particularly pertinent in 

Queensland where in May 1983 88.5% of the Queensland workforce was covered by awards, 24% by Federal 

awards and 64% by the state. 64 per cent was the highest proportion of coverage in any state. Comparative figures in 

New South Wales, Victoria and Western Australia were 54,50 and 5 1 per cent respectively. All state governments 

73 Dickenson, M & Rawson, D (1985) "Trends in Public Sector Unionism", Australian Journal of Public Administration, 
Vo1.54 (2), June, p127. 
74 Legislative Acts of the Parliament of Queensland, pp69-79; lndustrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act and Another Act 
Amendment Act, 1983. 
75 Parker, R.S. (1978) The Government of New South Wales, University of Queensland Press, St. Lucia, p331. 
76 Sonder, L (1983), "Labor and the Unions" in B.Costar and C.A. Hughes (eds) Labor to Ofice: The 1982 Victorian State 
Election, Dove Communications, Blackburn, p238. 
77 Sheridan, "Labour Relations in Australia, 1940-1990, p110. 
78 Biackmur, "The National Party Government", p15. 
79 Blackmur, "The National Party Government", pp19-20. 
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have had their freedom to manoeuvre in relation to industrial relations legislation, and industrial relations policy 

generally, constrained by the competing jurisdiction in the federal arena." 

Queensland had experienced a relatively low incidence of industrial disputes in 1 9 8 2 ~ ~  and many interested parties 

were loathe to endorse Bjelke-Petersen's industrial proposals in such a climate. The amendments of 1983 were 

deemed to be adequate for any prospective industrial situation.83 Nevertheless, Queensland's public service was 

instructed to draft and integrate specific aspects of the British legislation with Queensland legislation. The 

legislation was held in abeyance by the government until such time as it was deemed politically appropriate to bring 

it to parliament.84 

Despite what was perceived by the National Party as considerable provocation from the AWU,~' the public sector 

unions and the state's industrial commission the government did not carry out its threats to enact any new 

legislation immediately. This was largely because of the support given to the public sector unions by Queensland's 

press and the government's realisation that the issue could not "bear the burden of a campaign" to enact new 

industrial laws in ~ u e e n s l a n d . ~ ~  The election of Labor in Canberra in 1983 was also a stumbling block for any non- 

Labor government seeking to restrain union activity in the state arena. It was not until the long running disputes in 

Queensland's electricity industry came to a head in 1984, that the government could in all confidence consider the 

passing of such legislation. 

The issue that triggered the South East Queensland Electricity Board (SEQEB) dispute was the use.by SEQEB of 

contract labour. Given the amount of scholarly attention this dispute has received it is not necessary here to restate 

the specifics of the dispute that allowed the Queensland government to use it as a vehicle for passing industrial 

legislation on an unprecedented scale.88 As a result of events during the contract labour dispute, the Queensland 

Guille, "Queensland Industrial Relations", p9. 
The Oficial Queensland Year Book, (1984) Australian Bureau of Statistics, (QLD), Brisbane, p233. 

83 Blackmur, 'The National Party Government", p19. 
84 Blackmur, '"The National Party Government", p22. 
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government introduced six pieces of legislationg9 which effectively reduced the autonomy and standing of the 

Industrial Commission, relegating it to "an investigative arm of Cabinet and denigrat[ing] its primary activity of 

mediating and conciliating industrial disputes".g0 

In general terms, this legislative package included "some of the most substantial controls on union action of any 

western, liberal democracy".9' The various pieces of legislation shifted the onus of responsibility onto the unions 

and at the same time increased the autonomy and influence of employers, the industrial tribunals and the 

government. The removal of the Industrial and Conciliation and Arbitration Commission from the regulation of 

industrial relationships in the electricity industry was a "significant departure from tradition". While post war 

governments of all political persuasions have sought to intervene, minimise and modify the role and influence of the 

Arbitration Commission, all without exception have sought to work within its traditions. Where the Commission has 

been set aside temporarily, it has always been reinstated in due course. This was not to be the case in Queensland in 

1985.9~ 

Buoyed by the government's "success" in the electricity dispute, small business groups pressed for more favourable 

legislation. In May 1985, a symposium on the problems faced by small business was held in Brisbane. The main 

focus of debate at this symposium was the deregulation of the Queensland labour market. It was proposed that small 

business be able to negotiate directly with employees over terms and conditions of employment; that disputes arising 

out of the employment relationship be determined under common law; and that tough legislation be enacted to 

protect small employers who opted out of the award system from union action. The underlying premise of this 

advice was essentially economic: 

the problems caused by penalty, holiday pay, holiday loading, shift allowance, overtime, triple time for 
public holidays and other award conditions ... are bleeding small business white. This move will 
overcome all those problems that inhibit growth, development, investment and employment in one simple 
m0ve.9~ 

By November 1985 the proposal had expanded to include the full business sector. The introduction of legislation, 

expected in ~ecernber'l98.5 was postponed however after an internal government report criticised the proposal for 

not producing factual data to support its aims?4 It should not be assumed from these comments however that the 

business sector in Queensland had'always been convinced that such legislation would improve the nature of the 

employment relationship in Queensland businesses. 

89 The Acts were: lndustrial (Commercial Practices) Act 1984; lndustrial (Commercial Practices) Act Amendment Act 1985; 
Electricity (Continuity of Supply) Act, 1985; Electricity (Continuity of Supply) Act Amendment Act, 1985; Industrial 
Conciliation and Arbitration Act Amendment Act, 1985 and the Electrical Authorities lndustrial Causes Act, 1985. See also, 
Creighton, B (1985) 'TI. Labour, Law and Liberty", Arena 71, pp58-66. 
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A study commissioned by the Australian Institute of Management, (AIM) Queensland Division in 1976 based on 

round table discussions. and the results of a questionnaire sent to AIM members and Chief Executives around 

Queensland, showed that over half of the respondents believed that industrial relations in Australia generally would 

deteriorate in the ensuing years. There was also some ambivalence about whether or not "increased government 

control and legislation [would] decrease industrial conflict, and that penal powers in the industrial area [would] be 

effective"?' Over half of the respondents believed that government legislation would "contribute to industrial 

conflict" and doubted that penal powers would be effective in alleviating this conflict.% Despite these findings, one 

of the final recommendations endorsed by discussants involved in the round table deliberations9' and based on input 

from government departments, business organisations and educational institutions was that: 

. ..all parties to Industrial Relations should recognise and acknowledge that governments have a key role 
to ensure industrial laws reflect the climate of the time by providing adequate machinery by which 
disputes can be settled.. . ... There should be clear penalties for breaching of agreements and government 
should have articulated policies on enf~rcement?~ 

While there are significant difficulties in drawing any empirical conclusions from studies of this kind, the report 

indicated that the confrontationist position adopted by the Queensland government was not universally endorsed by 

the state's business sector. Yet clearly the participants in the survey, and indeed the employer organisations generally 

believed that the government had an interventionist role to play in the industrial relations arena .99 The issue of 

exempting business from the shackles of the state's arbitration commission was temporarily shelved in 1986, an 

election year. The concept of Voluntary Employment Agreements (VEAs) introduced by the Queensland Minister 

for Labour, Vince Lester, was welcomed by the business community early in 1987. 

Voluntary Employment Agreements 

In January 1987, the Minister introduced Voluntary Employment Agreements (VEA) to the public. Legislation to 

this effect was passed later in the year. The initial draft for the legislation, compiled by Graham Swann, Under 

Secretary for the Department of Employment Affairs, incorporated submissions of the Small Business Development 

Corporation with respect to the ultimate aims of the legislation, but did not include the Corporation's proposal to 

remove small business from the Arbitration system. It was argued that such a move would alienate state unions and 

see a drift to federal registration. To counter this possibility, the draft proposal allowed for the modification of 

awards while retaining sufficient connection with the State award system.'00 In addition there would have been some 

95 Industrial Relations in Queensland: A Management Viewpoint, A Study commissioned by the Australian Institute of 
Management, Queensland Division, Brisbane, 1979, p37. 
96 Industrial Relations in Queensland: A Management Viewpoint, p27. 
97~ersons involved in these discussions included: The State's Industrial Co~nrnissioners (5); Minister for Industrial Development, 
Labour Relations and Consumer Affairs and three senior members of that department; Five senior representatives of Employer 
organisations, including the Queensland Confederation of Indushy; three representatives of Management Consultants and two 
members of the Queensland Trades and Labor Council. Industrial Relations in Queensland: A Management Viewpoint, pl8. 
98 Industrial Relations in Queensland: A Management Viewpoint, p16. 
99 Personal interview with Roger Bryce. 
'00 Goodwin & Maconachie, "Voluntary Employment Agreements", p22. 
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concerns, as there had been when such a proposal was lauded in 1985, from those in small business, who feared the 

consequences of bargaining without the "safety" wage parameters supplied by a centralised body. lo' 

The stated objective of VEA legislation was to allow employers to negotiate directly with employees to reach an 

agreement that was mutually beneficial to both parties, without the compulsory involvement of unions. Such 

agreements would allow for increased flexibility in wages and working arrangements, providing the basis for 

improved productivity and economic growth considered unobtainable under the rigid award system. The VEA 

concept would "provide higher community incomes (including wage incomes), job creation and fair opportunities 

and safeguards for workers".102 

The government subsequently introduced the industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act and Another Act 

Amendment Bill to parliament. The "Another Act" part of the Bill covered changes to the Industrial (Commercial 

Practices) Act which provided for fines of up to $250,000 for unions and $50,000 for individual members who 

attempt to either prevent either an employer or employee from entering a VEA. The legislation was enacted in 

December 1987. During the first twelve months of the operation of the new legislation very few voluntary 

agreements were registered. As a result of the commission applying its normal criteria and "public interest tests", 

most of these agreements failed, others were subject to protracted hearings under the leadership of Mike Ahem. The 

Premier, "with even stronger anti-union conviction" than his predecessor,103 amended the Act in 1989 to allow for 

the "fast-tracking" of VEA applications, despite the protestations of major employer groups.104 Ahem was 

undoubtedly encouraged in this by the Australian Industrial Relations Commission judgement in the Mini-Movers 

~ase, '"  and the public plans of two high profile Queensland employers in banking and brewing, to seek registration 

of VEAs.lo6 

The most notable amendments involved the removal of members of the state industrial commission from 

involvement in the registration process. With an even stronger anti-union conviction, the government abandoned its 

previously promoted safeguards of giving the commission discretionary power to vet agreements on behalf of the 

public interest by removing these provisions of the Act and permitting automatic registration providing minimum 

statutory requirements were met. These amendments reinforced the rights of employers to lock out union 

intervention in enterprise awards.'" These amendments were largely in accord with the initial requests of the SBDC 

in 1985. While the amendments appeased some sections of the business sector they also served to create a rift with 

the moderate employer associations. Roger Bryce, general manager of the Queensland Confederation of Industry 

(QCI), representing 8500 Queensland businesses and firms, argued publicly that the QCI did not support these 

lo' Personal interview with Roger Bryce. 
lo' Goodwin & Maconachie, "Voluntary Employment Agreements", p23. 
Io3 Courier Mail 7th March 1989. 
lo4 Personal interview with Roger Bryce. 
lo' Sunday Sun 23rd April, 1989. 
lo' See Goodwin, M (1989) "Voluntary Employment Agreements in Queensland, Unpublished Honours Thesis, Griffith 
University, Schooj of Administration, Nathan. 
lo7 Boreham, P (1991) "Industrial Relations: The Restoration of Order and Process" in R. Whip & C.A.Hughes (eds) Political 
Crossroads: The 1989 Queensland Election, University of Queensland Press, St.Lucia, p253. 
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changes, describing them as a "dramatic over-reaction". According to Bryce, the QCI could not support such 

legislation because "the industrial commission's application of the public interest test was a fundamental requirement 

of the original support they gave to the concept".108 Additionally, the QCI feared that without this safeguard, 

Queensland's industrial affairs would suffer further intrusion by the government.10g 

Not all the Queensland government's industrial relations initiatives during the 1980s were legislative in nature. Its 

propensity to intervention in all matters relating to employment relations became particularly characteristic of the 

approach of the National government from 1983, when it took control of the legislature following the collapse of the 

Coalition. Significant union claims were opposed in both the federal and Queensland arbitration commissions, while 

federal industrial relations legislation to which the Queensland Cabinet took exception, such as the Conciliation and 

Arbitration (Electricity Industry) Act 1985, were challenged in the High Court. The government on occasions 

offered administrative assistance to any small enterprises that wished to take legal action against trade unions. It was 

also prepared to make resources available to the National Farmers' Federation to assist any action taken against 

unions in rural industry. The premier was also instrumental in organising financial support for the owners of the 

Mudginbem Abattoir in the Northern Temtory during a bitter contract dispute with the Australasian Meat Industry 

Employees' ~ n i o n . " ~  It was not prepared though to extend federal redundancy provisions to Queensland workers 

and had refused to introduce legislation pertaining to equal employment opportunity or discrimination in the 

workplace. Other interventions by the Queensland government in the late 1980s included government payments of 

employers' legal costs and the establishment of a commission of inquiry into alleged trade union corruption chaired 

by a former Liberal member of the federal parliament, Marshall Cooke, Q.c.."' The Hanger Inquiry was 

commissioned in 1987 to review the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act. 

The Hanger Report 

Following the Hancock Committee's submission to the Federal government in 1985, a similar committee of inquiry 

into industrial relations was initiated in Queensland in 1987. The committee was chaired by Ian Hanger, Q.C. son of 

Justice Hanger who presided over the Industrial Court in the 1960s. "An admitted conservative", Hanger's terms of 

reference were broadly to review the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act. Whether or not the review "was 

intended to legitimise further anti-union legislation such as that contained in the Queensland government's 

submission to the inquiry which proposed, amongst other things, the abolition of preference to unionists and the 

prohibition of closed shops",112 the final report was not what the Queensland government had hoped for. 

log Courier Mail 7th March 1989; Personal interview with Roger Bryce. 
lo9 Goodwin, "Voluntary Employment Agreements", p49. 
110 Blackmur, "The National Party Government", pp38-39. 
11' Boreham, "Industrial Relations", p252; see Cooke, N M (1990) Commission of inquiry into the Activities of Particular 
Queensland Unions, Government Printer, Brisbane, May 1990. 

Boreham, "Industrial Relations", p253. 
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The report was presented to the Queensland government in November 1988. Hanger's terms of reference had not 

included VEAs or other "extra arbitral legislation" but had confined the inquiry to the Industrial Conciliation and 

Arbitration Act. Despite these restrictions the Hanger report was a "wide-ranging document" which "sought to meet 

criticism of the arbitration system, while stemming, if not reversing the fragmentation of industrial legislation and 

dispute resolution processes which had occ~rred"."~ The report provided the basis for an entirely new Act and was 

f d y  directed toward two central themes. 

First, it endorsed the centrality of the system of conciliation and arbitration to industrial relations, largely in line with 

the Hancock Committee's recommendations to Labor's federal government in 1985 and sought to integrate the state 

system of standards and procedures. It advocated removing the possibility of ministerial intervention and would 

allow the court to make decisions on the basis of the evidence it chose to have put to it from the interested parties to 

a dispute. Second, it recognised the fact that "the present system is based on a system of unionism". It endorsed the 

importance of a well-organised form of union representation to the health of the system and rejected demands which 

would have led to a destabilisation of that system through provisions for enterprise 

Hanger and his team acknowledged the fact that the Queensland system did "not operate in a vacuum and must 

operate closely in conjunction with the federal industrial system": 

Any changes that are to be made in the State field must be made with the full awareness that it is not 
difficult for organisations to shift their allegiance into the Federal arena ... should they so desire. 
Therefore any radical changes that we might have thought necessary could only be made with thk implied 
or tacit approval of the users of the present State system.1" 

On this last point Hanger argued that it was imperative that everyone be given "a strong voice in the system" and 

that the system of industrial relations in the State must "maintain a healthy balance of power between the various 

interested parties".116 To this end, Hanger sought to "'weave both pragmatism and principle into arguments for 

retaining many aspects of the existing arbitration system while supporting some moderate reforms which would . . . 
free up the scope for flexible negotiation at the workplace level".'17 

Overall, major employer groups and the trade union movement received the report favourably. Queensland's 

National government however never implemented its findings, preferring instead to forge ahead with its 

amendments to legislation relating to VEAs, outlined above, this was despite the pleas from the President of the 

arbitration commission, Justice Moynihan, to implement the  recommendation^.^^^ Two months after the Hanger 

report was handed to the government, the National Party central council recommended to the government that it end 

l3  Quinlan & Rimmer, 'Workplace Industrial Relations Reform", p439. 
114 Hanger, I (1988) Report of the Committee of Inquiry into the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act, 1961-1987 of 
Queensland, Government Printer, Brisbane, pp2-6 (Hereafter referred to as the Hanger Report); Boreham, "Industrial 
Relations", pp253-254. 
l5 Hanger Report, p3. 

116 Hanger Report, p3. 
'I7 Quinlan & Rirnmer, 'Workplace Industrial Relations Reform", p440. 
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compulsory unionism in the public service. As well, the council sought an end to the Industrial Commission's policy 

of preference to union members. It followed a move to make VEAs somewhat less than voluntary and to reduce 

even further the role of the industrial commission in such agreements. As Minister for Industrial Affairs, Vince 

Lester indicated his intentions to translate these recommendations into government ac t i~n . "~  While essentially 

discarded by the Ahern government,'20 the report and its recommendations resurfaced late in 1989 when the Labor 

opposition pledged to overhaul the state's industrial laws along the lines recommended by Justice ~ a n ~ e r . " '  

The question of industrial relations during the 1989 state election, although a key area of policy difference, was 

essentially "the sleeping issue of the election".lZ2 Matters relating to corruption and the Fitzgerald Report and 

general politics of reform overshadowed the issue. Despite the low profile of industrial relations during the election 

campaign there was considerable pressure exerted by business in this period. Queensland's largest business group, 

the QCI had long been critical of the government's "over-regulation of business" and its reluctance to initiate 

industrial relations reform. QCI's general manager, Roger Bryce believed that the Hanger Report recommendations 

would "move Queensland's labor (sic) relations laws into the 1990s and should be introduced as a priority by the 

next state government". Bryce was critical of the National Party's apparent disinterest in the Savage Report on 

government regulation of business. Commissioned by the Queensland government in 1986, Savage's report made 

wide-ranging recommendations on regulatory reform in Queensland, recommendations that "to all intents and 

purposes ha[d] been she~ved". '~ With the state's premier looking towards Canberra with a view to becoming Prime 

Minister at that time, much was shelved. In 1989, with Queensland itself embroiled in the Fitzgerald Inquiry, the 

importance of industrial relations had apparently become a side issue in the world of Queensland politics. 

Conclusion 

This chapter has provided an overview of industrial relations legislation at the federal level and in Queensland in the 

period 1960 - 1989. The chapter has suggested that for much of the period under review, while federal industrial 

relations legislation has largely been introduced within the framework of Australia's conciliation and arbitration 

system, it has sought primarily to restrain the trade union movement and minimise the authority and autonomy of 

Australia's industrial relations tribunals. This was particularly true of the Fraser government in the period 1975- 

1982. It was also true of Queensland during the 1980s. A change of government at the federal level in 1983 

appeared to provide the impetus for legislative change and a return to more consensual industrial relationships. The 

change of government however did not halt the tendency to move away from the traditional industrial relations 

machinery established by the lndustrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act (1904). Indeed the election of Hawke's 

Labor government signalled, in practice, if not in theory, a more distinctive move away from Australia's centralised 

- -- 

Courier Mail 28th February, 1989. 
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system. As well, Labor's "agreements" with the unions suggested a much more controlling relationship between 

Labor and the trade union movement than had hitherto been evident. 

It has been argued elsewhere in this thesis that successive Queensland governments, both Labor and non-Labor, 

have long played an interventionist role where industrial relations are concerned, particularly when these relations 

are perceived to be threatening the political and economic stability of the state. What distinguished the National 

Party's approach to industrial relations in the 1980s was its tendency to legislate past the procedural pathways of 

conciliation and arbitration, "seriously undermining the autonomy, independence and standing of the industrial 

commi~sion"'~~ and creating conditions whereby the "capricious interference" by Executive government could be 

effected.''' 

During the late 1980s federal legislation consolidated these tendencies in the context of concerns relating to 

international competitiveness and the need to increase productivity and flexibility at the workplace. Prevailing ideas 

about workplace reform replaced the developmental rhetoric of preceding decades and became the dominant 

rationale for legislative change. At the state level, Queensland was, in 1989 considering a general election. A new 

government would be elected on a platform of reform and would be in a strong position to effect industrial relations 

legislative reform that was by any standards considerably overdue. It would remain to be seen whether a new state 

government would capitalise on its unique opportunity to intfoduce legislative reform in arguably the state's most 

sensitive policy area. 

Boreham, "Industrial Relations", p246. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

LABOR TO POWER 

This chapter provides the political context within which Labor came to power in Queensland in 1989. It 

details Labor's electoral campaign and identifies the factors that contributed to the party's electoral victory. 

With reference to the government's policy statement, Making Government Work the chapter identifies the 

new government's intentions in terms of policy priorities and procedures and discusses its reassertion of 

Cabinet control over the development of policy. The chapter suggests that despite its inexperience, the 

Labor government in 1989 rapidly consolidated its control over the institutions of parliament and 

established routines and procedures in line with prevailing ideas of public sector reform and the Fitzgerald 

recommendations. Labor's readiness for power in December 1989 can be attributed to the decisions made 

prior to the election on how government would be organised and how its legislative intentions would be 

implemented. The success of this administrative planning ensured a smooth transition period and increased 

the capacity of the new government to establish new bureaucratic structures with relative ease and begin 

the business of government immediately. 

The End of an Era 

On December 2nd, 1989, the Labor Government in Queensland took parliamentary office, terminating its 

thirty-two years of continuous Opposition in Queensland and proclaiming the "end of an era".' Labor 

increased its state-wide vote by almost ten percent, despite the which had been 

compounded by the state's politically expedient Electoral Districts Act passed in 1985~ and the pessimistic 

misgivings of Labor's most ardent supporters. Needing to secure at least fifteen seats and a swing of 5.5 

per cent, Labor secured nineteen seats of the twenty two that it had targeted and gained swings in 82 of the 

89 seats conte~ted.~ Labor pollster, Rod Cameron, told the Leader of the Opposition, Wayne Goss that he 

"couldn't see how you could be beaten". Yet the party had had so many state electoral disappointments in 

the past and while Goss "felt reasonably confident in the last week"? Labor "had few guarantees that 

Reynolds, P (1990) 'The 1989 Queensland State Election: The End of an Era" In Australian Journal of Politics 
and History, Vo1.36 (1). p103. 
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government losses would be Opposition gains".6 It had been impossible to accept the victory until it was 

~f f ic ia l .~  

The notion that the Nationals lost government rather than that Labor won the election in 1989~ is rejected 

by Labor stalwarts. Wayne Swan as campaign director for the 1989 election had always maintained that 

"the extraordinary electoral successes of the Liberal-National parties in Queensland since 1957 occurred in 

a political vacuum of Labor's own making".9 In 1989, according to Swan, the "political fortune" of the 

Labor Party in Queensland was "a story of party management, campaign planning and leadership 

superiority": 

Labor won because it was able to implement a disciplined and planned strategy 
over an eighteen months period with each stage of the campaign taking it to a 
higher level of support and closer to vi~tory. '~ 

Wayne Goss sees Labor's victory as a combination of the government losing and the Opposition winning. 

According to Goss, a government loses when the Opposition effectively exposes its weaknesses to the 

point where it loses seats as a result of that exposure. The Opposition wins when it presents itself 

successfully as a "positive alternative" and the voters respond to this by voting in sufftcient numbers to 

ensure a significant margin at the end of the day. The more seats you can put between you and your 

Opposition, the more capacity you have to implement your electoral commitments. This is particularly 

difficult when you have been out of power so long. As an "untried quantity . . . the onus on the Opposition 

is much greater than in normal circumstances"." Presumably these factors were missing in the election 

campaigns of 1983 and 1986 where meticulous long term planning failed to make any indentation in the 

voting patterns of the Queensland electorate. 

Electoral Failure 

In 1983 the Labor Party, led by Baptist lay-preacher, Keith Wright, had emphasised "stability" in its 

electoral campaign and "sought to convince the electorate that Labor was a fully legitimate force" amidst 

considerable disarray in the Coalition following divisions in the organisational and parliamentary wings of 

the National party.I2 Conducting what some academics and sections of the press considered a shrewd, 

"professional" campaign, Labor targeted community and business organisations, distributing policy 

"Political Chronicle, Queensland" January 1989 - June, 1989, Australian Journal of Politics and History, Vo1.35 
(31, P454. ' Personal interview with Professor Glyn Davis, Professor Davis was part of the academic team from Griffith 
University that assisted the Labor Party with its transitional documents, 15" April, 1998. 
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booklets outlining Labor's policy initiatives and sent more than a thousand letters to businesses in an effort 

to attract support.13 

In the lead up to the election, "Candidate's schools" were established in several areas throughout 

Queensland, "to familiarise candidates with the role and craft of the politician". The Labor leader and the 

more experienced members of the shadow ministry ran these courses.14 Fielding "first-class candidates in 

marginal seats" and relying on the popularity of the newly elected leader, Keith Wright, the Party was 

hopeful that the 1983 election would be the turning point for Labor in ~ueensland." Outside observers 

were also confident of Labor's success with Malcom Mackerras coming to Queensland and insisting 

publicly that "Labor would romp it in".16 

Labor in Queensland failed to benefit from the almost unprecedented popularity of federal Labor in March 

1983 when it defeated the Liberals by twenty five seats.I7 In Queensland, Labor lost the election in the 

same year. The electoral postmortem suggested that a lack of funds and an inability to highlight the 

government's mismanagement of the state's economy had contributed significantly to the Party's loss. 

Others pointed to the difficulties associated with challenging the "professionalism of the Nationals' public 

relations machine" and the government's appeal to "state chauvinist parochialism". Labor's only 

consolation was that the election had annihilated the Liberals and made their presence in the Queensland 

parliament almost irrelevant.18 The Premier's refusal to entertain a Coalition with the Liberals, combined 

with the defections of Don Lane and Brian Austin to the National Party, allowed the latter to govern in its 

own right.19 The Coalition had apparently been irrevocably split and Labor's chances now rest6 with the 

possible electoral impact of the National's depleted resources on the parliamentary benches. Different 

circumstances and different issues would determine the 1986 state election result. 

The fortuitous circurnstances that had led'up to the 1983 election were missing in 1986. The much 

publicised factional in-fighting within the Labor Party in Queensland, the declining popularity of federal 

Labor, a poor Queensland showing in the Federal elections in 1984, a blatant gerrymander that further 

exacerbated electoral malapportionment in the redistribution of 1986, and a disastrous result in the 

Redlands by-election in 1985, did not suggest electoral success for Labor in 1986. Yet other factors 

allowed for some optimism. A structurally weak economy, an increase in public criticism of the National 

Party's policies, an overt dissatisfaction with the state's industrial relations system, an ageing and publicly 

l3 Coaldrake, P (1991) "The Campaign", in R.Whip & C.A. Hughes (eds) Political Crossroads: The 1989 
Queensland Election, University of Queensland, St. Lucia, pp90-95; Courier Mail, 2d November, 1982. 
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cantankerous Premier, and media suggestions of secret and corrupt dealings in George Street, combined to 

alert Labor to the possibilities of an electoral v i~ tory?~ 

In April 1986, and in line with advice secured from the West Australian branch, the Queensland Labor 

Party launched a mini-campaign in an effort to publicise a new image for the forthcoming election. 

Detailed policies were released to the media early in the campaign in an effort to "set the campaign 

agenda". Poll research identified the central issues as state taxes and unemployment and prospective 

candidates were urged to "push" these issues. 21 In light of the recent SEQEB dispute candidates avoided 

the issue of industrial relations. In the following months, various policies were launched, complete with 

logos, posters, slogans and press kits. Media analysts in the Courier Mail were once again impressed with 

what they saw as the "professionalism" of Labor's campaign and with the aggressive patriotism that Labor 

had managed to cultivate and advertise through its new leader, Neville ~ a r b u r t o n . ~ ~  Certainly, Labor had a 

more professional "look". Extensive training and information had been supplied to candidates and 

campaign directors, with instructions that a certain image had to be carried to the e lec t~ra te .~~ Since 1983, 

the Labor Party appeared stronger and more effective in Opposition. They had consolidated a creditable 

"team" on the Opposition benches, abolishing Party Committees in favour of a more public and official 

shadow ministry. Its performance in parliament won praise from journalists, who observed with approval 

Neville Warburton attacking the National Party and "raising embarrassing allegations concerning 

government propriety".B Despite this optimism however, a few weeks before the election, polls showed 

Labor "going backwards". A few senior front benchers decided that Labor would be better to "shift its 

resources into holding the seats it already held". The polls proved correct and Labor just "mqnaged to 

hold"25. State-wide, the Labor vote had declined by almost 2.4. per cent, leaving its parliamentary standing 

unchanged at thirty seats, the second worse result since 1 9 5 7 . ~ ~  

Perhaps Labor's losses had more to do with psychological barriers than anything else. In 1972 Graham 

Richardson observed that Queensland Labor "viewed themselves as permanent opposition"?7 Fifteen years 

later Swan would make a similar observation: 

It (the zonal malapportionment) creates the expectation that political change is possible in 
Queensland. Its political effects have been so exaggerated that many in the electorate believe a 
National majority at elections is inevitable no matter how many people change their votes. So the 
gerrymander breeds apathy and disillusionment; it feeds the mistaken belief that Queensland 
political behaviour is so different as to preclude even minor political change through the ballot 

20 Fitzgerald & Thornton, Labor in Queensland, pp342-348; R.Whip, J.Western & D.J. Gow (1991) "Election 
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Whatever the reasoning behind Labor's continual Opposition status in Queensland, it was clear in the late 

1980s that Labor would require a political situation akin to the Labor split in the 1950s to motivate its 

members and to give it the psychological edge in a political contest between the National Party and 

Queensland Labor. 

In the ensuing years the political landscape of Queensland was altered substantially by two inter-related 

factors, the fall of Queensland's Premier, Joh Bjelke-Petersen and the Fitzgerald Inquiry, both of which 

have been canvassed extensively elsewhere and need not be outlined in detail here. The enforced 

resignation of the state's Premier in 1988 led to a significant breach in the government's ranks. For over 

twelve months the government exhibited a very public image of disunity and instability, an image that 

impacted negatively on the party's standing in the electorate. The ongoing saga of the Fitzgerald inquiry 

did nothing to enhance the National Party's fortunes.29 

The Commission of Inquiry chaired by Tony Fitzgerald, QC. was initiated by the deputy Premier, Bill 

Gunn in 1987 following allegations of corruption at the heart of Queensland's political institutions by an 

ABC television documentary in May 1987. GUM approved "an open-ended" inquiry and by the time it 

became apparent that there was some substance to the allegations, it was too late to resmct the terms of 

reference and contain the political fallout. The inquiry subsequently revealed that the trail of corruption 

and misconduct led ultimately to the government and senior police officers.30 

The Inquiry's report, presented to Parliament in July 1989, provided "overwhelming evidence of the 

politicisation of the [police] force at the upper levels and the flourishing of corruption in it at all ~evels".~' 

In identifying the sources and causes of corruption in the state, the Fitzgerald report sought to use its 

findings "to found the process for reform*' and to "allow permanent institutions and systems to work 

properly".32 The report almost immediately "assumed the status of holy writ within an insular and 

traditionally illiberal Queensland society".33 In its "blueprint for reform" the Fitzgerald report 

recommended a number of reforms in three areas: criminal justice, administration and electoral reform. It 

would be incumbent on any aspiring government to incorporate these reform recommendations in its 

electoral commitments. 

29 See for example, Reynolds, 'The 1989 Queensland State Election", pp94-96; Davis, "How the Nationals Lost 
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In an election year the detailed recommendations for reform provided by Fitzgerald met with almost 

universal parliamentary approval in Queensland, with the new Premier, Mike Ahem committing the 

Nationals to the recommendations of the Report, "lock, stock and barrel".34 The Fitzgerald 

recommendations provided a "blue print for action" and would give a new government considerable 

capacity to legitimately change "existing practices, personnel and structures" with very little opposition.35 

Corruption and the extensive recommendations detailed by Fitzgerald became the "key issues" in the 1989 

election campaign to the virtual exclusion of other traditional policy issues. Corruption itself "thoroughly 

dominated the way in which issues, and images of leaders and parties were structured and assessed, and 

then influenced the casting of a ballot.36 It was in this context that the 1989 electoral campaign was 

conducted. 

The Election Campaign 

Survey information suggested that the National Party entered the election campaign in late 1989 with 

approximately 20 per cent of electoral support, half that of its support in 1 9 8 6 . ~ ~  While Ahern's approval 

ratings had declined steadily during 1989, Cooper's approval ratings were worse. When he was replaced 

by Cooper in September 1989 Ahem's approval rating was at an all time low of 37 per cent. Cooper's high 

in November reached just 26 per cent. Early in 1989 Ahem had signalled that the election would be held in 

November. The campaign would be structured around the slogan "Making it Right" in an attempt to 

demonstrate the National Party's reform credentials. The campaign would also link the Aotion of 

Queensland, "the state with so much going for it", with a new Premier committed to change and a "new 

era". The campaign was endorsed by the National Party Conference and media advertisements were 

launched. Its major selling point was that it was the National Party that had initiated the Fitzgerald 

inquiry.38 

With the change of leader came a change in campaign strategy. Polls conducted for the Courier Mail 

specifically identified corruption as the major issue concerning voters and more generally the 

government's record in terms of Fitzgerald's findings. Clearly the Nationals' campaign could not take the 

form of reviving its achievements for the state in quite the same way as it had done previously. Unable to 

completely ignore corruption as an election issue, the Premier asserted that corruption was "an issue of the 

past" and emphasised the party's early initiatives to implement Fitzgerald and pointed to the Criminal 

Justice Act and the Electoral and Administrative Review Act Commission Act established under the 

Prasser, Corruption and Refonn, pp.xv-xvi. 
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Nationals as a direct response to Fitzgerald's recommendations. Attack was considered a more effective 

strategy than defence.39 

The Nationals began their campaign ten days before either the Liberals or Labor. Their new theme was, 

"Keep Queensland Strong and ~ r e e ' ~  with the new Premier adopting what the Courier Mail described as 

"a hard-line, right-wing fundamentalist approach to social issues". Other policy statements were more in 

keeping with the familiar developmental rhetoric that emphasised the decentralised nature of Queensiand 

and the enduring need to encourage industrial development and procure investment. Since 1957, the non- 

Labor parties had made capital works programmes, the building of infrastructure and the provision of jobs 

their central economic policy focus. In 1989, more economic development was heralded and the creation 

of a new super-ministry, the Department of State Development was promised. Cooper also promised that 

money would be made available for new infrastructure and transport facilities and articulated the familiar 

refrain of no new taxes. Industrial relations and the regulation of union activity was also a feature of the 

policy launch!' 

The Nationals, predictably focussed on Labor's proposed abolition of the anti-strike legislation and 

voluntary employment agreements, in what many perceived to be an effort to obscure the significance of 

the corruption issue. However the govemment failed to make a real issue of industrial relations because of 

Labor's well publicised commitment to implement the recommendations of the Hanger report. The report 

was initiated by the Nationals in 1987 and Labor's promise to base its industrial relations legislative policy 

on its findings left the govemment little room for debate. Other aspects of the "rugged and mostly.negative 

campaign" included the "un-Queensland" nature of the Labor Party in terms of its social and economic 

policy statements. The Nationals tried to link the fortunes of Queensland Labor with its federal counterpart 

and its nationally unpopular economic strategies. While Labor sought to depict Cooper as a Joh clone, the 

Nationals looked to counter the popularity of Wayne Goss in other ways. It pointed to Labor's three 

previous Party leaders now sitting on the Shadow benches and those members of the Opposition team who 

had in some way been involved with the electricity strike of 1985.4~ The Nationals kept up the negative 

campaign until market research suggested that it was having a negative impact of its own. There was a 

switch in strategy in the last week of November to focus on the more positive aspects of the National party 

and its governing but the race had been run. With the Liberals having categorically ruled out a 

Coalition in which it was the junior partner,44 the National Party would have to stand by its commitments 

and hope for the best. 

Unlike the Nationals, the Liberals' electoral campaign did not try to avoid the issue of the Fitzgerald 

Inquiry, but met it head on with a campaign that emphasised the need for accountability and honesty in 
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govemment. While the Liberals wanted to retain their "conservative credentials", they also sought to 

disassociate themselves from the Nationals as a governing body and present themselves as a viable 

alternative to the ~ationals!' It was the Liberals' association with the Nationals over time that made their 

campaign to distance themselves from the government so difficult; just as it had been for Labor leader, 

John Duggan in 1957. Early in the campaign, a press release announced that "the Liberal party will not 

serve in any govemment unless it is the senior partner". This announcement was accompanied by an 

assertion that in the event of the Liberal Party failing to win enough seats to secure government, it would 

seek a mandate from the electorate to govern in its own right. This was not very politically astute. The 

Liberals were unlikely to gain the seats required given the results in 1986 and 1983 and voters' options 

were narrowed considerab~~!~ Innes' refusal to countenance a Coalition was weakened when he conceded 

to the press in October that in the event that the Liberals failed to secure seniority, it would be prepared to 

support a non-Labor minority government.47 

The Labor Campaign 

While the 1989 National Party campaign officially started ten days before that of its political opponents48 

Labor had effectively begun its campaign eighteen months earlier!' Central to the campaign was the issue 

of leadership and the restoration of party unity. Following the resignation of Neville Warburton as leader in 

March 1988, a series of administrative committee, state council meetings and two state conferences sought 

to resolve the internal faction fighting that had become the trademark of Labor in Queensland. At a special 

"rules reform" Conference in May, the factions were stabilised, a new administrative committee was 

formed, and the Labor party officially began its campaign to contest the next state e~ection.'~ 

The new administrative committee appointed Wayne Swan as campaign director and Secretary of the ALP 

in Queensland. A seasoned political figure, Swan had previously been a political adviser to Kim Beazley, 

Bill Hayden and Mick Young. The campaign began in earnest following confirmation of Swan's 

appointment at the state council meeting in July. Advertising agencies and market research firms were 

appointed, the official launch of the new leader Wayne Goss was planned, and a budget was agreed upon. 

Other issues, such as a forthcoming by-election and the federal referendum campaign were also addressed. 

At the same time seats in Queensland were prioritised. To win government Labor would need to secure 

fifteen seats. It was decided to target twenty-two initially with a further eight to be regarded as "Priority 

 TWO".^' 
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The major problem confronting Swan was that if an election was called in August, the research indicated 

that with only 38 per cent of the primary vote Labor could not realistically win an election. At the same 

time the Liberals were enjoying significant support. According to Labor's research, the only grounds for 

optimism, was provided by Labor's new leader: 

Voters still don't know much about him [Goss], but what they know makes them 
favourably disposed towards him. He is regarded as the best leader Labor has 
had.52 

As Swan points out, the research left the party no choice but to build its campaign around its best asset, its 

leader, and to show by example that the party was strong and united.53 Unlike Labor, the Coalition in 1957 

had been unable to present Frank Nicklin as a fresh new face with the leadership skills necessary to govern. 

Nicklin had been leader of the Opposition in Queensland for fifteen years and was not "considered a 

forceful personality" in Queensland politics, although he did have the political experience Goss lacked. 

Many of Nicklin's own colleagues had privately commented that "we're never going to get out of the 

woods with this man" believing simply that he was "too nice a man to lead them to victory over the Labor 

~ a r t y " ? ~  In contrast, in 1989 Labor ran a "leader-centric" campaign. As Ian Maclean, ALP President at the 

time remarked, the ALP, in effect, "ran with the man"?5 A series of media exposures promoted Goss as a 

"New Force" for Queensland. The party sought to demonstrate to the Queensland electorate that Labor was 

a real alternative with a strong leader, "who stood for stronger economic growth and development".56 A 

goal that no aspiring Queensland leader could afford to omit from the political agenda. 

The concentrated focus on Wayne Goss during the campaign of 1989 was a source of "some grumbling" in 

the Labor ranks, but as Labor knew, "a focus on the Leader" was "the nature of election campaigns".57 The 

"focus" came mainly from the media with its overall coverage ensuring Labor a "dream run".58 Although 

Labor had substantial capital assets, its access to them for campaign purposes was limited.' In 1986 the one 

million dollar outlay on advertising had been dwarfed by the Nationals' expenditure of almost 4 million 

dollars. If Labor was to sustain a long term campaign it would have to borrow, fund-raise and budget. The 

f o m l  state council meeting in July granted a draft budget of $3 million dollars to be supplemented by 

contributions from the Labor Companies, and a "central fund raising campaign concentrating on unions, 

the public and bu~iness"?~ 
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One of Goss' first moves as Labor leader was to employ a new private secretary. Kevin Rudd was with 

Foreign Affairs in Canberra when he decided to join Goss' team. He arrived in Brisbane to take up his post 

in the last week of June 1988, three days prior to the start of the "mid-term'' campaign. The campaign cost 

approximately $400,000 dollars and was designed to "road test" some of the strategies Swan was already 

putting together. This was before any official budgeting had been conducted for the campaign.60 One of 

Rudd's first observations was the lack of policy direction, which he believed had resulted in Labor's "lack 

of credibility" in the state's business community. 

Among Rudd's first tasks was contacting the CEOs of Queensland's top forty companies and arrange a 

meeting between them and Goss. In October 1988, the state policy conference determined Labor's policy 

direction and set the framework and time frame for their release over the forthcoming twelve month period. 

During that period the party systematically released 42 key policy papers. These detailed policies 

encompassed issues such as regional development in North Queensland, financial sector reform and coastal 

protection. There was a strong emphasis on regional and rural policies and the economic management of 

the state. There was a strong appreciation in the Labor camp of Queensland's economic realities. If 

business was going to accept and trust Labor, the Party would have to demonstrate its understanding of the 

state's economic imperatives and commit itself to policies that would underpin economic growth, sustain 

development and encourage investment. Its policies suggested that Labor in government was going to 

embrace the cautious fiscal approach of its predecessors and refrain from the traditional big-spending 

activity of Labor that many had expected!' 

It was Rudd who supplied much of the substance of these policies, although various experts were 

"recruited in to assist on specific policy The "10 Point Economic Plan" touted throughout the 

state was the work of Professor Bany Hughes of the University of Newcastle. Paul Keating, Labor's 

federal Treasurer, had recommended Professor Hughes to The steady release of these policies over 

time had the effect of consistently presenting Labor to the electorate, and at the same time demonstrating 

its economic credibility. As the following chapter shows the issue of industrial relations was discreetly 

included in Labor's "10 Point Economic Plan for Queensland's Economic Future" and quietly committed 

Labor to "foster a more cooperative industrial relations environment in ~ueens land" .~~ Industrial relations 

policy was not a major issue in its own right during the campaign. 

Goss maintained that during 1989, Labor "had done more work on policy development than had ever been 

done before in ~ueensland.6' The release of these policies was accompanied by a series of regional visits 

by Goss and the Labor team with an "across the state" approach. This in turn was consolidated by grass 

roots campaigns conducted in local electorates that promoted a specific policy and the local candidate. 
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This rural focus was enhanced when halfway through the campaign, Labor announced that it would appoint 

the MLA for Cairns, Keith de Lacy as Treasurer in the event of Labor taking office.% 

In terms of candidates, Labor had always held that candidates for pre-selection had to have at least three 

years branch membership. There had been a general feeling following the 1986 election that many 

candidates were just not talented enough. For the 1989 election, the state policy conference agreed that, in 

order to attract more diverse and skilled candidates it would exempt prospective Labor candidates from 

this traditional requirement. As a result, individuals such as Matt Foley (Yeronga), Judy Spence (Mt 

Gravatt) and Ken Davies (Townsville) were all endorsed as Labor Twenty five 

candidates for the 1989 election were sitting members. According to Whip's survey, sixteen of the new 

candidates were women, 36 per cent described themselves as "professional" and 30 per cent described 

themselves as having "managerial occ~~ations".6~ Swan is more specific. In the targeted seats, the average 

age of the candidates was t h i i  five. The candidates included aldermen or shire councillors, small business 

owners and a number from the legal profession. Sixteen of the candidates had tertiary qualifications. 

Overall, the characteristics of new candidates for Labor in the 1989 election were significantly different 

from those in previous electi0ns.6~ 

By November 1988 the ALP'S support had reached 42 per cent, with Goss' personal approval rating 

increasing by nine per cent. In the same month the Party began to focus its campaign on the revelations of 

the ongoing Fitzgerald inquiry and the personalities involved. While images of National Party ministers, 

Don Lane and Russ Hinze dominated media reports, a finely tuned political approach reminded the 

electorate of the government's excessively long term in office and utilised the old adage, "hear no evil, see 

no evil" to directly link the administration of the state to those who would seek office at the next election. 

Labor's campaign complemented the approach that had been adopted by the news media - a focus on 

Fitzgerald, corruption and the government70 to the exclusion of other more traditional policy areas. Labor 

used mock satire and asked questions such as "Oh Mr. Ahem, How Could You?' to portray the 

Queensland Premier as unaware, "wishy-washy and devoid of leadership". The campaign had the added 

advantage of drawing attention to the Liberals. If Mike Ahern had not seen anything, had the Liberals also 

been unaware of the true state of parliamentary activity?71 

Wayne Goss - The only Change for the Better! 

Despite the fact that political advertising in the summer break had never been conducted before, Labor 

launched another three-pronged campaign in January 1989. It began by reinforcing its leadership and the 
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team and policies it had to govern Queensland effectively. The second feature of the campaign focused on 

Labor's education policy with its launch of the "schools blueprint". The third feature specifically targeted 

political advertising expenditure by the Nationals and pointed to the 20 million dollar advertising campaign 

conducted in 1988 as evidence of the government's priorities. In May, the final slogan, 'Wayne Goss & 

Labor - The Only Change for the Better", was la~nched?~ As Coaldrake points out, it was "unusual" for 

Labor to unveil its electoral slogan prior to the formal election campaign.73 Labor backed up its new slogan 

with two media promotions. The first advertisement was a positive message about Labor's policies relating 

to personal safety and the second was a negative attack on the idea of a political coalition between the 

Nationals and the ~ ibe ra l s ?~  

But Labor could not rely solely on eye catching advertisements and the disintegration of the National Party 

to win government. The gerrymander would remain intact for the December election, ensuring that Labor 

would need to win at least fifteen seats to stave off the possibility of a conservative come back. As Walker 

has pointed out, despite its poor showings in the polls, the Nationals could still count on retaining 25 of its 

47 seats in the country and far-northem electoral zones. Twenty per cent of the primary vote would allow it 

to retain senior status in a revamped Coalition. Labor would need to add another sixteen seats to its 

existing 30 to win a majority in the 89 seat Queensland parliament?5 Labor therefore needed to convince 

the business and rural communities that Labor could offer a credible alternative. 

In his keynote speech to the state's Labor conference in October 1988, Goss revealed his own "bread and 

butter ideology" to the assembled delegates.76 ''Labor supporters don't want to get high, they want a higher 

standard of living". By 1988, Goss had become less preoccupied with the social welfare issues and the 

"right to natural justice7' that had dominated his maiden speech to parliament five years previously.n As 

Walker points out, Goss had "become a convert to the dry, pro-development ideology more commonly 

associated with the National party than with Queensland Labor". Goss had also become a convert to the 

managerial approach to government that was being employed successfully elsewhere in Australia, 

particularly in New South Wales. This approach eschewed deficit budgeting and sold assets in order to 

minimise debt and restructure finances with a view to being competitive in the bidding process to procure 

investment and encourage industrial development. Goss' commitment to this approach was vital because 

despite the battering the National's credibility had received following the Fitzgerald revelations, its 

"reputation as an effective economic manager . . . remained intact" with Brisbane's business sector?' 

In 1989, the Queensland economy was still reliant on the export potential of its minerals and primary 

produce. The manufacturing sector's output was still relatively underdeveloped, accounting for only 11.4 

per cent of Australia's total and the state was still, to a significant degree, reliant on foreign investment, 

72 Swan, 'The Labor Party", pp107-108. 
73 Coaldrake, "The Campaign", p9 1.  
74 Swan, "The Labor Party", p108. 
75 Walker, Goss, pp122-123. 
76 Walker, Goss, p118. 
77 Walker, Goss, p69. 



particularly for resource development. In 1989 Queensland's economic position was not favourable. As a 

"fully integrated regional economy within the aggregate Australian economy", the scope for independent 

state govemment initiatives in relation to macro-economic reform is severely curtailed. Slow economic 

growth and balance of payment problems in Australia generally had impacted on Queensland quite 

severely. By 1987 unemployment figures were higher than the national average and national weekly 

earnings were lower than the national average. The only area of growth in the state in 1986-1987 was 

to~ r i sm?~  Yet if a new state government could not address macro-economic reform, it could address its 

responsibilities for economic growth and development by "creating an environment conducive to economic 

development" and to turn its attention to how best it could assist Queensland businesses to compete in the 

national and international arenas." In the 1989 election campaign Goss made it clear that Labor would be 

assisting in every way possible. 

As Walker notes, as early as 1985 Goss had maintained that the first priority of a Labor govemment in 

Queensland would be to initiate and sustain strong economic growth and employment. Social justice 

programmes could be financed out of the rewards of such an approach, rather than a reliance on higher 

taxes. Goss would stake the party's economic credibility on "the nexus of low taxes and reduced debt". 

Labor's "new-found economic credentials" were enhanced when Goss told the business community that 

Labor would not borrow indiscriminately, but only to fund "income generating infrastructure". Since this 

was precisely the type of rhetoric that the business community in Queensland appreciated, Goss' sojourns 

into the boardrooms across the state were well received." 

Labor's primary industries spokesman, Ed Casey, had drafted Labor's rural and economic platform with 

representatives of the peak producers' organisations. Labor's persistent efforts to draw the rural business 

community into its plans paid political dividends in the long term. By the time Cooper had assumed the 

premiership in September 1989, powerful representatives of the Queensland Cane Growers' Council and 

the Cattlemens' Union had signalled their support for Labor. One of Labor's trump cards during the 

election was to receive the public support of Sir Sydney Schubert, the "man who had run the public service 

for Joh" and now the high profile representative of Daikyo Inc., the Japanese tourism developer.82 

In July 1989, while continuing the emphasis on leadership and the economy, the Labor Party began to 

release policy detail on other issues that its market research team revealed to be of concern to "ordinary" 

Queenslanders. In this way Labor allayed fears that its party would continue the L'development-at-any-cost" 

activity associated with the ~ationals.'~ Issues relating to the tertiary entrance scoring system for entry into 
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higher education and law and order generally were considered to be of prime concern to in 

addition to issues relating to corruption and the need for a change of government.8s Labor sought to exploit 

these last two issues in the final months of the campaign. 

Following Cooper's overthrow of Ahem in September 1989 and amidst the mayhem that characterised the 

National Party at this time, Labor began its final campaign. It attacked the credibility of the Liberal Party 

and at the same time asked the Queensland voters to give it one term to "clean up the mess". In addition, 

Labor expended much effort in persuading the electorate that a vote for the Liberals "was really only a vote 

for the Nationals". As anticipated, the Liberal Party was forced to argue the merits of such an observation 

and effectively split the non-Labor vote irretrievably. This strategy of linking the disgraced government 

with its potential Coalition partner had also been used successfully by Nicklin in the 1957 election 

campaign. The split in the Labor camp had allowed Nicklin and his team to exploit the previous familiarity 

of the two factions and to point out to the electorate that a vote for the Democratic Labor Party was still a 

vote for Labor, a party that had been discredited, not only at the state level in the 1950s, but nationally. 

During the final weeks of the 1989 campaign Labor stressed its superior leadership, the relevance of its 

policies and its sceptical view of the Liberal alternative. The media proved to be a considerable asset to 

Labor during this period. Corruption was the dominant issue of the campaign and news coverage of the 

National Party was consistently negative. Apps and Henningham argue that Labor, and particularly Goss, 

had a "dream run" in the news media, particularly the Courier Mail. The media pursued a "follow the 

leader" style of reporting, rather than addressing policy content and the "shadowy shadow cabinetT'. For 

example, questions relating to the significant portfolio of industrial relations and the conflictual nature of 

Labor's commitment to one vote one value, and its subsequent promise to adhere to any EARC 

recommendations were never canvassed. Only the ABC, through its local 7.30 Report sought to debate any 

of the issues in any depth, and this at the considerable expense of the Nationals. In addition, through its 

radio programme 4QR, the ABC canvassed opinions and presented "in-depth analyses of seats, policies, 

issues candidates and leaders". The "Last Great Debate" televised on the ABC the day before the election 

also provided satisfactory coverage. However Apps and Hemingham argue that what was important was 

not what was covered but what was not.86 

The emphasis on leadership was at the expense of more systematic scrutiny of policy issues and party 

direction. The ABC was not the only media organisation presenting flattering images of Goss. The print 

media both in Queensland and NSW highlighted his personality, his political ambitions and his "flawless" 

past. Prime Minister Bob Hawke's only visit to Queensland during the campaign was also given 

particularly favourable treatment, with journalists all but dismissing the conflict in certain policy areas such 

as mortgage relief packages and Federal Labor's handling of the air pilots' strike.87 Labor's win in 
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Queensland on 2nd December 1989 was more than just a consequence of good media coverage. While the 

government had clearly "lost" the election, Labor had successfully taken advantage of a government in 

disarray with a campaign and that had emphasised Labor's preparedness to govern and economic 

management credentials. In doing so it had secured a majority in parliament that would allow it to effect 

the Party's reform agenda with little hindrance from the Opposition. 

The Win 

The Labor Party's electoral win in Queensland in 1989 was "exceptional". The party secured 54 seats and 

5 1% of the state's total vote. The Nationals retained 26 seats and 23.7 per cent of the vote, mainly in the 

rural areas. The Liberals retained nine seats and won 20.9 per cent of the votes. As Hughes has pointed out, 

an electoral win of this magnitude "occurs relatively rarely on the Australian political scene".88 Labor had 

not won office in Queensland since 1956. The reallocation of zonal weightages since that time had altered 

Labor's voter percentage considerably. In 1989, Brisbane was almost as good to Labor (59.8 per cent) as 

the Western zone had been in 1956 (60.6 per cent). The ALP did better across the state in 1989, up 2.5 

percentage points on the 1956 result, taking into account a variety of regional developments. For example, 

Labor did better in Brisbane and the south-east but marginally worse in the west, the region that had once 

been "the cradle of the party".89 

Labor's win had many similarities with the election of the Nicklin government in 1957. Both parhes were 

elected to government despite the formidable presence of a gerrymander designed to thwart the electoral 

ambitions of the Opposition. Both Frank Nicklin and Wayne Goss had replaced Premiers who had 

presided over governments that had effectively "self-destructed". Both parties had focused their electoral 

campaigns on the specific circumstances that had preceded the elections. Given the disarray in the 

government ranks both in 1957 and in 1989, the challengers to the state's top job were able to convincingly 

emphasise the unity of their respective political teams and present their parties as credible alternatives. 

Despite their lack of ministerial and administrative experience, both the Country-Liberal coalition in 1957, 

and the Labor team in 1989, were able to persuade the electorate that they would be able to deliver 

political and administrative reform, efficient economic management and satisfy expectations of ministerial 

accountability. 

Unlike the Country-Liberal coalition in 1957 however, the Labor Party in 1989 had had considerable time 

to prepare and execute its political campaign, enabling it to present detailed policy initiatives to the 

electorate along with definitive strategies for the transition period. This was with the assistance of 

television, sophisticated market research tools and relatively accurate opinion poll guidance, none of which 

had been available to the Country Liberal team in 1957. Nicklin had run with the pro-development rhetoric 
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of the post-war years and Coalition policies that had been formulated for the 1956 election. The 

unexpected election in 1957 had left the Opposition little time to prepare any new plans or policies for the 

immediate situation it found itself in. 

Labor's political campaign had begun in July 1988 with a strong emphasis being placed on the new leader 

and on Labor's commitment to strong economic growth and development. When Goss claimed victory for 

the Labor Party he paid tribute to Tony Fitzgerald: 

N o r  giving us the blueprint that will enable a new government to start on some 
of those very important reforms to make the structural and philosophical changes 
that will be so important to the future of this state." 

Thanks to Fitzgerald's revelations and recommendations, Labor had come to power in Queensland with 

"sufficient numbers" in parliament to allow it to proceed with the business of government without delay, 

without opposition and with considerable capacity to effect reform. 

"Making Government Work" 

Unlike Nicklin's unexpected transition to government in 1957, Labor's victory in December 1989 did not 

catch the party unprepared for government. Like the federal Labor government in 1983, Queensland Labor 

had "given great thought to the processes of As Davis points out: 

Labor had a blueprint for what it wanted to do, it had the machinery of government thought 
through, it had its portfolios thought through, its Cabinet processes and its central agencies - all 
thought through and ready to go. The fact that all these processes could be implemented pretty 
well immediately was a considerable achievement by the standards of the time.92 

The Labor government's commitment to administrative reform was driven largely by ideas drawn from 

interstate and  oversea^?^ These models emphasis4 the need for "the executive and public sector to be 

linked and coordinated in the interests of consistency and coherence". The climate for administrative 

reform had originated in New South Wales with the election of the Wran Labor government. Later Labor 

governments in Tasmania, Canberra, West Australia, Victoria and South Australia all followed the New 

South Wales lead in pursuing public sector reform." Queensland's public sector reform under a Labor 

government would become " a variation on a national theme, a local expression of a wider trend?' more in 
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tune with "the thinking of New South wales' reformist Liberal premier, Nick ~ r e i n e r , ~  than any specific 

Labor initiative. In August 1989, the Labor Party's official policy statement on public sector reform, 

Making Govemment Work (MGW) was drafted. 

MGW articulated the managerialist theory that governments could be "managed" better through 

centralistion of control and the effective management of the public sector. The previous Queensland 

government had enacted the Public Service Management and Employment Act in 1988 and incorporated 

the recommendations of the Savage Report established in 1987 to review the public sector?' The 

recommendations had effected some reform in ~ u e e n s l a n d ~ ~  and Fitzgerald had endorsed these changes in 

his ~ e ~ o r t . ~ ~  The new government's reform programme sought to enhance the reforms begun by the 

Nationals but went further in "advocating a recasting of the architecture of government to match cabinet 

priorities and the introduction of modem personnel, budgeting and management systems".'00 An initiative 

Wayne Goss argues, would have been implemented anyway under Labor regardless of National party 

initiatives.lO' The projected result would be "a more informed and focussed cabinet, a more accountable, 

responsive and efficient public sector, and better economic management for ~ueensland". '~~ 

The restructuring of Cabinet proposed in MGW was designed around Labor's three stated concerns: 

"sound economic management", social justice and legal and administrative reform. Labor's priorities about 

industry development and economic growth in the state were demonstrated by assigning Goss a key role in 

this policy area. The Premier would be responsible for a restructured Department of Premier, Economic 

and Trade Development. Treasury and Finance would be amalgamated in order to prevent problems of 

policy fragmentation. These initiatives signalled Labor's commitment to the state's economic growth and 

its promises to the business sector. Other portfolios, such as the Attorney-General, Justice and Police were 

all restructured to allow for the implementation of Fitzgerald's  recommendation^.'^^ 

Seven portfolios were identified as the principal economic departments representing the major industry 

groups in the state's economy. In Labor's view: 

... it is axiomatic that in Australia's most decentralised state there be a separate 
department specifically tasked with reflecting the economic needs of 
Queensland's various regions - most particularly the west and north.lM 
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Employment and Industrial Relations, Tourism, and Transport were all regarded as central to the 

management of Queensland's economy. Others included the more senior profile of the Department of 

Primary Industries, a more institutional focus for Manufacturing, Industry and Commerce and two new 

departments. The Department of Resource Industries replaced the existing Mines and Energy Department 

and a Department of Regional Development was constructed "out of the ashes" of the Ministry for 

Northern ~ e v e l o ~ m e n t . ' ~ ~  Like Nicklin, Labor had seen the political expediency of developing a portfolio 

specifically targeted at development and signalling the new government's intentions in this important 

policy area. 

In terms of rationalising the operations of government, Labor determined to structure government around 

its ministers and reduced twenty seven ministerial departments to eighteen.lo6 While in public the 

government defended this "corporate management bid to aggregate portfolios along functional lines"lo7 

there was a more pragmatic reasoning behind the amalgamations. The Shadow Cabinet had comprised 

eighteen ministers: "eighteen ministers meant at least eighteen departments ... it was not worth the potential 

instability threatening the future of four Opposition frontbenchers might Each Minister would be 

"in control of a coordinated, linked and discrete set of functions". Functions of a department would be 

consolidated in specific departments with clear lines of authority. Apart from the considerable 

administrative and operational savings, the restructuring of the portfolios allowed for better coordination of 

the government's policy  objective^.'^ 

Some portfolios were merely renamed to demonstrate the importance the new government put on certain 

policy areas and the direction it wished the new department to take. For example, the Employment, 

Vocational Education and Training now had "industrial relations" appended to its official portfolio. 

Similarly, Family Services and Community Services became more explicit in its purpose when it was 

renamed Family Services and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs. Changes in the departmental 

structure of the Department of Works were designed to change the culture and approach of the department 

because it was perceived that it had served "as a political gravy train" in the past. Under Labor, the new 

Department of Administration would absorb "~orks" . "~  

In order to enhance the workings of Cabinet, a committee system was put in place to enable detailed 

examination of proposals. The Premier would chair all of these committees. The functional committees of 

Cabinet were the Economic Development Committee, the Social Policy Committee and the Legal and 

Administrative Committee. Membership would include the Ministers whose portfolios fell within these 
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categories. These committees would in turn report to two coordinating committees. The Expenditure 

Review Committee was responsible for policy priorities and the fiscal viability within which policies could 

be considered. The Parliamentary Business Committee would consider the legislative programme in 

conjunction with policy and spending priorities determined by the ERC."' 

All these new procedures were outlined in the Cabinet Handbook, a document that would "ensure a 

disciplined approach to dealing with government".112 Prior to Russell Cooper replacing him in September 

1989, Mike Ahern had begun the drafting of the Cabinet Handbook. The man who would become Cabinet 

Secretary, Stuart Tait, had completed the job in time for the election. Tait maintains that the Handbook was 

drafted in an "a-political" manner, its contents "having been borrowed and developed from systems 

operating over the past twenty years in Australia and overseas by governments of all political persuasions". 

The Handbook provided an immediate set of rules for the new government and formally established 

Cabinet as the "forum in which all important questions of government priorities for policy formulation and 

legislation are collectively con~idered."~ Goss or any of his Labor team did not see the Handbook until 

after the e1ection.l l4 

In terms of the policy process the Handbook prescribed the procedures to be adhered to when presenting 

submissions to Cabinet. Goss had always intended to "keep a tight rein" on his inexperienced ministry and 

had always insisted on certain procedures being adopted before policy proposals would be discussed at the 

Cabinet Fortunately for Goss, Stuart Tait had obliged his considerations. Submissions relating to 

policy had to state its objectives, identify any legal, administrative, financial or regulatory implications, and 

state where the policy fitted in with govenunent's stated policy priorities. As well the submission had to 

include who was consulted and proffer suggestions as to how the policy could best be presented to the 

public. Submissions had to be lodged with the Secretary six days prior to the Cabinet meeting Other 

mandatory instructions included specified consultation and lodgment periods, and specific presentation and 

format requirements for Cabinet ~ocurnents."~ The Handbook clearly demonstrated the "whole of 

government approach" adopted by ~ a b o r " ~  and demonstrated the new government's preparedness for 

government. 

The collective responsibility for decision making processes was also detailed in the Cabinet Handbook. 

According to Goss it was important to insist on conformity and procedure. Davis records Goss' concerns 

that ministers would speak and act outside the government's parameters. Some, according to Goss, would 

"want to complete the revolution by the weekend". The Handbook procedures as outlined by Tait ensured 

'I0 Making Government Work, 1989, p9. 
' I '  Making Government Work, 1989, pp9-10. 
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that ministers were locked into collective procedures that required the endorsement of a number of people, 

thus ensuring to a certain extent collective responsibi~ity."~ The processes were intended to ensure that 

ministers accepted, implemented and defended Cabinet decisions regardless of their individual opinions or 

 view^."^ Individually ministers were required to table a full statement of their private interests and those of 

their families in Parliament and discuss the finer details with the premier.120 This would address 

Fitzgerald's recomrnendation~'~' and public concerns about ministerial propriety. These procedures were 

essentially a more formal application of the accountability processes pursued by Nicklin in 1957. 

MGW also committed the Labor Party to procedures that would enhance accountability in the Public 

Service, giving "effect to the full package of Fitzgerald reforms". The politicisation of the public service 

had been singled out for severe criticism in the Fitzgerald Report particularly in relation to 

ac~ountabi l i t~. '~~ Public sector restructuring provided the framework within which administrative 

coordination would be achieved under the new government: 

The entire architecture of government was redesigned to enhance executive control, improve 
policy development an encourage efficiencies ... provid[ing] the broad structures for 
coordination, new management systems would then direct agencies towards goals set by the 
e~ecut ive . '~~  

While responsibility for much of the public sector reform lay with the Electoral and Administrative Review 

Commission (EARC), MGW established a Public Sector Management Commission (PSMC)."~ The 

PSMC would be concerned with "the detailed day to day management of these institutions". In Labor's 

view the establishment of the PSMC would "complete the Fitzgerald trilogy comprised of EARC, the 

Criminal Justice Commission and now the PSMC": 

The PSMC will guarantee that reform will not stop with discrete legislative initiatives but will be 
carried out through the entire public sector with a series of integrated structural reforms.'25 

Fitzgerald had provided the new government with a mandate to effect reforms in the administrative sphere 

that would have proved difficult otherwise. As Davis has pointed out, such opportunities come very rarely 

in politics and only ever in a new government's first term: "for one shining moment there was a chance to 

impose method" and Labor did not hesitate to do so.Iz6 Labor would come into government "inexperienced 
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and untested, and could not afford a fragmented, undisciplined public ~ector".'~' The independent body 

charged with reviewing the sector would give the government some time to consider the changes it would 

like to effect in the long term. 

The MGW can be viewed as a political document articulating the rhetoric of a party in Opposition. Yet this 

detailed policy statement signalled Labor's intentions to give substance to Fitzgerald's reforms and at the 

same time modemise and restructure Queensland's public sector along lines adopted elsewhere. In the 

party's first week the beginnings of the transition to government began. On 1 Ith December the party's first 

Cabinet meeting saw the first submission seeking formal adoption of the Queensland Cabinet handbook in 

order to ensure "sound operating procedures".128 The departments and their respective Ministers had been 

detailed in the press129 and the business of government had begun. 

Coordination and control had been a central objective for the Labor Party in Queensland. As Davis notes, 

the "imperative was political, to ensure that a new and inexperienced administration could exercise 

authority over State activity". Indeed, in its transition to government, the Goss government had established 

routines, structures and processes that would effectively institutionalise systematic coordination of what 

Davis has called the political, policy and administrative domains. The procedures gave Goss and the 

Queensland Labor Party, "a systematic hold over policy not enjoyed by previous Labor or National 

leaders".130 

Conclusion 

This chapter has provided the political context within which Labor came to power in Queensland in 

December 1989. In detailing Labor's electoral campaign, the chapter identified the factors that sealed 

Labor's considerable victory and broadened its capacity to implement what it perceived as the priorities for 

the new government. One of these factors was Labor's preparedness for government. It was this 

preparation that ensured the relatively smooth transition and allowed the government to take advantage of 

its political situation. The chapter also noted some of the parallels between Labor's rise to power in 1989 

and the Country-Liberal's electoral victory in Queensland in 1957. 

Labor in 1989, like the Coalition in 1957, had come to office largely because of a split in the government 

ranks. Labor's electoral success was due to a number of factors. Its commitment to the Fitzgerald 

recommendations was essential to its electoral victory. No party aspiring to the state government could 

afford to ignore the prevailing culture of reform in Queensland at the end of the 1980s. As well, Goss' 

Labor Party presented itself to the Queensland electorate as an economically dry, fiscally cautious and non- 

interventionist party, particularly in terms of industrial development. Its pledge to retain the state's low tax 

- - - 

12' Davis, A Government of Routines, p105. 
Davis, A Government of Routines, p96, p66. 

'29 Courier Mail, 7th December, 1989. 
'30 Davis, A Government of Routines, p145, p134. 



base and to fully fund its own electoral commitments placated an apprehensive business sector, many of 

whom had never worked with a state Labor government. 

Labor's meticulous electoral and administrative planning also contributed significantly to its win in 1989 

and to its smooth transition to government. Two conditions are required for new governments to effect 

swift reform. That is, knowing what it wants to do and knowing how it will do it. Much of Labor's 

"blueprint for action" had been determined by Fitzgerald but on a broader level, Fitzgerald had paved the 

political path for reform at any level. This chapter suggested that Labor's eye for administrative detail 

ensured that the machinery of government was put into place quickly allowing Labor to take advantage of 

an extended honeymoon period and get on with what it wanted to do. The new government's untrammelled 

enthusiasm for reform and office was evident in its fust few months. While many of the commitments 

made in the election campaign were seen to be unrealistic when Labor took office,'31 its determination to 

implement the Fitzgerald reforms and its commitment to public sector reform found favour with the 

electorate. Goss took advantage of this support and moved quickly before the "trappings of office lowered 

[his government's] enthusiasm for the job.13' 

The fortuitous political circumstances within which Labor came to power had given the party considerable 

leeway in its fust few months of office and significantly broadened its capacity to bring about legislative 

reform in hitherto sensitive policy areas. The following chapter looks at the way in which the Goss Labor 

government sought to bring about industrial relations legislative reform shortly after taking office. 

13' For example, the government found that it could not financially support its commitment to abolish the Sunshine 
Coast toll as promised during the election campaign. 
13* "Political Chronicle, Queensland January 1990 - June, 1990, Australian Journal of Politics and History, 
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CHAPTERSEVEN 

CONSULTATION AND PROCESS 

This chapter examines Queensland Labor's "inheritance" in the national and regional context following its 

election to the Queensland parliament on 2d December, 1989. The chapter suggests that the political and 

economic environment inherited by Labor played a significant role in Labor's policy deliberations as they 

related to public sector and industrial relations legislative reform. This was also true for the Coalition 

government in 1957. The chapter looks at industrial relations as the "sleeping issue of the election 

campaign" both in terms of the public and private sector. It explores the reasons for the silence surrounding 

industrial relations as a policy area during the election and traces the processes whereby legislative change 

was effected. The chapter argues that industrial relations reform proposals were informed by prevailing 

ideas relating to administrative reform; the findings of the Hanger Report tabled in the Queensland 

parliament in 1988, the considerable changes effected by the Federal government in relation to industrial 

relations during the eighties and state political considerations. The new government's intentions in relation 

to industrial relations legislation are evaluated and its capacity to effect change is examined in the context 

of its political environment. 

Labor's Inheritance 

When it came to office in 1957 Nicklin's Country-Liberal coalition inherited a specific set of 

circumstances, institutions and ideas that would provide the framework within which the new government 

would be able to effect its election promises. The Goss Labor government too came to power in a specific 

context, a context that would come to shape and determine the policy intentions of the new government 

and its capacity to effect those intentions. For both governments this inheritance would provide a number 

of restraints. The processes instituted by Labor in its pursuit of industrial relations reform were also a 

reflection of contemporary ideals relating to industrial relations and the forging of a "national consensus". 

National Context 

Labor in Queensland came to power at a time when national solutions and the "forging of a national 

consensus" had been the political rhetoric of a federal Labor government since its election in 1983. At the 

National Economic Summit Conference in April 1983, one month after federal Labor's election to office, 

Prime Minister Bob Hawke had pointed to John Curtin's post-war reconstructionist ideals of national 

reconciliation and consensus in 1941 and had urged Australians to once again pick up the mantle of 

national consensus in order to adequately rebuild Australia and to "prepar[e] the nation for fundamental 



changes in its international relations".' Labor's approach in the ensuing years would reflect this 

commitment to national reconciliation and consensus. By 1990 Hawke was calling for a "closer partnership 

between our three levels of government" with a view to improving "national efficiency, international 

competitiveness, and the delivery and the quality of services provided by governments".2 

In the area of industrial relations, the strong emphasis on consensus had begun soon after federal Labor 

took office. Labor's projected policies were based on the assumption that "there [was] a large degree of 

mutual interest between the major participants in out national economic system" and for that reason there 

was no need for industrial confrontation: 

... industrial relations in a democratic society is not a complex subject . . . [it is] about the pursuit 
by the two sides of industry of the same objective, i.e. the maintenance, and through time, the 
improvement of real standards of living.3 

The rhetoric was not unlike that proffered by the Liberals, the Institute of Public Affairs and business 

communities in the post-war years and as discussed in Chapter Three of this thesis. The solution proffered 

by Labor in 1983 however was embodied in an "Accord", negotiated with the trade union movement's 

peak body, the Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU). The Accord would come to symbolise the 

consensus between government, management, and trade unions in the general pursuit of harmonious, 

workable industrial relations, and would come to drive national industrial relations policies throughout the 

1980s.~ Just as it had in the 1940s, the notion of consensus became, rhetorically at least, synonymous with 

consultation. By 1990, the Hawke Labor govemment had begun to talk of "a more uniform jndustrial 

relations system to overcome problems posed by wide variations between awards and work practices, 

determined by seven major tribunals and a host of smaller ones".' 

In 1985, as Chapter Five has shown, the government initiated the Hancock Committee "to undertake a 

comprehensive review of federal industrial law and industrial relations". Since the 1970s, the use of public 

inquiries at the federal level had become commonplace, particularly in terms of potentially controversial 

policy areas, such as industrial relations. This was particularly true during the 1980s and would come to 

play an increasingly important role in state politics in the same period.6 The advantages of such 

committees, like Royal Commissions, are that by their very existence they suggest "an openness of inquiry 

and debate". Moreover they allow a government to shift a potentially sensitive policy area away from the 

adversarial process and into an arena where various interest groups and individuals, in the name of 

' Hawke, R J (1984) "The Way Ahead", John Curtin Memorial Lecture, Perth, September 28'h, 1983 in R.J.Hawke, 
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consensus and consultation, can make their views heard. This allows a government to take a politically 

neutral position in relation to a particular policy area and then to formulate policy as a response to the 

Committee's findings, thus neatly sidestepping the ideological expectations of its traditional supporters? 

If federal Labor embraced notions of consensus and consultation, it also sought to incorporate the 

managerialist doctrines and the ideology of public sector reform that Australia in many ways would come 

to pioneer during the 1980s. These increasingly universal ideals sought to streamline government 

administration and improve the efficiency and productivity of government enterprises in response to the 

pressure created by technological change and '!the growing interdependency of [world] economie~".~ The 

need to reconcile these two doctrines would become a major challenge, not only for the federal 

government, but also for state governments who in pursuit of change, came into conflict with public sector 

unions intent on retaining their position on the industrial relations agenda9 The legislative and policy 

directions of federal Labor in relation to industrial relations and the public sector would come to dominate 

Australian state governments of all political persuasions. This would be particularly true of Queensland. 

Queensland Context 

If federal Labor appeared to be stable and "in control" in Canberra at the end of the 1980s, the same could 

not be said for the Australian states. Queensland was not the only state in Australia to have faced what has 

been termed as a political crisis in the 1980s: 

Like a raging influenza epidemic, state after state went down with a severe bout of severe 
mismanagement. Premiers were ousted, ministers resigned, government were overwhelmingly 
voted out of office, and state financial institutions (and taxpayers) were left nursing huge 
hangovers. Further complications often set in as state governments tried to cover up what was 
occurring or, evade direct responsibility for decisions taken under their administration. 
Accountability was prominent only in its absence." 

Queensland's "crisis" had involved corruption at the highest levels involving government ministers, the 

police and key figures in the state's business community. Like other states Queensland had tried to deal 

with its burgeoning problems by initiating a Commission of Inquiry to investigate, report and recommend 

solutions to the problems. The Fitzgerald Report and its recommendations, as discussed in earlier chapters 

came to dominate Queensland's reform agenda in the ensuing years and provided Queensland's political 

parties with an explicit blueprint for reform in specific policy areas. 
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The media attention and public comment that accompanied the Fitzgerald Inquiry and its subsequent 

recommendations ensured that a new government would experience a degree of scrutiny that had hitherto 

been absent in relation to state activity. This would be particularly true in terms of policy decisions and 

issues relating to accountability. As Stevens and Wanna have pointed out, state governments would no 

longer be taken for granted, "[c]omplacency was replaced by a keen sense of expectation7'." When Labor 

was elected to office in Queensland after three decades of conservative rule, it inherited a number of 

constraints and "givens" that would need to be addressed if it was going to successfully implement many of 

its intentions. 

Public Sector Reform - 1988 

Some of the highest expectations of the new Goss government came from "those sections of the 

community excluded from the policy process during the years of conservative rule"." The trade unions and 

the workers of the state who had been the recipients of the coercive legislation enacted in the aftermath of 

the electricity dispute in 1985, all expected that their concerns would be addressed by the new government. 

The state's public sector provides an example of the extent of these concerns and expectations. 

In response to the Savage Report in 1987, public sector reform had tentatively commenced in Queensland 

and had already encountered a number of problems. The Public Service Management and Employment Act 

of 1988 effectively devolved a number of personnel functions to the departments, giving specific dismissal 

and recruitment powers to departmental heads. S20 of the Act provided authority to the Govemor-in- 

Council to stipulate any position or class of positions to be subject to appointment on a contract basis. Any 

such appointment would ensure that the individual concerned "would not be subject to any industrial award 

or industrial agreement or any determination or rule of an industrial trib~nal".'~ In the ensuing months 

contracts were offered to senior public servants and as positions became vacant they were converted to 

contract positions. This gave ministers "considerable discretion" when it came to terminating, redeploying 

or employing staff.14 

The 1988 Act also provided for the reform of management practices in the state's public sector in line with 

prevailing ideas in public administration in Australia and federal Labor's emphasis on restructuring and 

efficiency principles.'5 Performance appraisal schemes, training and development programmes and 

"downsizing" departments all became part of what the Professional Officers' Association (POA) in June 

1989, called the "reforming juggernaut unleashed by the Public Service Management and Employment 

lo Stevens, B. & Wanna, J. (1993) "The Goss Government: An Agenda for Reform", in B.Stevens and J.Wanna 
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Act". While the POA expressed support for performance appraisal schemes, POA officials were concerned 

about the reluctance of some departments to allow the Association to become involved in developing such 

programmes, prefemng instead to assist in "creating a mini industry for human resource con~ultants".'~ 

The State Service Union (SSU) also expressed its displeasure with the emergence in the Public Service of: 

. . . contract employment, redundancy, privatisation and the fostering of industrial chaos, 
nepotism and favouritism by virtue of the decentralisation of Public Service administration.17 

The union was disappointed in Ahern's publicly declared "vision of excellence" for the state that had 

embraced Government support for public sector workers. By March 1989, the State Service Union was 

noting with derision the "distinct similarities" between Ahern and his predecessor, Bjelke-Petersen: 

The Premier might have changed, the style might be different, but the political approach of the 
Queensland government is beginning to bear a startling resemblance to that of its predecessor: 
when in doubt take on the unions" ... The Government's attitude has been one of continual 
neglect and hostility to its employees . .. It has adopted policies of privatisation, contracts of 
employment and a drastic restructuring of the Appeals system.. .Since the National Party was 
elected in its own right conditions of employment have steadily deteriorated.19 

The union's concern relating to these matters, and specifically contract employment and Voluntary 

Employment Agreements ( v E A ~ ) , ~  led to this assertion: 

The government's continued antipathy towards the Unions and the State Industrial System will 
not stand it in good stead at the ballot box, and it is highly likely to be removed from the 
Treasury Benches as and when it does go to the people. On the Govemment's current 
performance, there will be every likelihood of a strong inclination on the part of our membership 
to participate in that removal. Should the Government as an employer fail to change its anti- 
social habits, then the Public Service may very well opt for a change of 

The QPOA went further and suggested to its members that a change of government was imperative. The 

General Secretary of the QPOA noted that the ALP had strong programmes outlining its intentions to 

ensure that the public service would maintain its professional independence. It advised its readers to 

"remember the past and vote only for a party that is committed to real change for a better public service".22 

Labor intended to continue that reform and although it had inherited a public service with close links to the 

previous the very vocal support from the public sector unions was encouraging. 

The new Labor government in Queensland inherited a number of issues and directives. The circumstances 

which Labor would begin a new era in Queensland politics were not entirely decreed by the 

Queensland Professional Officers' Association Newsletter (QPOA), June 1989. 
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State Service, March 1989. 
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Fitzgerald Inquiry and its recommendations. Prevailing ideas about national consensus, public sector 

reform and the need for capital and labour to forge a national reconciliation in the face of notions of 

international competitiveness would provide the broader framework within which Labor would initiate its 

industrial relations legislative reforms. 

As the previous chapter has shown, the "promotion and maintenance of good industrial relations", based on 

the organisation of employers and employees, within the framework of the state's conciliation and 

arbitration system" was the dominant theme of  Labor's industrial relations and public sector policy 

statements throughout the 1980s." In 1988, the Queensland Labor State Conference signalled the Party's 

intention to bring about a number of legislative changes to the state's industrial system if it was elected to 

office. The proposals largely reflected the shifting parameters of debate that surrounded industrial relations 

and workplace reform in the late eighties and foreshadowed the Party's intention to provide for consistency 

with the Australian government's Industrial Relations Act, 1988. For example, the 1988 policy proposals 

endorsed preference in employment, union a~nal~amations?~ the award system, strong dispute settlement 

procedures and amendments to long service leave  condition^.^^ More specific to Queensland, Labor 

pledged to repeal the Essential Services Act, the Industrial (Commercial Practices) Act the Electricity 

Authorities Industrial Causes Act and all Voluntary Employment Agreement provisions.27 The 

maintenance of the state's conciliation and arbitration system and other commitments made by Labor in 

August 1988 would fortuitously coincide with the recommendations made by the Hanger Report and tabled 

in the state Parliament in November 1988. The Hanger Report and the changes effected in the federal arena 

relating to industrial relations since 1983 would become the major influences on Queensland'LaborTs 

approach to industrial relations reform. 
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Process 

As a policy issue in 1989, industrial relations was perceived by some commentators as "the sleeping issue 

of the election campaign".28 In part, this was because of the contentious nature of the employment 

relationship between the Queensland government and the state's workers during the 1980s and the fact that 

industrial relations was considered by many to be a key area of policy difference between the government 

and Labor. Ray Dempsey, Secretary of the Trades and Labour Council recalls that it was a potentially 

contentious policy issue and "a very, very deliberate strategy" to keep it out of the media spotlight: "...we 

[the ALP] deliberately tried to avoid any public brawling with the unions . . . and tried to avoid industrial 

issues becoming controversial in the lead up to the election". According to Dempsey, the media: 

. . . were too focused on Fitzgerald. And we were happy. We thought it was fine. We expected it 
at any moment to burst. We were even saying to the unions, to the TLC at the time, for Christ's 
sake avoid a dispute, whatever you do, avoid a dispute. Just don't draw attention to this, just try 
and keep things quiet. We were moving on unions fairly quickly, where there was an issue, to try 
and give them a hand to fix things up. If it meant compromising we said compromise, get out of 
it, don't have a barney. Because we didn't want [the Nationals] to latch onto this thing at all.29 

Wayne Goss agrees that Labor was careful not to suggest to the electorate that a vote for Labor was a vote 

for "radical industrial relations reform": 

Industrial relations was a bad issue for the Labor Party because industrial relations brings to 
mind unions and industrial action. In Queensland in the 1980s this meant the SEQEB dispute, 
the lights going out etcetera.. . There was no need to win over the traditional Labor suppotters 
with Labor's industrial relations policy - they were going to vote for us anyway. What I had to do 
was get those voters who had never voted Labor to do so in significant numbers. If they thought 
there was going to be radical industrial relations reform that would swing the pendulum too far to 
the left, that is to a pro-union position, they wouldn't like it. I wanted to keep it in the middle and 
out of sight - we had enough issues to capture the agenda.30 

The focus on Fitzgerald greatly assisted Labor in avoiding any scrutiny or debate relating to industrial 

relations. Simon Blackwood, a previous research officer with the Amalgamated Meat Industry Employees' 

Union (AMIEU) and a ministerial adviser in the Office of the Premier following Labor's election to ofice 

in 1989, agrees that the lack of public discussion relating to industrial relations prior to the election was a 

"deliberate political tactic", aided considerably by a uninterested press: 

The press aren't very good at elections really. They basically let you set the agenda and if you 
are running a good campaign you can pretty well dominate it. Because by 1989, the Hanger 
Report had come down and Labor had pretty clearly endorsed it. I suppose the media had 
acknowledged that, had seen it had fairly bi-partisan support and assumed that Labor were going 
to have a fairly sensible industrial relations policy with just those extra edges to it to rectify what 
happened to some workers. Fitzgerald dominated the election and everything that year really. 
The debate between the leaders was all about that sort of thing, new direction and so forth. All 
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about a major watershed and a lot of the policies were not necessarily subject to detailed 
analysis?' 

Nor did Labor's comments at the Party's official policy launch on November 19th, thirteen days before the 

election, draw any undue attention to the Party's industrial relations policy intentions. "[floster[ing] a more 

cooperative industrial relations environment in Queensland became merely another "important economic 

initiative", that formed, according to the Premier, part of Labor's "10-point strategy for Queensland's 

economic future".32 Under Labor, industrial relations would not be based on confrontation but on 

cooperation and a positive working relationship between government, business and labour.33 This initiative 

was not unlike the Coalition's strategy to "work with the unions" in 1957 and needs to be understood 

against the backdrop of federal Labor's micro economic refonn agenda and the ethos of consensus it had 

created around its policy initiatives and in particular, the policy area of industrial relations. 

Labor's official industrial relations policy, Equality and Fairness was launched discreetly in October 1989. 

Labor committed itself to "achieving a single piece of effective Industrial Relations legislation" and 

formally promised to adopt the "central thrust" of the Hanger Report". Labor also pledged to repeal all 

legislation that it perceived "adversely affect[ed] the ability of the parties and the government to achieve 

good Industrial Relations" and to "remove the Voluntary Employment Agreement ~rovisions"?~ In 

spelling out what the Sunday Mail described as his "tough, untraditional industrial relations policy", Goss 

rejected claims by the conservative parties that the repeal of the essential services legislation would lead to 

blackouts of the kind the state had experienced in 1985. He insisted that "keeping the power on is vital for 

industry and for Queensland as a whole" Bnd that "essential services would have a high priority h a Goss 

Labor government"?5 Goss did not mention at this stage the informal agreement Labor had made with 

eighteen power union officials to ensure continuity of supply' while Labor was in office.36 

Goss foreshadowed fines of up to $200,000 for trade unions and employers who "broke the rules" under a 

Labor government. Individual unionists or employers could be fined up to $50,000.3~ The launch of the 

policy received minimal attention in the press. Indeed the Liberals' launch the following day that 

advocated '"tough penalties for union interference" and 'bnon-compliance with industrial determinations" 

was given considerably more attention.38 This was, according to Dempsey, the way Labor wanted it.39 

Other policy commitments included in the 1989 document related to tripartite consultation; compulsory 

superamuation payments; consultative labour committees; occupational health and safety, equal 
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employment opportunity, cooperation with the federal govemment and the independence of the State 

Industrial Commission. These commitments largely reflected those endorsed in the party's State Platform 

in 1988 that in turn reflected federal government proposals in the same year. Details relating to 

amalgamations, dispute settlement procedures and amendments to long service provisions were not 

outlined in any detail in the 1989 policy, but would become features of the 1990 Act. Equality and 

Fairness committed Labor to award restructuring with a view to implementing measures that would 

improve efficiency. Award restructuring was a policy initiative embodied in Federal Labor's 1987 

legislation. Award restructuring was embraced in the Queensland proposals in the context of international 

competitiveness, encouraging "investment in new equipment and operations", developing the state's 

manufacturing base and "ensuring that Queensland industries became more productive and competitive". 

The document emphasised skill formation, broad skills training, employment creation, fewer classifications 

and higher minimum wages4' The policy was consistent with what was happening elsewhere in Australia 

and there was nothing in the proposals that would antagonise potentially hostile voters and certainly 

nothing that would "frighten the  horse^".^' 

In response to the public complaints from Queensland's public servants, and acknowledging the poor level 

of morale in the state's public service, Equality and Fairness criticised National Party moves to implement 

"widespread contract employment, increased arbitrary power for Chief Executives, reductions in staffing 

. . . and the insidious 1988 Public Sector Management and Employment Act". The policy committed Labor 

to "ensuring that the Queensland Public Sector maintains its integrity, and that adequate resources exist to 

properly service the people"!2 The commitment was a little less specific than the strategy for public 

service reform outlined in Return to Westminster. Return to Westminster acknowledged the role of both 

public sector unions and the role and responsibility of the proposed Public Sector Management 

Commission in "'areas such as appeals, classifications, industrial relations and equal opportunity'*3 and 

Equality and Fairness echoed this commitment. 

There was no sense of urgency in Equality and Fairness, nor was industrial relations as a policy issue 

given any sense of formal priority in the lead up to the election. When the govemment sought to make 

industrial relations a focus for public debate during the election campaign, Labor pointed to the Hanger 

report, a document produced by the National government, and repeated its commitment to implement its 

re corn mend at ion^.^ If Labor afforded industrial relations a low priority during the election, its importance 

became apparent in its immediate move to effect policy change to industrial relations legislation within 

weeks of taking office. 
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Public Sector Reform - 1990 

Labor's initial focus was the restructuring of the state's public service. This was a strong expectation of the 

state's public servants and a process directed by Tony Fitzgerald's observation that there was a need to 

protect public servants from the abuse of governmental powers and for the creation of a professional public 

service in ~ueensland!~ To give effect to these principles Labor had pledged "to introduce the necessary 

structures to ensure good management practices, security of employment, and guarantees of impartiality for 

the public s e rv i~e" .~  The changes proposed by Queensland Labor in relation to award restructuring and 

public administration reforms were little more than a reproduction of the "top-down" administrative reform 

ideals that had dominated public sector reform debates throughout Australia and in other Western 

democratic societies!' Indeed, as Davis concedes, Labor's commitments, "while radical for Queensland, 

looked very familiar to those interstate"!' 

Legislation creating the Public Sector Management Commission was Labor's first piece of legislation 

before the Queensland parliament. The Public Sector Management Commission Implementation Unit, 

chaired by Glyn Davis, prepared the drafting of the Bill. S2 of the Public Sector Management Commission 

Act, required the new body to "achieve efficiency, effectiveness, economy and impartiality in the 

management of the public sector of Queensland by providing leadership, oversight and direction". The Act 

also provided for an overview of the structure, functions and management of the public sector, "to develop, 

issue and monitor the application of management and personnel systems and standards; to ensure merit and 

equity principles are applied across the public sector; and to establish and manage a Senior Executive 

The emphasis on equity issues, increased employee participation, union input, classification 

reviews and the Commission's stated commitment to "ensure consistency across the service on industrial 

issues" encouraged the public sector and led to the POA's claim that the PSMC was: "A Change for the 

~etter!"~' 

Like NicMin in 1957, the new government sought to extend a conciliatory hand towards the public service. 

Four days after the election the Industrial Commission endorsed a salary increase, under the Structural 

Efficiency Principle, for public servants and Crown employees. This augured well for the public sector's 

award restructuring programme.51 Impressive as well, was the new government's honouring of its 

commitment to meet regularly with public sector unions, "to discuss industrial and professional matters of 
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~oncern"?~ The government's intention to legislate for union preferences3 and the promise of a second 

salary increase for public sector workers in July was also received warmly by the public sector unions?4 

Within three months of taking office Labor had addressed its intention to effect public sector reform and 

implemented legislation to formalise that reform. Its capacity to do so had been enhanced by the Fitzgerald 

recommendation to ensure that public sector reform was a priority, its own need to impose order, and 

control on a fractured public sectors5 and the public sector unions' initial support for such reform. In 

addition, unlike the Nicklin government in 1957, the Labor government in 1989 was prepared gor 

government and for the changes it sought to implement. The process whereby Labor effected this reform 

was impressive. Driven "largely by ideas drawn from interstate"Y6 strategic planning, and an 

implementation team ready to bring about the considerable structural reform necessary in the state's public 

sector ensured a relatively smooth process. Labor's intent to bring about industrial relations legislative 

reform however would require a different kind of process than that employed with the public sector. 

Industrial Relations 

Labor moved quickly to effect changes to the state's industrial relations legislation and to proceed to 

implement Hanger's recommendations. The Hanger report has been described as essentially a conservative 

document concerned with maintaining the integrity of the law and the centrality of procedures in industrial 

relations"." It was this latter aspect of the report that, according to Warburton made it attractive to Labor: 

Its attraction was that it held up Labor's point of view in respect of the importance of the 
Commission [and] the maintenance of the Commission. We were always fearful that the 
government would do something about that. And its [the report] recognition of unions, 
employers and employees. They were very, very important things as far as the Labor Party 
philosophy was concerned. It [the report] maintained the position of the Industrial Court and the 
Industrial Commission and accepted the need to have employee organisations and employer 
organisations involved in representing their membership and appearing before the Commission 
and the Court. Any changes they recommended were around those very important features of 
industrial life - features that were very much part of Labor's philosophy?8 

According to Goss, Hanger's recommendations provided him with the balance he was trying to achieve in 

industrial relations and perhaps even more importantly it provided the new government with a "shield" to 

deflect the National's accusations of "socialism" and state-wide industrial strife: 

When we were forced to respond to these accusations we would just point to Hanger and say 
we've got a blueprint for reform, we've committed ourselves to implementing the 
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recommendations and the best part about it is that it is not a Labor document! If Fitzgerald was 
the "spear" in the electoral campaign, the Hanger report was the "shield".59 

The detail in the recommendations proffered by Hanger and the draft legislation incorporated in the report 

were also very appealing to Labor. In 1989, the Queensland trade union movement did not have a strong 

policy structure on which to formulate new policies and ideas. As Davis notes, this would change overtime 

but in 1989 their policy ideas were "unsophisticated and unformulated: 

In a sense they didn't know what else they wanted or even what else was on offer. They didn't 
have anyone that could talk to the government about these issues nor did they present the 
leadership with any alternative or detailed list of what they wanted. Hanger provided them with 
an agenda from which they could pick and choose.60 

The tenns of reference for the Hanger committee had not included a review of VEAs, but its brief 

comments relating to these agreements6' had encouraged Labor: 

Another thing that was appealing to Labor was that we believed we could interpret comments 
made in the report to mean that there was another, more appropriate way to bring about 
agreement between working people and employers in respect of wages and working conditions 
... it was appealing because it was in keeping with our own policies and the way in which we 
believed industrial relations should go into the 

While Warburton's reasons may have had some validity, according to Ray Dempsey the move to introduce 

new industrial relations legislation was a priority for the government for two pragmatic reasons. 

In May 1989, the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Amendment Act had provided a means of fast 

tracking Voluntary Employment Agreements in response to employers' complaints that "current 

arrangements [to process VEAs] were too cumbersome and had created perceptions that had militated 

against widespread use". The amendment removed the Commission from any involvement in the initial 

approval of voluntary employment agreements and provided that all agreements would be lodged with the 

Industrial Registrar for approval. This procedure according to Vince Lester, Minister for Industrial Affairs, 

"would provide a quasi-automatic registration of voluntary employment agreements".63 The amendment 

caused some friction between the government and representatives of the Queensland Confederation of 

Industry (QCI). The QCI believed that it had negotiated protections for employees within the framework of 

the proposed legislation with David Russell, at that time a barrister, National Party member and private 

adviser to the government. The protections were not apparently included in the final draft of the 
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Labor's election ensured "a big rush to try and get [VEAs] in place, because people knew we 

were going to change the Act ... people were actually rushing them through . . . and there was a move to put 

a halt to that". Initially the new Minister's fust move was to remove Eric Ewald, Chief Inspector in the 

Department, and responsible for approving the VEAs. Warburton ensured that Ewald was given the 

responsibility of drafting new legislation, a task which "took him away from approving the Agreements" 

and at which he was considered ''very ~ompetent" .~~ By February 1990, the Industrial Affairs department 

had ceased processing all VEA applications.66 

The second reason for the apparent urgency behind the redrafting of industrial relations legislation was 

more pragmatic. According to Ray Dempsey, while industrial relations "was a matter that was close to the 

heart of a major section of Labor's constituency" and expectations were the move to act quickly on 

the legislation was considered by Labor as "politically astute": 

The industrial stuff was always going to be controversial, particularly the repeal of the Essential 
Services Act . . . you do it early in the term of government and two or three years down the track, 
people forget it. So not long after Labor got into office, it was on pretty thick and fast.68 

Goss agrees and adds that the swift implementation of industrial relation legislation was "a bit of an article 

of faith really": 

Getting rid of the Bjelke-Petersen stuff was a symbol, particularly for the unions and Labor Party 
people. It gave the unions something to sell too, something for them to get members, something 
for them to say, "this is what we can do" - a marketing tool if you like. Nevertheless without the 
Hanger report and the work that had already been done, we couldn't have done it so quickly.69 

A week after the election, Bany Nutter, a Queensland industrial commissioner resigned his Commission to 

take up duties as the new Director-General of Warburton's department. This was not unusual, as Goss 

pointed out, "most Directors-General were replaced either immediately or within the course of the fust 

term"?0 Nutter, a former General Secretary of the POA and Public Service Commissioner with extensive 

private sector experience was initially reluctant to leave the Commission to work with a new government 

and refused the position on those grounds?' Warburton however was determined to secure Nutter as his 
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Chief Executive and persisted when the Premier articulated some misgivings about Nutter's preference for 

a short term contract.72 Nevertheless, given Nutter's "good track record" and "in the absence of a 

~om~etitor",7~ the Commissioner and the Premier's office reached an understanding and Nutter took up the 

position: 

Initially it was for five years and I said I wouldn't take it for five because I didn't know how well 
their mob would do. They were up for an election in three and I wanted to be out before the three 
years was up, so I agreed on two years ... and among other things ... I would be automatically 
appointed back to the Commission at the end of the time. I stayed about two and a half years!74 

Nutter's appointment was well received by the Trades and Labour Council (TLC): 

It was our feeling that Barry had been in private industry, with the POA ... he was with the 
public service for a long, long time and the conclusions we came to were, he's onside politically, 
he's obviously not anti-union because he's worked for a union and he's got this wealth of public 
sector experience and it was for those reasons Tom and I came in on it. Coincidentally, Nev had 
come up with the same name as we had!75 

Davis suggests that even if the TLC had not wanted Nutter, they would have been powerless to effect a 

change. 

The leadership battle between Warburton and Goss was always "there" for the two men. I think 
Goss felt obliged to give Warburton more latitude than he might ordinarily have given other 
Ministers. Warburton was very shrewd about these things and used this quite shamelessly. 
Warburton pushed very very hard for Nutter. He made it clear from day one that he wanted 
Barry and no correspondence was going to be entered into. He was ruthless about it too, he was 
prepared to sack the two heads of department, if it came to it. It didn't come to it because Nutter 
was a good choice and there was no reason to dispute Warburton over the issue.76 

Goss concurs with this although he denies that Warburton was afforded more latitude than other Ministers: 

The point to make in this regard is that Neville was not asking for a Director-General who was 
anything other than well qualified and he was not seeking to undertake industrial relations reform 
that was anything other than reasonable, and some would say conservative, so there wasn't an 
issue really in respect of which latitude was required.. ..I did not feel "obliged to give Warburton 
more latitude than I might have given other Ministers. I gave latitude on the basis of the ability of 
the Minister in question and the issue that was involved at any particular time. I probably gave 
most latitude to Ministers like DeLacy and Mackenroth because I had a high regard for their 
ability. Neville was somebody who I regarded as generally reliable and ~ e c u r e . ~  

Warburton describes Nutter as "very well respected and ... a goer!": 
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I had a clear vision of what I wanted to do ... and Wtween us] we established what we wanted to 
do and the dates we wanted it done by ... we had been critical of the government for not adopting 
the Hanger report, we said we'd do it and I wanted to get on with the job. There was also 
pressure to proceed with amendments as a result of what had happened federally. Justice 
Moynihan [President of the Queensland Industrial Court) had made it clear in his annual report 
that there was an absolute need for legislative change to take place as soon as possible to ensure 
that the Commissioners could do their work efficiently and that the massive changes could be 
ef~ected.7~ 

In fact the proposed changes were not "massive" at all. As Davis observed: 

Warburton wasn't looking for radical change, he was looking forward to getting the status quo 
sorted out and consolidating everything. The legislation was never intended to be radical. 
Warburton wasn't radical and neither was Nutter. Nutter was a traditional public servant who 
had a strong belief in the traditional institutional structures of industrial relations machinery as 
well as the legal framework that encapsulated it. They wanted to strengthen the role of the 
Commission and enhance the current system, that's all?9 

The "quick action" commenced when Nutter joined the team. Prior to his appointment as Commissioner, 

Nutter had been Head of the Industrial Division in the old Department of Industrial Affairs. Using his old 

contacts, Nutter put a team of five "very good" internal people together to put together a new Industrial 

Relations Act based on the Hanger Report recommendations. The policy branch of the Industrial Division 

had been invited by Labor to pick up the Party's 1989 Industrial Relations Policy from the Australian 

Council of Trade Unions (Queensland) during the electoral campaign: 

The document was carefully scrutinised and a paper prepared outlining how the policy could be 
implemented in the event of a change of government. This action was fairly significant - it had 
not been considered necessary during the 1986 campaign. The suggestion that we undertake this 
work was well received by our then Head of Department, Ian Staib. The industrial relations part 
of the policy was fairly clearly based on Hanger, which provided the blueprint for legislation." 

Following Labor's election, the department was informed that the legislation would need to be ready within 

six months to meet the new Minister's request that it be introduced in the first session of parliament, Nutter 

told them that there would be resources available and that "it would get through". Their first job would be 

to "gather facts and identify problems", particularly in the context of Hanger's recommendations. Issues 

that might have proved to be "contentious" or time consuming, such as, workers' compensation8' and 

invaliditiesg2 for example, would be '%xed up as separate issues". It was deemed imperative that nothing 

should stand in the way of this legislation being passed at the earliest opportunity.83 
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Nothing had stood between Labor and its intention to implement industrial relations legislative reform. Its 

capacity to construct a willing and able team had been enhanced by Nutter agreeing to head up the 

legislative reform team. Warburton's choice of Nutter had been sound. He had proved to be a "strong, 

strategic advantage" for the Minister. Warburton prided himself on never having "to o n  the gauntlet" of 

the new government's policy processes when putting together his legislation.84 If this was true, and Davis 

suggests this might be "slightly overstated", much of the credit should probably go to Nutter. An 

experienced public servant, Nutter knew his way around the public service and he knew how "to buck the 

system". In the knowledge that his was only a temporary post, Nutter had no reason to accept any central 

discipline when it was imposed on him. He "was a tough nut" and would take very little directi~n.~' The 

expediency with which Nutter went about his task, his trade union and Commission experience and his 

close relationship with Warburton, contributed significantly to the smooth progression of the legislative 

process. 

Consultation 

The new Minister reconvened the Hanger Committee in January 1990, to "consider some minor matters, 

principally of a machinery nature" raised by the ~ e ~ a r t m e n t . ' ~  This was primarily because of the changes 

that had taken place at the federal level, particularly in relation to award restructuring and related matters 

following the 1988 federal lndustrial Relations A C ~ . ~ ~  The reconvened Committee was advised that current 

legislation relating to essential services and voluntary employment agreements should "remain oufside [its] 

term of reference"." The matters raised by the department were referred to a number of the previously 

consulted larger employer and employee organisations that had been. Minor organisations were not 

consulted a second time. The revised submissions were not included in the supplementary report because 

the Committee felt that the content was "relatively uncontrover~ial",8~ with the Committee "sticking f d y  

to their original report".w Indeed the supplementary report largely served to clarify points made by the 

original report and in the case of occupational superannuation, demarcation disputes and the incorporation 

of the Wages Act into the proposed legislation, the reconvened Committee was essentially asked to endorse 

the department's recommendations?' The Department engaged Leo Murray, a retired parliamentary 

counsel to complete the draft.92 In order to ensure completion by the end of the first parliamentary session, 

members of the legislative team worked ten or twelve hours a day, including weekends, over a period of 
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three  month^?^ The Committee reported back to the department in April, by which time the drafting of the 

legislation was almost complete.94 

The Labor's Party's industrial relations legislative proposals met with little opposition from the business 

community, at least in terms of its implementation of the Hanger report recommendations. Queensland's 

largest business group, the Queensland Confederation of Industry (QCI) had long been critical of the 

National government's "over-regulation of business", its reluctance to initiate industrial relations reform 

and more importantly the government's lack of consultation with employer organisations in relation to 

industrial relations issuesg5: 

... certainly, back then the National's industrial relations policies were largely determined by 
people outside the industrial relations community who had very strongly held personal views 
about unionism and things like that . . . our input as an organisation in the last three or four years 
before Labor came in was minimal, particularly with the National Party. That is not to say that 
there was not any consultation with the Liberals. There were a lot of people in the industrial 
relations arena who were on the Liberal Party industrial relations committee. So there was input 
at least by people who worked for employer organisations .. . but not officially through the 
organisations.% 

While there was some feeling in employer ranks that there was no place for a state conciliation and 

arbitration system, the majority view was that "you needed some organisation in the systemT' and the QCI's 

submission to the Hanger inquiry had reflected these views. One of the reasons for this was that it was 

considered "easier to deal with organised labour than it was with disorganised labour". Another positive 

reason for retaining the system was, according to Roger Bryce, the convenience and the certainty of it: 

When you look at a place like Queensland, not just Queensland, but Australia, it's mainly made 
up of small business. Small business people do not have the facilities or the resources to go out 
and undertake collective bargaining with any real, reasonable expertise . . . and while small and 
medium types of business reserve the right to whinge about the system imposing wage increases 
and things like that on them, by and large they prefer it that way. Someone else is making the 
decision for them based on what was regarded as the appropriate circumstances of the time and 
even if you didn't like them at least someone was making the decision and you could get on with 
your business - you got your pay clerk to ring up the department or the employer organisation 
and find out the wage rate and what you had to do on a public holiday etc. ... so it was all laid 

Another reason for the employers' support for the retention of the conciliation and arbitration system was 

the general view that: 

. . . there needed to be some sort of safety net established by an independent referee .. we always 
believed there needed to be some sort of base line in terms of wage rates . . . we believed it was 
absolutely essential to retain basic working conditions, overtime, hours of work, leave and so on. 
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Anything outside that should be negotiated. The Hanger report by and large reflected the views 
of the QCI and it was generally believed that their implementation would move Queensland's 
labour relations laws into the 1990s and should be introduced as a priority by the next state 
government?8 

Employer organisations had criticised the Nationals for its lack of consultation practices with employers. It 

had no such problems with the state's trade union movement. According to Roger Bryce, the QCI had a 

strong relationship with union leaders during the 1980s: 

... there was a spirit of consensus around at the time and I like to think we were part of 
engendering that. We had a very, very good relationship with the trade union movement. This is 
not to say we didn't have our blues, because we did, we each had our own mandate. But we 
worked very hard with the senior trade union officials.. . people like Hodder, Ray Dempsey in 
particular and Tom Barton. We would meet regularly, at least once a month, without any specific 
agenda just to sit down and talk. Although it wouldn't necessarily be Hodder and Ray 
~ e m ~ s e ~ ~ ~  at the same time!lW 

While employer representatives and members of the Labor Party did not meet prior to the election with a 

view to discussing new legislation, Bryce contends that while the employer organisations "did not have a 

very vital profile with the Labor Party as such . . . any messages we had about the industrial relations 

policies of the Labor Party would have been addressed through the mechanism of the monthly 

meetings".'0' 

Following the 1989 election, the Industrial Relations Council of the QCI met with Warburton at the 

Minister's request to discuss the "big ticket items" relating to Labor's industrial relations-propdsals. The 

parties did not meet again until employers were asked to respond to the government's draft legislation. 

Bryce recalls: 

It was a pretty positive meeting really . . . quite jovial . . . because we didn't have any real issues. I 
think we may have suggested some fine tuning here and there but there was nothing that jumped 
out at us that we just couldn't live with.''* 

While employer organisations and the QCI in particular had publicly endorsed the concept of VEAs, Labor 

had no intention of retaining these Agreements: 

We supported the concept of VEAs but we took the view that the Labor Party had said that they 
were going to repeal them and there was nothing we could say or do that would change that. We 
did express a view that we thought it was a bad move and what they should be doing was shoring 
them up with protections rather than repealing them. I think they said, thank you, that's very 
helpful! There wasn't much we could do about it. They'd got it in their platform that they were 
going to repeal VEAs and there was no power on earth that was going to stop them doing it.'03 

98 Personal interview with Roger Bryce. 
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The QCI had "no problem" with the mechanics of the legislation when it was passed. There was a general 

feeling that they had been consulted, that their views had been listened to and that overall the organisation 

had had an opportunity to make suggestions, offer proposals and have some input into the process. 

However the employers had not considered Labor's intentions to repeal essential services legislation, 

including the Essential Services Act, 1979 and the "emergency" anti-strike laws introduced at the height of 

the state's power industry dispute in the mid 1980s.'" 

The QCI regarded the Essential Services Act as " a very important piece of legislation".'05 This, despite the 

fact that most of the legislation in question was "either unused or [had] proved unworkable", with the 

former government relying mainly on the essential services provisions contained in the State Transport Act 

introduced by Queensland Labor in 1938.1°6 Working closely with Russ Hinze in 1985, the QCI had "spent 

hours on the legislation" and perceived it as a primary "responsibility to our constituents to fight very hard 

to retain legislation that sought to preserve essential  service^".'^^ In its discussions with Labor, the QCI had 

assumed that the Essential Services Act was separate from those issues addressed in the proposed 

Industrial Relations Act: 

We didn't realise that they were going to repeal the legislation. As far as we were aware we were 
looking at the Industrial Relations Act and that's all. When it emerged that they were going to 
abolish [essential services legislation] we went to Wayne Goss and said that essential services 
legislation was not industrial relations legislation but essential services legislation designed to 
keep essential services running. Wayne was pretty unimpressed and said we should go and see 
Nev Warburton. We pointed out that it's not Nev Warburton's portfolio.. . it's you Premier, he 
was polite but just said, "they're going" and it was all over.lo8 

It is difficult to see why the QCI was so upset by the decision to repeal the legislation. The State Transport 

Act had not been repealed and it was this Act, not the essential services legislation that had been used most 

effectively in the SEQEB dispute. While the QCI was not entirely happy with all aspects of the Bill, it 

supported the general thrust of the proposed ~ e ~ i s l a t i o n , ' ~  as did Queensland's trade union movement. The 

policies endorsed at the 1988 State Labor Conference were perceived as being valid for the 1989 election 

and complemented the thrust of Ian Hanger's recommendations tabled in parliament in November 1988. 

Following advice from the TLC that the unions could "live with Hanger's recommendations" with a "little 

fine tuning", the Labor Party had publicly affmed its willingness to implement the Hanger report."0 The 

only real conflict within the union movement over the passing of the Industrial Relations Act, 1990 was the 

animosity between the Australian Workers' Union (AWU) and the TLC. 
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Labour Relations 

On taking office, Goss had retained the Shadow Ministry as a whole. Despite some "minor reservations" 

about some of the new Ministers, the Premier's rationale for this was simple: 

I didn't want to open up the instability of a contest right from the beginning ... I was very 
concerned about getting the foundations locked in and getting a stable base from which to go.'11 

If the AWU were perturbed about their lack of representation in the new cabinet"' they were particularly 

concerned about Neville Warburton's appointment to the renamed Ministry of Employment, Training and 

Industrial Relations. From Shadow Spokesman for Industrial Affairs when in Opposition, Neville 

Warburton became the Minister of the newly named Department of Employment, Vocational Education, 

Training and Industrial Relations. The new Minister had considerable experience in industrial relations. 

His thirteen years as Secretary of the Electrical Trades Union (ETU), a militant player in the industrial 

arena, and foremost among the "Old Guard'' unions, ensured Warburton's familiarity with Queensland's 

industrial environment and an awareness of the politics that went with the territory.lt3 

However despite Warburton's impressive credentials as a Labor stalwart, his performance as the Party's 

leader was less than promising. Party research was clearly indicating that Warburton and many of his Front 

bench could not win for Labor. The pretender to Warburton's throne was former member of the AWU 

faction, Wayne Goss. In September 1987, Goss had disassociated himself from the AWU and the Socialist 

Left alliance and formed a new parliamentary grouping called, "the ~ndependents"."~ In October-a Caucus 

meeting was held where Paul Braddy and Wayne Goss "moved a motion that Caucus be briefed on party 

research which rumour had it showed that the Labor Party was going nowhere despite the revelations of the 

Fitzgerald ~n~uiry' ' ."~ The motion was defeated by eleven votes, including that of the single AWU 

factional member Geoff Smith, and three out of four of the members of the Socialist Left. The motion was 

lost by eleven votes prompting an outburst from Warburton attacking a conspiracy against him by "a tiny 

nest of intriguers who want to overheat the parliamentary party and shatter confidence in its leadership as a 

step towards a wider power 

Warburton's victory was short-lived. Another commissioned poll taken in November 1987 seemed to 

c o n f m  that Labor could not win with Warburton and in March 1988 he stepped down and Wayne Goss 

assumed the leadership."' Warburton's relationship with Wayne Goss was strained after the October 

' I '  Walker, J (1995) Goss: A Political Biography, University of Queensland, St. Lucia, ppl35-136. 
'I2 Walker, Goss, p137. 
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Caucus meeting but they were able to forge a working relationship within the party."8 What could not be 

resolved however was the personal rancour between Warburton and Hodder. The ill will between the two 

men reflected the general animosity between the AWU and the TLC, a situation that was not alleviated 

when Labor was elected in December 1989."~ As a result many in the trade union movement were 

surprised when Warburton, a member of the "old guard'' was appointed Minister responsible for the state's 

industrial relations policies: 

[the AWU] did have some complaints about Nev. I think there was a fair bit of suspicion on both 
sides. I used to get a bit tired of it frankly and tried to ignore it as much as I could. In a sense I 
basically just shifted people across from the Shadow Cabinet ... but Warburton was the only 
logical choice really. Only two people had any real industrial relations experience .. . Ken 
Vaughan and Nev Warburton. Ken was doing well in Mines and Industry so it came down to 
Nev. I was comfortable with Nev, he knew the territory and I think our relationship was fairly 
good .... 120 

Davis notes: 

Warburton was the most senior figure in the new cabinet,I2' the most experienced and the oldest, 
there was a generation between him and Goss. Warburton was seen as a capable leader who'd 
done well in difficult circumstances. Although no shining intellect he was seen as a good 
"Queenslander", a good judge of the electorate and he commanded a lot of respect in the party. 
Goss was prepared to cooperate with him for these reasons alone . . . Warburton was under a lot 
less pressure than other Ministers . . . Warburton was given much more latitude because he was 
considered "safe hands" and therefore came under a lot less scrutiny.122 

Despite efforts from the TLC and Ray Dempsey personally to approach the AWU with a' view to 

reconciling their differences in light of Labor's electoral victory, the two union groups remained hostile to 

each other's agendas.'23 It was the view of the TLC that the AWU were essentially "isolationists .. out 

there . . . on their own". The AWU's factional contacts with the new premier may have given the union a 

false sense of security. While they had little access to Warburton's office (calls from those perceived to be 

"running for the AWU" were given little or no information) they did have access to the Premier's office.Iz4 

As Simon Blackwood recalls: 

... the AWU always felt that the TLC had the inside running in terms of dealing with Nev 
Warburton because of Tom Barton and Ray Dempsey and their long association with him. The 
AWU felt that they were left out and so they felt that the way they could put their views most 
clearly was by contacting the Premier's office and putting their views and advice about what 
should occur . . . it all made it a little bit harder to negotiate sensibly I think.I2' 

Correspondence from Wayne Goss, 12th May 1998. 
Personal interview with Ray Dempsey; Personal interview with Simon Blackwood. 
Personal interview with Wayne Goss. 
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The AWU's attempts to effect change at the level of the premier's office were misguided. Simon 

Blackwood was perceived as an AWU man and was not entertained by Warburton's office, so if he was an 

"ear" for the AWU, he was unsuccessful. According to Goss, Blackwood was appointed to his staff 

because of his own "lack of background in industrial relations" and "to ensure that there was straight 

dealing when it came to the various protagonists in this sometimes difficult portfo~io".'~~ Ray Dempsey 

agrees, "Goss himself was, industrially naive". 'The only thing he knew about industrial relations was that 

the AWU used to wony him about it!"'27 Davis concurs: 

Industrial relations was an area where Goss was weak. He had no union background and despite 
the media stuff about Goss and the AWU, Goss did not come from the industrial world and his 
view was that the unionists wanted a unionist for their ~ in i s t e r ' ~ '  and so they got one. Goss 
always directed industrial relations problems to the Minister.lZ9 

Goss was much more concerned about the "big Blackwood concurs: 

His tendency then was to run through the exercise of demonstrating why something needed to be 
done ... that's pretty much the way he ran government for quite a few years . . . It was a matter of 
going through and saying alright what are the arguments for doing that . .. does it meet the 
constituencies' general philosophies and expectations and how can we manage it in the 
electorates so that [we] are not seen to be just catering for Labor people.'31 

Goss' determination not to intervene or involve himself "in the detail or with individual consultation with 

unions" was not altogether the result of the premier's lack of background in the area of industrial relations. 

He was acting upon advice received from Bill Kelty, President of the ACTU: 

[Kelty] made the point that if it became known that I was open to appointments and appeals from 
individual unions whenever they had a complaint that I would never stop refereeing disputes 
between them. It was good advice and I acted on it.132 

While the TLC and the AWU could not reconcile their differences, they did come together to discuss the 

Hanger recommendations and aspects of the proposed legislation. It had been agreed that the Hanger 

recommendations would be adopted in full although there was some concern about the issue of preference 

and the retention of the political objects clause. 

Hanger had recommended a limited form of preference, on the grounds that it "serves a useful 

purpose.. .encourages union membership.. . limits demarcation disputes and encourages unions to respect 

the industrial system". Hanger recommended that the preference clause be "worded in such a way that the 

lZ6 Correspondence from Wayne Goss, 12th May 1998. 
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principle that preference is only granted when all other things are equal did not apply".133 Hanger's 

proposed additions to the clause were challenged by the AWU on the basis that the old clause had been 

"vaguer" and therefore more user friendly. They did not want the clause to be so explicit. The TLC could 

"live with it" and on Barry Nutter's advice, Hanger's proposal and reworded clause was adopted in order 

to avoid unnecessary conflict between the government and the unions.134 

The political objects fund was another potentially controversial issue. Section 57A had been inserted into 

the principal Act in 1983. It provided that a union could not spend members' money "on objects which 

constitute political objects unless it maintains a specific fund which shall be separate and distinct from 

other funds of the union." In his report Hanger argued that it "would be wrong to compel [reluctant 

members] to contribute money to a trade union knowing that the money is to be used for the furtherance of 

the aims of a particular political party7'. He recommended the retention of ~ 5 7 ~ . ' ~ '  A similar 

recommendation was made by former Liberal member of the federal parliament, Marshall Cooke whose 

first report was tabled in parliament on the same day that Labor's Industrial Relations Bill was 

introduced.136 

Cooke identified a number of problems related to the Political Objects Fund in the Federated Engine 

Drivers' and Firemen's' Association of ~ustra1asia.l~~ On being formally asked by the Labor government 

on 19th March 1990 to submit any "draft amendments [that] are recommended to the draft bill contained in 

the Hanger Report", Cooke concurred with Hanger's rec~rnrnendation.~~~ Hanger's and Cooke's 

recommendations were rejected by the new govemment on the grounds that the 1983 amendment was 

"unworkable nonsense ... as legal opinion holds that the payment of an affiliation fee [was] not a political 

object under the Act" and had "never been used in any action against an industrial ~r~anisat ion". '~~ This in 

fact had long been the policy position of the Labor government in relation to political objects '* and 

despite some "in-fighting" between the ACTU and AWU groups in relation to this clause, Warburton 

always insisted on its repeal'41 and the issue was never seriously pursued.142 

Neither the TLC nor the AWU had any formal input into the legislation prior to its first draft. Dempsey 

recalls, "we knew the general thrust was going to be based on the Hanger recommendations and we didn't 

have any problem with that .. I always knew that once the draft was completed I'd get a copy of it and get 
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an opportunity to make any changes". When the draft legislation was completed, Dempsey did indeed get a 

copy: 

Once the legislation was drafted Warburton put on a dinner. Eric Ewald was there and others 
from the department. He got a couple of key people from unions, including Joseph Ludwig and 
Brian Kilmartin from the AWU and John Hogg from the Shop Assistants' Union. I did have a bit 
of an advantage because I'd seen the draft, seen where we were and what had happened to it. 
The TLC had gone through it and we didn't have any great problems. The AWU were a bit 
miffed at this they wanted a bit more time with their draft because Warburton wanted to get it in, 
through, bang and close the door!143 

Shortly after the dinner the unions met again with the Minister for "a hard weekend session*'. It occurred to 

Dempsey and others that the AWU: 

. .. weren't so much anti what was in the Bill, they were anti-Warburton and they were on a 
picking trail. By the time we'd got to the stage where we all realised they were just nit picking 
we just told them to fuck off ... in my view the issues they were raising were not important and 
they went away grumbling.'44 

If the AWU was generally unhappy with the proposals there was little said outside the confines of these 

meetings. Everyone understood that whatever their personal feelings were, no one wanted it out in the 

open. As Goss remembers, "Wayne Swan had made it clear that we had a chance to win if everyone 

behaved themselves". It was just as important for the unions to "behave themselves" in a federal election 

year.'45 A change of government in Canberra would mean a change of industrial relations policies at the 

federal level. All parties in Queensland were anxious to push through the state's industrial relations 

changes. There was no incentive for anybody to "rock the boat" and play outside the parameters that the 

union movement had set itself.'& 

Notwithstanding the AWU's concerns, the legislation was deemed satisfactory by a legislative Cabinet sub- 

committee chaired by the ~remier.'~' A few clauses were amended, "not on ideological grounds though, 

merely for clarity and legal accuracy".'48 The Bill was processed through to the first reading stage in 

parliament.'49 Discussions in parliament confmed the influence of the Hanger report and the changes in 

industrial relations policy that had been effected by federal Labor in the preceding years. 

Conclusion 
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Labor's election to the Queensland parliament in December 1989 heralded a new era in Queensland 

politics. Following three decades of conservative rule, there were many interest groups and organisations 

that had high expectations of a Labor government committed to change and reform. Among those with the 

highest expectations perhaps were those workers and trade unions that had had cause to be particularly 

dissatisfied with the previous government. Industrial relations legislation enacted throughout the 1980s had 

effectively displaced the trade union movement in Queensland and had curtailed its ability to fully 

represent its members in the state's industrial arena. Labor's election to office represented an opportunity 

for the state's union movement to redress the balance. 

Labor had signalled its intentions to repeal much of the draconian legislation enacted by previous 

goverkents and pledged tbe party to implement Hanger's recommendations. While employers met the 

former commitment with some reservation, the implementation of the Hanger report recommendations was 

warmly received by most of the principal actors in the state's industrial relations arena. This chapter has 

suggested that Labor's decision to adopt Hanger as the basis of its legislative reform ably addressed the 

problems facing a Labor government committed to industrial relations reform but acutely aware of the 

difficulties associated with such a contentious policy area. 

The commitment to Hanger was a particularly useful tool for Labor during the election campaign. By 

adopting Hanger's recommendations, Labor in Queensland avoided a public consultation process at the 

start of its first term, which in the context of the times would have been considered mandatory. At the same 

time Labor maintained the aura of consultation and consensus it had sought to convey during the election 

campaign. The other advantage of Hanger, as Goss, pointed out, was that it acted as a shield in the face of 

adverse comment from Labor's political opponents. Labor had been elected to govern and it was 

particularly important to the new premier to demonstrate an impartiality towards all interest groups in the 

state. This chapter has suggested that decisions were monitored and made for their political value and 

impacts and were not evaluated in the context of any specific ideology. By utilising Hanger's 

recommendations, the new government could embrace the views of all interested parties and at the same 

time abrogate its governmental responsibility for decisions not politically palatable with certain interest 

groups and with some sections of the party itself. In addition, the Hanger recommendations provided Labor 

strategists with a ready made policy, in the absence of any recommendations or detailed policy directions 

suggested by the state's trade union movement 

As this chapter has shown, Labor's capacity to proceed smoothly with its intentions in relation to industrial 

relations legislative reform had much to do with the environment it inherited on taking office. In an era 

dominated at the national level by ideals of consensus, national reconciliation and a united front in the face 

of international competitiveness, industrial relations reform, both in the private and public sectors was 

warmly embraced by all principal parties. In Queensland particularly, where the new government had been 

elected on a platform of reform there was very little resistance to Labor's proposals. The processes 

whereby reform was effected were well executed and in the final analysis almost every principal participant 



felt that they had been "consulted", even when their views had not been incorporated. A closer examination 

of the content of the proposed Bill however suggests that Labor's capacity to effect change in this 

potentially controversial policy area had not been fully exploited. In addressing this issue, the following 

chapter discusses the content of the proposed Act and the debate that took place in Parliament following its 

introduction to the House on 17" May 1990. 



CONTENT AND DEBATE 

This chapter examines the content of the proposed industrial relations legislation as introduced to the 

Queensland parliament by the new Labor govemment in May 1990. The chapter demonstrates that the 

proposed legislation was informed by the recommendations of the federal Hancock Inquiry (1985), the 

Queensland Hanger Inquiry (1988) and prevailing trends in industrial relations in the federal and state 

arenas. The chapter argues that as both the Hancock and Hanger Reports were based on "a system of 

unionism", and in the absence of any alternative policy initiative from Labor and the trade union 

movement, Queensland Labor was able to offer its recommendations to its expectant supporters as a Labor 

document, while at the same time defemng its political responsibility to readdress the changing and 

specific concerns of Queensland workers in 1990. The chapter looks at the basic content of the 1990 

Industrial Relations Act and demonstrates how closely Labor adhered to Hanger's recommendations. It 

suggests that despite the new governments broad capacity to introduce industrial relations legislative 

reform in 1990, the Labor Party chose instead to adopt a politically neutral position in order to minimise 

any adverse reaction. 

Content 

The ''finst major overhaul of Queensland's industrial relations legislation for almost thirty years"' was 

introduced into parliament on May 17th 1990. Neville Warburton told parliament that the govemment had 

adhered to the key principles embraced in Hanger's report by retaining the system of conciliation and 

arbitration and formally recognising the legitimacy of employer and employee organisations. According to 

the Minister, the emphasis was on securing consensus between the parties, compliance with tribunal 

decisions and the need for greater flexibility in the workpla~e.~ The importance of compliance had always 

been a feature of Australian legislation. It had been a core element of Nicklin's industrial relations 

legislative intentions in 1961. The emphasis on flexibility reflected prevailing ideas about efficiency, 

productivity and workplace reform. 

With the exception of the "need for greater flexibility" in the workplace, these principles had largely 

formed the basis for the principal Act of 1961. The 1961 Act had not however contained a section which 

reflected the specific intentions of the government and the philosophy of the legislation. The proposed Bill 

of 1990 set out its objectives clearly: 

' Queensland Report of the President of the Industrial Court of Queensland for the period 1st July 1989 to 30th 
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* to create a framework for the orderly conduct of industrial relations in Queensland and for 
adaptation to changing social, economic and technological circumstances. 

* to encourage and facilitate conciliation in industrial disputes, and arbitration where it is 
necessary. 

* to ensure that tribunal decisions are respected 

* to encourage the formation of representative employee and employer organisations 

* to encourage the democratic control of industrial organisations ( ~ 1 . 3 ) ~  

These objectives had been proposed by the Trades and Labour Council in Queensland, based on the 

objects clause of the federal lndustrial Relations Bill 1988. South Australia and Western Australia were 

the only two states that had incorporated similar objectives into their state legislation by 1988. Hanger had 

recommended that the objects should include references to the public and economic considerations 

associated with such legislation, "to encourage and facilitate conciliation"; to endorse trade unionism and 

to ensure that tribunal decisions are adhered to.4 Indeed Hanger's views and recommendations prevailed 

throughout the Bill giving "[bloth sides . . . almost everything recommended" by the eminent QC.' Other 

than the repeal of essential services legislation, and the abolishment of Voluntary Employment Agreements 

discussed in the previous chapter, the major areas of change included an expansion of powers for the 

renamed Industrial Relations Commission and a stronger emphasis on consensus, conciliation and 

cooperation. Although the unions clearly had a more central role under the proposed legislation, there was 

also a number of areas that may well have disappointed the rank and file. A brief evaluation of some of the 

changes to the legislation will serve to demonstrate the influence of the Hanger recommendation's and the 

prevailing ideas and initiatives emanating from the federal arena. 

"...based on a system of unionism ..." 

In line with the federal government's consensus approach and with Hancock's observation that "[nlone of 

the major users of the system submitted that the present system should be dismantled", Hanger endorsed 

the centrality of the state's Industrial Commission and the centralised system of conciliation and 

arbitration. He also acknowledged the importance of the union movement to industrial relations: 

... the present system is based on a system of unionism. Not to give trade unions or unions of 
employers a strong voice in the system would amount to dismantling it, and there is no 
justification for that.6 
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Hanger and his committee had been "mindful of the fact that the state industrial system did not work in a 

vacuum and must operate closely in conjunction with the Federal industrial system".7 The committee had 

also noted the importance of being consistent with the federal system. In the report Hanger reminded the 

state government that: 

were the Queensland Act to prescribe features dramatically different from those prescribed in 
Federal legislation, the possibility of exposure to further intrusion of federal awards into the 
State may result.' 

Hanger was identifying the primary constraint on state governments seeking to enact unfavourable 

industrial relations change in the state arena. The committee had been warned in the submission from all 

major parties to the system of the risk that parties might desert the state system. The employers argued that 

further fragmentation of the state system would reduce its influence and the parties' commitment to it, lead 

to inconsistent standards and procedures between industries, cause unnecessary complexity, and jeopardise 

central wage-fixing? In view of these considerations, the Hanger committee had sought to weave both 

pragmatism and principle into arguments for retaining many aspects of the existing arbitration system, 

while supporting some moderate reforms which it was perceived would free up the scope for flexible 

negotiation at the workplace level.1° The report was framed accordingly. 

It was the lack of flexibility in the system that concerned the committee most. In his report to the National 

Party government in 1988, Hanger noted: 

The most significant criticism of the present Act and the reason that it does not have the full 
confidence of some sectors of the community is that it lacks flexibility." 

Hanger was specifically referring to flexibility in relation to hours of work, overtime, public holidays, 

mixed functions, rest pauses, annual leave and sick leave - matters that he perceived as being "unduly 

restrictive" in modem times: l2 

The original Act was drafted in another era and even when it was substantially revised in 1961, 
the pace at which technological change was occurring was slow compared to the changes that are 
presently occurring. Technological change, and changes in economic circumstances dictate that 
the Act must be flexible enough to allow parties to quickly adapt to and make the best use of 
modem technology and accommodate economic fluctuations.13 

Consequently, the Hanger report recommended the removal of a "degree of rigidity" from the Act and 

bestowed on the Commission more power to make decisions relating to minimum conditions of 
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employment that were no longer "relevant". This would allow the Commission to cater more specifically 

for the specific needs of individual enterprises.14 Hanger argued that throughout his report he had 

endeavoured to replace some of the "rigid and mandatory provisions" with a "degree of flexibility" whilst 

still "preserving as a basis ... the standards of the past".15 This was very much in line with the federal 

government's objectives in its 1988 legislation. 

As the Courier Mail pointed out, while the new Bill abolished VEAs, "only the battle for semantics ha[d] 

been lost, not the war for true ref~rm".'~ The proposed legislation allowed for the negotiation of enterprise 

based agreements between an industrial organisation of employees and an employer or employers' 

organisation to be ratified by the Commission in the form of separate or varied awards and subject to the 

Commission's public interest test (S10). This was in line with Hanger's recommendation that "there should 

be greater scope for the making of industrial agreements"'7 and consistent with federal Labor's initiatives. 

According to Ray Dernspey, industrial agreements were "the order of the day" and Labor felt it had to 

"move with the times". Unlike the process associated with the making of VEAs though these agreements 

would be public and open to union argument. As well, the abolishment of VEAs made it less likely that the 

state's unions would move to the federal juri~diction.'~ So while Metway, Kin Kin Sawmills and Power 

Brewing could still, entertain the "group contract" approach, their workforces would need to be 

uni~nised.'~ Under the proposed legislation, the Commission, while retaining its judicial and legislative 

functions, would now be required to be more aware of its decisions in relation to the economy generally. In 

line with Hanger's  recommendation^,^' it would have "to take into consideration the public interest, . . . the 

state of the economy; [and] the likely effects of the Commission's decision on the economy; industry 

generally and the particular industry concerned" (S.8.4~3).  

Other expanded powers bestowed on the Commission included a new power to order an employer to make 

superannuation contributions to a particular fund or scheme. The proposals provided also for back payment 

to the date on which an employee became eligible for such payments. Previously any person who defaulted 

in making occupational superannuation contributions as required by an award was liable only to 

prosecution for breach of the award. There was no provision for the compulsory payment of unpaid 

contributions. Hanger had recommended in 1988 that "records of employer contributions to approved 

superannuation schemes" should be kept2' but did not address the issue of unpaid contributions. 

14 Hanger Report, pp9-10. 
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As a result of these concerns, the Department responsible for administering the Act, established a Tripartite 

Committee. The Committee comprised a representative from the government and employer and employee 

representatives, "to examine ways of overcoming the defects". After consulting with the Industrial 

Commission, the Committee recommended legislative changes that would allow the Industrial Commission 

to hear and determine matters relating to the payment of contributions. In addition industrial magistrates 

were empowered under the proposals to deal with these issues and industrial inspectors were authorised to 

"demand payment of unpaid contributions". The reconvened Hanger Committee supported these proposed 

changes and recommended their inclusion in the 1990 Act. Further Hanger considered that employees were 

"entitled to have included on their pay envelopes or pay slips, particulars of their occupational 

superannuation  contribution^".^^ These recommendations were included in the 1990 Act (S4.22) and were 

mirrored in the Commonwealth's Industrial Relations Amendment Act 1990. 

The Commission's powers in relation to re-employment and reinstatement in cases of unfair dismissal were 

enhanced under the proposed legislation to allow the Commission to order compensation in cases where 

the employment relationship was considered to be irretrievable (s.ll.11). This was a power that was not 

conferred elsewhere in Australia other than in South Australia. Federally in 1988, the jurisdiction of the 

Federal Commission relating to monies paid in lieu of reinstatement was "unclear". The clause had been 

supported in full by Queensland unions and in part by the Queensland government. Only Queensland's 

major employer organisations were opposed to the option of reinstatement or re-employment (where 

established procedures for dismissal had been effected) and did not support compensation in lieu of these 

options.23 This was despite the fact that the proposed Bill, through compulsory conciliation (ss8) made a 

monetary claim a last resort and limited the amount of compensation available (ss4). Hanger had provided 

the government with a draft of a new section to provide for compensation." The draft was incorporated 

almost verbatim into the new Act (s. 1 1.1 1). 

The proposed legislation also advocated enhanced powers for the state's Industrial Commission to deal 

with "permanent solutions to deniarcation disputes". Hanger's original report had not addressed the 

problem of demarcation, except in the context of preference clauses?5 but when Hanger was reconvened in 

1990, industrial organisations were invited to comment on the relevant section of the federal A C ~ . ~ ~  The 

reconvened Hanger committee received a "high level of support" from unions and employers for similar 

demarcation provisions to be inserted in the Queensland legislation. This support was somewhat surprising 

in that once the Commission had made an order relating to demarcation it would have the power to make 

orders as to coverage and to change union rules if necessary, to give effect to its decision. While these 

changes may well have allowed the Commission "to address both the immediate and the longer-term issues 

22 Hanger, I (1990) Supplementary Report of the Committee of Inquiry into the Industrial Conciliation and 
Arbitration Act, 1961 - 1989 of Queensland, April 1990. pp22-23. (Hereafter referred to as the Hanger 
Supplementary Report.) 
23 Hanger Report, pp28 1-288. 
24 Hanger Report, pp295-296. 
25 HangerReport, p258. 
26 Hanger Supplementary Report, pp22-23. 



relating to the demarcation of specific work . . . [and] . . .ensur[e] lasting relief ', as argued by warburton:' 

the proposals effectively weakened the autonomy of the unions to effect its own rules.28 

Only one union of employees "expressed total opposition to such a proposal", but qualified its opposition 

to a request that "there should be no reference to "peak council" nor the determining of advice from such a 

council". The sheer size of the (unnamed) union had forced the Hanger Committee to consider the merits 

of such a proposal but it did not offer any specific advice to the government on this issue.29 The final Act 

did allow the Commission to seek the views of such a council in relation to demarcation disputes, much to 

the annoyance of certain union officials.30 The reconvened Committee recommended that the section be 

formally adopted, but not until an appeal to the High Court challenging the AIRC's power to grant 

coverage to particular workers had formally tested the relevant federal section. The new government went 

ahead with the provision despite the unions' protests and without waiting for a decision to be made by the 

High Court. The proposals were largely modelled on the "significant development in the law governing 

demarcation disputes" federally, and in particular, section 118 of the Commonwealth's 1988 ~ c t . ~ '  

Submissions to the Hanger Committee were unanimous in their support for the inclusion of grievance and 

dispute settling procedures in awards. The Hancock Committee had recommended such provisions in its 

report in 1985 and the federal Industrial Relations Act of 1988 had included such provisions. In the 1980s 

no such provision was made in relevant legislation in Western Australia, NSW and Victoria, although 

Tasmania and South Australia already had such provisions?2 On the grounds that the emphasis in 

industrial legislation should be on conciliation, the Hanger committee recommended the mandatory 

insertion of grievance procedures in awards, placing the onus: 

f d y  on the parties directly involved in a particular grievance matter or dispute to exhaust all 
possible avenues, in accordance with the terms of the procedures, for a reso~ution?~ 

If the parties could not agree on the procedures to be inserted into the award, the Industrial Relations 

Commission made provision for the insertion of appropriate clauses. Hanger's recommendation that S 12A 

of the Act be deleted and be replaced by the Committee's draft34 as specified was adhered to.35 

In his discussion relating to compliance with tribunal decisions and relevant sanctions, Hanger pointed out 

that "to a certain extent industrial systems have fallen into disrepute by virtue of the non-enforcement of 

their orders".36 In submissions to the Hanger Committee, employer organisations cited compliance with 

QPD, 1990191, Vo1.314, p1649. 
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Commission orders as a reform priority. The Nationals had agreed and submitted that in addition to 

automatic suspension of registration, the Commission should be empowered to cancel award benefits; 

revoke the authority of union officials; exclude certain categories of union membership; expel union 

officials and initiate fresh elections and "rescind a previously granted wage increase where a union or its 

members have breached an undertaking given to the  omm mission".^^ The 1990 Bill introduced a new 

section dealing with the enforcement of awards and agreements. S.8.23 provided for the enforcement of the 

Commission's orders by an organisation or individual to whom, an order has been directed. A specific time 

was allowed for compliance of an order and the person or individual was required to file an affidavit with 

the Industrial Registrar in order to show to what extent compliance had been pursued andor achieved. An 

unsatisfactory report from the Registrar placed a party in the position of having to show cause as to the 

non-compliance and the Industrial Court could then exercise its powers under S8.24 which either vary an 

award; rescind or delay wage increases; fine an organisation up to $60,000 (a long way from the $200,00 

touted by Goss during the election campaign) suspend registration, or alter the rules of an ~ r ~ a n i s a t i o n . ~ ~  

Noting that "sanctions for non-compliance with Tribunal decisions are a feature of the industrial legislation 

of the Commonwealth and of all states", Hanger, drawing on the Hancock report, the Sixth Report of the 

Working Party on the Commonwealth/State Review of Industrial Relations Systems, state and federal 

legislation and various submissions, recommended deregistration as the ultimate sanction.39 This 

deregistration could only be effected by the Full Industrial Court and not by the governor-in-council as 

provided for in S73(a) and supported by major employer organisations and the National government in 

~ueensland.~' Unions, including the Queensland State Service Union, the Queensland Teachers' Union and 

the Trades and Labour Council opposed the deregistration of unions and submitted that "sanctions and 

penalties [were] an inappropriate method of resolving industrial a~tion".~' Despite this, Hanger's 

recommendations were adopted in full by the state Labor government and written into the 1990 ~ c t . 4 ~  

If the unions believed that a Labor government would minimise sanctions and remove the stringent 

obligation for compliance, they were mistaken. There were a number of clauses in the legislation that the 

unions "were prepared to live with" but they were not entirely satisfied with some of the adaptations of 

Hanger's  recommendation^?^ These clauses however served another purpose for the new government. 

They sent a message to the business sector and prospective investors that the election of a Labor 

government did not necessarily herald a time of leniency for the state's workers. The Labor government 

would be just as prepared as the National Party to penalise workers or trade unions if the situation arose. 
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Contrary to Hanger's recommendations, the lay status of the Act was retained. The issue of legal 

representation had always been a contentious matter in Queensland and except during the period 1929- 

1932, lawyers and banisters have not been allowed unrestricted access to the Commission or the Court. 

The National Party while in government had submitted an extensive submission to the Hanger Committee 

arguing against the appearance of lawyers before the Commission. Predictably, the Bar Association of 

Queensland, together with the Queensland Law Society argued the opposite position.44 Hanger's 

recommendation to allow members of the legal profession to appear before the Commission in a number of 

matters4' had been rejected by the Nationals and was also ultimately rejected by ~ a b o r , ~ ~  except in matters 

relating to rule changes. The Minister himself was particularly opposed to lawyers being involved in 

industrial relations: 

The strongest argument for lawyers being involved, and they've got a point, is that some of these 
people that set themselves up as industrial relations advocates are, quite honestly, pains and in 
there simply to make a quick buck ... But lawyers, unfortunately can't stop themselves from 
wanting to win, they are adversarial. It is a truism to ask lawyers to settle a matter or compromise 
on something ... it is pretty difficult. Lawyers often take a month to sort out what we could do in 
a day ... most disputes are resolved, as the records would show, without the Commissioner 
having to bring down an order and inviting further argument.47 

S8.17 of the new legislation subsequently disallowed parties to proceedings in the Industrial Commission 

to be represented by counsel or solicitor except in certain mitigating circ~rnstances.~~ The potential result 

of such a clause was that workers could face criminal proceedings in the Industrial Court and be 

imprisoned without the right to legal representation49. 

The holding of "Heads of Tribunal" meetings had been a feature of the National Party's industrial relations 

policy. According to Judge Moynihan the meetings had "been an invaluable aid in coordinating policy and 

approaches to industrial relations matters across ~us t ra l ia" .~~ The move towards closer ties with the 

Commonwealth was very much a reflection of federal Labor's vision of "national consensus" and the need 

for Australia's industrial relations processes to be more in unison. 

In line with Hanger's recommendationss1 Queensland Labor's 1990 Bill maintained earlier provisions 

relating to joint sittings of the Industrial Commission and the Australian Industrial Relations Commission 

and incorporated in the Bill arrangements for cooperation with other tribunals. For example, provision was 

made for joint sittings of the Queensland Commission and the industrial tribunals of other States and under 

the Act it would be possible for a State commissioner to hold a dual appointment as a member of the 
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Australian Industrial Relations Commission and vice versa. As an alternative to joint sittings this provision 

provided scope for one Tribunal member to deal with matters where neither Tribunal had absolute 

coverage or interest?* Dual appointments were provided for in the 1988 federal legislation and other states 

were moving to pass similar legislation?3 In emulating the federal legislation, Warburton argued that these 

arrangements "will do much to facilitate consistency and cooperation in tribunal decisions." In what was 

considered an "age of consultation", the Labor Party viewed the continued cooperation between the federal 

and state Commissions as "very, very important". Publicly, Warburton noted, "we were committed to 

working more closely with the [federal] Commission and worked very hard to come to some solution 

which would result in getting them closer together as far as where they worked from was ~oncerned".~~ 

Privately, while Warburton was prepared to adhere to federal initiatives in this area, "he was well known 

for his strong commitment to preserving the state system against federal intrusi~n?~ 

The concept of union amalgamations had been made easier by changes to federal law in 1983 and had 

been encouraged by the ACTU throughout the 1980s through its documents Australia Reconstructed and 

Future Strategies (1987). Both the Hancock and Hanger Committees had supported the concept of 

amalgamations6 and amalgamation of industrial organisations had been provided for in the Industrial 

Relations Act, 1988." In keeping with these trends in the federal arena, the 1990 Queensland Bill proposed 

to make amalgamations in Queensland "easier and quicker". Under the proposals, where unions satisfied 

the Commission's community of interest test, a simple majority of votes cast in favour would approve the 

amalgamation. Where no community of interest criterion applied, at least a quarter of eligible members of 

the organisations concerned would be required to vote with a simple majority of those votes being 

necessary to approve the Amalgamations were subsequently provided for in the state 

~ c t ~ ~ .  

While there would be potentially fewer unions, there would be more commissioners (S4.2) on higher pay 

scales (S4.10) than was previously the case. The new legislation also provided for a Chief Industrial 

Commissioner (4.5). Union members would get first preference for jobs ("when all factors relevant to the 

particular case are otherwise equal") and be the last to be made redundant under the new legislation 

(S.11.9). While the new Bill proposed to make it an offence for anybody to penalise a worker who 

abstained from industrial action (S13.108), workers who had a genuine "conscientious objection" to union 

membership could apply to the Commission for exemption (S13.53). A benefit to the union movement was 

the establishment of tripartite machinery "to investigate any matter pertinent to industrial relations 
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appropriate to be brought to the Minister's attention" (S19.9). Hanger had recommended all these 

provisions.60 

Hanger had rejected notions of industrial democracy and employee participation in the workplace but had 

recommended the formal tripartite consultative machinery that had been included in the ~i11.6' Industrial 

democracy, despite being a fm initiative taken up by federal Labor was not included in the proposed Act, 

largely because it was too hard to address in the time the government had set itself to implement 

The proposed Committee would consist of three self chosen representatives from employee 

organisations and three from employer organisations. The Minister would nominate one representative 

from each of these industrial organisations. Other members of the Department and government institutions 

would also be members. The Committee met regularly during 1990 with significant research input 

particularly from the As Boreham has pointed out, the establishment of the tripartite 

machinery together with the tripartite committees that had been established under the Workplace Health 

and Safety Act (1989) to advise on health and safety policies, provided a legitimate forum through which 

unions could directly influence "some broader policy matters of direct consequence to the labour 

m~vement".~~ While this input was more than the union enjoyed under the previous govenunent, it is 

debatable whether or not certain unions would have foregone their influence over certain policy matters in 

the absence of such formal machinery. 

The Hancock Report and contemporary industrial relations legislation in Australian states and in the 

Federal arena, had largely informed the Hanger recommendations and formed the basis of the Queensland 

government's proposals for its new legislation. While Labor stalwarts, in defence of Queensland Labor's 

emulation of federal legislation, argued that the new state Act ensured that industrial relations in 

Queensland would be conducted within the traditional framework of conciliation and arbitration, the new 

Labor government had ultimately foregone a unique opportunity to enact legislation that would signal a 

more significant commitment to the state's workers. Its endorsement of enterprise agreements for example, 

negated somewhat its abolishment of VEAs. At a time when the Opposition was in tatters and lacked the 

numbers in the Legislative Assembly to effect any amendments, and in the absence of a Legislative 

Council, Labor, had an opportunity to move Queensland away from what was fast becoming a "market- 

oriented approach to industrial relations in ~ u s t r a l i a . ~ ~  Instead, apparently with no pressure from the 

federal government to do so,66 and with the full support of the state's trade union leadership, the new 

government chose the path of least resistance and effected reform that with the exception of the 
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abolishment of VEAs, may well have been effected by the state's non-Labor governments and arguably 

would have been had they remained in Despite the piecemeal changes effected by the 

proposed legislation, the Opposition was not going to let the government pass the legislation without some 

protest. 

Determined to "argue each point of Warburton's Bill clause by clause",6' the Opposition's arguments 

centred around three issues: the abolition of VEAs, the repeal of essential services legislation and the 

influence of the state's trade union movement over all aspects of the Bill, particularly in the context of the 

Cooke Inquiry. The abolition of VEAs was a particularly sore point for the Opposition, as it had been for 

employers.69 While most members of the Opposition talked of the benefits of VEAs and their ability to 

"improve the output, effectiveness and efficiency" of companies?0 it was Santo Santoro, spokesperson for 

Industrial Relations and Robert ~o rb r id~e? '  who led the Opposition's arguments against the government's 

intention to discontinue the use of the controversial agreements. In his rejection of the government's 

striking of VEAs, Santoro sought leave to incorporate documents into Hansard that demonstrated the 

benefits of the agreements for Metway Bank and the Power Brewing Company. Santoro argued, as did 

many of his colleagues, that the Labor Party had abolished VEAs "because there is no role for its union 

mates within the current scheme of thingsw." 

Borbridge concurred and referred extensively to the apparent success stories generated by VEAs at Power 

Brewing, Metway Ban and Kin Kin Sawmills. Like Santoro, Borbidge argued that VEAs were all about 

productivity and "business profitability". Like Santoro, Borbidge argued that it was the trade union 

movement that stood to benefit from the abolition of the agreements: 

VEAs are all about people in the workforce making their own decisions without shop-steward 
domination and thuggery inspired by the Trades and Labour Council.. . Employees are leaving 
trade unions in droves and are opting instead for the benefits of productivity, 
employee/employer-based agreements. This Bill seeks to drag people kicking and screaming 
back into the trade union movement - the same trade union movement that bankrolled the Labor 
Party onto the Treasury benches in Queensland. It is designed to get membership levels up, 
protect the lot of the trade union heavies and ensure that Labor's finance base is protected.73 

67 Correspondence with Doug Hunt, 18" September, 1997; Personal interview with Ray Dempsey; Personal 
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It was generally agreed among the Opposition that the repeal of the essential services legislation was "all 

about ensuring that the union bosses are above the law and that no stick will be waved at Amid 

cries of "Labor's blueprint for industrial relations de~truction"~~ and "things will never be the same 

again":6 the Opposition argued that there would be "the inevitable industrial chaos" because the remaining 

legislation, the State Transport Act (1938) would "not be able to cope"?7 This was an unexpected assertion 

given the significant role the legislation had played in the SEQEB dispute. Despite press reports and 

Labor's confirmation that "the leaders of eighteen industrial organisations had signed a document to ensure 

the continuity of supply"~8 the Opposition was not confident that the "power pact*' would ensure the 

honouring of agreements in the ~ t a t e .7~  

Most of the rhetoric surrounding the debate over the legislation was directed at the perceived influence of 

the state's trade union movement, particularly in the context of the Cooke Inquiry's findings. Marshall 

Cooke tabled his report on the fourth and fifth terms of reference in parliament on the same day as 

Warburton introduced the Industrial Relations Bill. The report was tabled and distributed with certain 

sections of it having been "excised upon the advice of the Solicitor-General" on the grounds that they may 

prejudice a fair trial. As a result blank spaces appeared in the report. Brisbane's Courier Mail suggested 

that the "blanks" constituted the deletion of 2.20 which pertained to the public sittings of the inquiry and 

also a section relating to the political objects fund?' The Opposition cast suspicions on Labor's motives 

and argued that the censorship was a bid on Labor's part to "maintain a political cover-up which could lead 

to massive ALP embarrassmentw8' and a "conspiracy at all levels to circumvent the Cooke report". The 

Opposition leader argued that in respect of "diminished union accountability" and "preservation of union 

power" it would be prudent to put aside the Bill for further di~cussion.~' 

Most speakers referred in passing to the Cooke inquiry with many pointing to the damaging findings of the 

inquiry in relation to affiliation fees and other union accountability i~sues.8~ One member of the Opposition 

suggested that there had been a "dubious lack of interest on the part of the Courier Mail" in relation to the 

Cooke inquiry and suggested that this was because of "the recent giving of a cushy job to one of its former 

editorial e~ecutives.8~ Other speakers argued that the Bill was intended to "protect and promote the union 

m0vement",8~ "rewarding Trades Hall for many years of unswerving support . . . the ultimate act of political 
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cronyism.86 Others expressed concern that the Bill provided "ons with considerable influence in 

ongoing policy making through such vehicles as the consultative ~ornmittee".~' 

In terms of the repeal of essential services legislation it was argued that the "Goss government must 

now repay the debts owing from factional peace during the election campaign and replace the unions on 

their perch of power".88 Despite some of the concessions bestowed on unions in this legislation, it is 

doubtful if the unions felt they were back on "their perch of power". Preference clauses were also 

denigrated during the debate and seen incorrectly as "enforcing compulsory u n i o n ~ h i ~ " . ~ ~  The absence 

of legal representation clauses were renounced as strongly as they had been by the Law 

despite the fact that the Nationals had firmly rejected the notion in their submission to Hanger in 

1 9 ~ 8 . ~ '  Overall the objections were minor and ultimately irrelevant. The Opposition was in all 

likelihood quietly relieved at the new Labor government's major industrial relations reform. It had 

presented few surprises and had been tailored to suit the immediate requirements of all interested 

parties. The debate came to an abrupt halt after two days when the government used its numbers and the 

debate was gagged by the Premier and the Minister for Police, Terry ~ a c k e n r o t h ~ ~  to allow an hour for 

the legislation to proceed through its remaining stages?3 much to the fury and consternation of the 

~ i n i s t e r . ~ ~  The Bill was assented to on the 15th June 1990. 

Conclusion 

As in other state legislatures95, the Queensland parliament has the constitutional authority to deal with all 

industrial matters within its boundaries. The system of conciliation and arbitration had set the parameters 

for industrial relations policy in Queensland since 1916. Seventy years later wages and working conditions 

for some 60 per cent of the Queensland workforce were set by state awards.% As previous chapters have 

shown, in the period since 1961 Queensland's industrial relations legislative policy had generally taken the 

form of amendments to the principal Act. Since the 1970s, there was a reduced reliance on the state's 

system of conciliation and arbitration and laws were enacted that placed specific employment areas outside 

the jurisdiction of the Industrial Commission and reduced the role of unions in the system. As a 

consequence, the Queensland government had distanced the state's industrial relations system from the 
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federal arena and for the most part alienated the state's labour movement. By the late 1980s, the aftermath 

of the electricity dispute in 1985 and the enactment of legislation providing for voluntary employment 

agreements had marginalised the labour movement in Queensland and reduced the influence and autonomy 

of the Industrial Relations Commission. 

In this context, the major challenge in 1989 for the new Labor government in Queensland was to deliver to 

Labor's rank and file an industrial relations system that re-established the legitimacy of trade unionism in 

the state, reinstated the authority of the Industrial Commission, and emphasised notions of justice and 

equity in the workplace?7 At the same time it was imperative that Labor address the concerns of the state's 

business community. But policy is not developed in a vacuum and there were at least two constraints that 

Labor would have to consider when formulating legislative reform. The first related to perceptions. 

It was important that the business community perceived the new government as responsible and impartial. 

In the context of the state's economic development a conservative, rather than a radical legislative 

programme was in order to ensure business confidence and to encourage the continued investment and 

development in the state. These were factors that were vital to the state's economic well being. It was a 

shrewd political move on the part of Labor to embrace the Hanger report as the basis for its industrial 

relations legislative policy. As Goss has conceded, the report could be intrinsically tied to the results of an 

independent inquiry initiated by the previous National Party government?8 During the inquiry, Hanger and 

his team had conducted a conclusive investigation and canvassed all major employer organisations, unions 

and other interested individuals. In terms of the rhetoric of consensus, Hanger had met the national criteria 

and the implementation of his recommendations would give Labor's political opponents little to object to. 

The use of Hanger served another purpose. The trade union movement had few policy ideas of its own and 

in 1990 was merely seeking a strong affirmation of parliamentary Labor's commitment to the state's 

workers. The Hanger report would serve that purpose. As Goss has said, its almost immediate 

implementation would allow the trade unions to point to the bona fide's of the new government and 

regenerate its efforts to "sell" trade unionism to those workers who had been actively persuaded to reject 

the trade union movement in previous years.99 The use of the Hanger report was a way for Labor to 

redirect its specific policy responsibility to Queensland's workers by returning time and again to the detail 

of Hanger's recommendations when any explanation was called for. 

In the face of the expectations of its supporters, Labor also had to be seen to be protecting the state's 

workers. Labor's announcement that the new government would ensure legislatively that power workers 

would retain their superannuation entitlements, the repeal of VEAs, the preference decision and essential 

services legislation went some way to achieving this. The second restraint concerned the trade union 

movement's ability to move into the federal arena if things became too difficult at the state level. As this 
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thesis has shown, this was a particular concern for Nicklin's government. It was not such an issue for Labor 

in 1989. The abolishment of VEAs had, to a significant degree reduced any impetus on the part of state 

unions to move to the federal sphere and the decision to use the thrust of Hanger's report also assisted 

Labor in this respect. 

While conducting his inquiry, Hanger had conducted considerable research at both the state and national 

levels. His recommendations were punctuated with references to other state jurisdictions, the Hancock 

Report and federal Labor's industrial relations initiatives and subsequent legislation. The supplementary 

report completed by Hanger in 1990 updated these references. The legislation passed by Queensland Labor 

in 1990 therefore complemented legislation in the federal sphere1'' and offered very little incentive for 

state unions to look to a federal alternative. Labor's real restraint had been business. As Goss has pointed 

out, there wasn't a real need to satisfy Labor supporters in the early stages, it was business that Labor had 

to win over."' The use of the Hanger report served this purpose and offset much of the business 

community's disquiet about the repeal of essential services legislation. 

In effect, Labor had done very little on its own in terms of legislative reform of the industrial relations 

system in Queensland. What it had done was claim credit for implementing reforms that as many Labor 

supporters have agreed, would have been effected for the most part by a non-Labor government. In the 

absence of any alternative policy initiatives proffered by Queensland's trade union movement, the final 

product was necessarily an adaptation of Hanger's recommendations, which in turn had been informed by 

what many considered to be conservative debates about the way in which industrial relations should be 

conducted. The shifting of responsibility for industrial relations reform was also apparent in the public 

sector. 

While public sector reform had already begun in Queensland prior to Labor's election in 1989, the need 

for ongoing reform in the state's public service had been informed, and indeed it could be argued, enforced 

by Fitzgerald's recommendations relating to the importance of integrity in the state's public service. The 

establishment of the PSMC and its role and responsibilities in relation to the public sector was another way 

in which Labor, initially at least, avoided any direct involvement with industrial relations reform that might 

prove to be incompatible with the Labor rhetoric of solidarity and workers' rights. Instead, the PSMC and 

its activities were "sold" to the electorate in terms of the "modem state", the reform of Queensland's 

draconian past and prevailing ideas about accountability, administrative reform, efficiency and 

productivity. 

By the end of its first six months in office, the Labor Party appeared to have realised its intentions. It had 

begun industrial relations reform in the public sector and the difficulties with the unions had yet to 

eventuate. In terms of legislative reform generally, it had achieved the "one single piece of legislation" as 

lm Hunt has noted Queensland's ongoing tendency to emulate federal legislation since 1990. Hunt, D (1997) 
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promised; extinguished voluntary employment agreements; reasserted the prominence and autonomy of the 

state's industrial relations commission; legislatively supported the concept of conciliation and arbitration; 

provided for tripartite consultation; reinstated the industrial commission as the industrial tribunal for the 

Queensland Electricity industry and ensured uniformity with federal Labor's 1988 legislation. In 

Boreham's terms, in relation to the authority of the Commission and the legitimation of the trade union 

movement the Party might be said to have "delivered". Yet had Labor really taken its opportunity to 

demonstrate its philosophies and political credibility in the area of industrial relations? 

Labor's capacity to effect change in the industrial relations arena had been broad. The party had come to 

power at a time when Tony Fitzgerald and his blueprint for change dominated the political agenda. The 

lack of media attention to industrial relations during the election and the new government's total 

preparedness for the business of governing, allowed Labor to surge ahead with its plans to effect change in 

this policy area with little or no interference or scrutiny from the Opposition or the state's media. The 

novelty of a Labor government in office after thirty two years in Opposition, the circumstances in which it 

had been elected, and the proximity of the Christmas summer holiday break following the election, gave 

Labor a reasonable amount of time to work behind the scenes to effect significant change where it so 

desired. Yet arguably, Labor had squandered the opportunities available to a new government. With its 

new legislation it had effectively abrogated its direct responsibility for the state's workers to a series of 

individuals whose reports, recommendations and academic appraisals informed the Labor Party to a degree 

where its own specific input was limited. In the final analysis, the initiatives claimed by Labor in the period 

under discussion had little to do with Labor at all. Labor had had a unique opportunity to rewrite the state's 

legislation in 1990. Yet in its haste to effect change in its early period of office, it had taken a politically 

neutral position in relation to the issue of industrial relations and adopted the recommendations of an 

inquiry initiated by a non-Labor government. In its justification for its policies, Labor fell back on rhetoric 

about productivity and efficiency, managerialism and administrative reform rather than positioning its 

industrial relations policy decisions in relation to the needs of the state's workers. 



Conclusion 

This thesis set out to examine whether or not there is scope for newly appointed state governments to 

exercise partisan-based policy choices that reflect a party's commitment to a particular policy area. 

While the findings of this thesis contribute in some measure to the ongoing debates relating to whether 

or not parties matter, this thesis has been primarily concerned to evaluate the capacity of new 

governments to introduce change. Looking specifically at the politically sensitive policy area of 

industrial relations, the thesis examined two periods in Queensland's political history when new 

governments of different political persuasions were elected to the Queensland parliament following 

decades in Opposition. For the purposes of this evaluation, it was deemed that a new government has 

"potential for massive change" and provides a strong research base from which to evaluate the capacity 

of a government to effect partisan-based policy change. Industrial relations as a policy area was 

considered an appropriate avenue of inquiry for two reasons. First, as Fox has observed, the political 

division between the two major political parties in Australia has largely reflected the divisions between 

management and labour. As a result industrial relations is a "fruitful area for intervention by political 

elites" and provides a strong framework within which to consider questions relating to partisan-based 

policy choice. As well, it has been argued that industrial relations is a law intensive policy area and 

major legislative industrial relations reform can be regarded as a suitable indicator for evaluating a 

party's intention and partisan commitment to policy change. 

The central question of this thesis was to what extent are parties, newly elected to government, able to 

reshape and determine policy and/or to what extent are they so constrained in government that their 

actions are largely circumscribed? Related questions included, to what extent was a party able to match 

its intentions with its capacity to effect reform? To what extent did ideology play a part in a party's 

policy deliberations? This concluding chapter addresses these questions in the context of the intent, 

capacity and process framework outlined in the introduction of the thesis. The chapter argues that the 

scope for newly appointed state governments is determined and/or constrained by the context within 

which they come to government and by their own perceptions as to what will be politically acceptable 

to the electorate. Additionally, a new government's ability to reshape and direct policy is ultimately 

determined by the legacy it inherits and the contemporary intellectual parameters within which it is 

operating. The speed with which a new government is able to effect change is to a significant degree 

determined by its preparedness for government. If it is true that controversial legislation should be 

enacted as soon as possible in a government's first term, then a party that is prepared for government 

will enhance its capacity to do so. This concluding chapter discusses these issues in the context of this 

thesis and considers some possible directions for further research. 



Inheritance 

When new governments come to power they inherit a state's history, a state's economy and a state's 

traditions. It is this legacy that defines a state's characteristics. It is what makes a state "different". The 

inheritance provides the framework within which an election campaign has been fought and won and 

determines the parameters within which a new government must seek to govern. In other words, a newly 

installed state government inherits a set of "givens". Specifically, these givens will be related to the 

health of the state's economy, its institutional structure and its immediate political history. More 

generally these givens can be identified in the prevailing ideas and the intellectual climate of the period. 

It is against this legacy that political parties have to consider and structure their policy intentions. 

The longer a new government has been in Opposition, the more likely it is that it will come to office 

with a specific political agenda. This agenda will have been informed by a number of factors. One of 

these factors is the political longevity factor. Historically, Queensland state governments have enjoyed 

long terms in government. Without exception when the government has changed hands in Queensland, 

it has taken place against a background of conflict and political controversy. The circumstances within 

which the election is held will play an important part in shaping the agenda of a political party. While it 

is considered important for a political party to address the concerns and issues emanating from the 

party's "traditional" support base it is deemed imperative that the negative expectations of a party's 

"ideological" opponents are also addressed and countered. The longer a party has been out of office, the 

more likely it will be that its conventional ideological opponents in the electorate will have formed 

strong negative images of its political performance and the consequences of electing such a party to 

office. If a party is to win office, this element has to be won over and their wants incorporated on the 

political agenda. 

State elections and political activity do not take place within a vacuum. While state governments still 

enjoy a significant degree of autonomy in most policy areas, they operate within a much broader 

political, economic and social context. The national and the international context are becoming 

increasingly important factors in policy deliberation. Prevailing ideas and the intellectual climate of the 

period will influence a party's political intentions and come to shape a political agenda and the way in 

which issues are debated in the public arena and "sold" to the electorate. As well the processes that a 

government will employ to implement its intentions will reflect to a significant degree, contemporary 

ideas relating to administration and/or a specific policy area. 

These factors are not the only elements that have to be considered by a political party when forming its 

policy intentions. The institutional legacy of a new government will provide another set of parameters 

within which a government will need to work. For example, a new government that comes to power 

after years in Opposition will inherit a public service with strong links to the previous government and 

arguably fixed ideas about how things are done. This may, or may not require some consideration when 



deliberating the finer points of policy. The above factors are in varying degrees, durable. That is, for the 

most part they don't necessarily change when the government does. A new government will inherit the 

legacy and be required to draft its political intentions within the parameters of that legacy and within the 

context of the time. Its capacity to effect reform and introduce change will be determined largely by the 

way in which it accommodates this inheritance. 

What then is the scope for newly appointed state governments to implement partisan-based policy 

choice? Are the circumstances within which a government comes to power and the characteristics of a 

state so rigid that a party has little room to manoeuvre? Or do the advantages associated with a new 

government's "honeymoon period allow it to introduce change and shift the parameters? This thesis 

has examined these questions in the context of industrial relations legislative reform. An examination of 

the Queensland Country-Liberal coalition in the period 1957 - 1961 and the Labor Party in 1989-1990 

suggests that in both cases, the new governments had considerable scope to implement partisan-based 

choice in the policy area of industrial relations. This scope for choice was determined by a number of 

factors, including the circumstances within which the respective parties were elected; a weak and 

ineffectual Opposition; the absence of an Upper House and a majority in the parliament; contemporary 

political and economic ideas conducive to the proposed reforms and a sympathetic political 

environment in which to effect change. Seemingly a new government's capacity to effect industrial 

relations reform in 1957 and again in 1989 was strong. Yet as this thesis has shown, both the Coalition 

and Labor encountered and perceived a number of constraints that served to inhibit the reform process 

in many ways. 

Intent 

Both Nicklin's Country-Liberal coalition and Wayne Goss' Labor Party were elected to the Queensland 

parliament after decades in Opposition. In previous years, despite meticulous planning and strategically 

organised electoral campaigns, the Opposition had been unable to penetrate the state's institutionalised 

electoral system. Despite the existence of the "gerrymander", both the Coalition and the Labor parties 

were elected to office in Queensland following the decimation of, and a subsequent split in, the 

government of the day. By taking advantage of the disarray in the government's ranks and the fortuitous 

political circumstances within which the Opposition found itself, both Nicklin and Goss were able to 

successfully portray their parties as unified and credible alternative governments. 

The respective election campaigns of both the Country-Liberal coalition in 1957 and Queensland Labor 

in 1989 focused on the disunity in the government ranks and the subsequent lack of credibility they had 

in the electorate. Both the Coalition and Labor sought to portray their respective parties as the only 

parties able to deliver stability in government. Outlining its policy intentions during the 1957 campaign, 

the Coalition demonstrated its strong commitment to strong development policies, increased economic 

growth, rural reform and industrial harmony. The emphasis on development, strong economic 



performance and good employer-employee relations reflected not only the pro-development and 

consensual ideals of the period but also an awareness of the realities of governing a decentralised, and 

heavily unionised primary sector. If the Coalition was going to achieve its economic objectives it would 

have to secure the support of the state's labour movement. 

Development and economic growth were also important factors for Labor in 1989. However, because of 

the circumstances in which Labor came to office, its intentions as outlined in the 1989 election 

campaign were essentially built around the Fitzgerald recommendations, issues of accountability, and 

the "management" of the state. This latter focus was very much grounded in the corporate rhetoric of 

the 1980s. There was little emphasis in Labor's campaign on industrial relations. While Nicklin's team 

had been quite articulate about its intentions relating specifically to industrial relations legislative 

reform in the state, Labor in 1989 had subsumed the controversial policy area into the wider forum of 

economic policy. Labor's industrial relations intentions had been made clear through its party platform 

material and spasmodic media reports, but individual issues and debate, relating, for example, to the 

repeal of legislation, were not canvassed to any significant degree in the wider electorate prior to the 

drafting of the new Act early in 1990. Its intention to implement the Hanger Report, repeal the essential 

services legislation, abolish VEAs and generally bring Queensland legislation in line with the 1988 

federal Act had been more discreetly foreshadowed during the election year. 

The Coalition in 1957 had avoided a campaign confrontation with the trade unions and the split Labor 

government by echoing the industrial relations intentions of Vince Gair and the Democratic Labor Party 

and optimistically committing itself to processes of conciliation and consensus. In addition, the state's 

trade union movement had not fared particularly well under Gair's Labor government and while 

apprehensive about a Coalition victory, did not represent the oppositional challenge during the election 

that the Coalition might have expected. Labor in contrast, sought to minimise the attention paid to its 

policy intentions relating to industrial relations. 

As this thesis has demonstrated, previous National Party governments in Queensland had made 

considerable political mileage out of negative trade union behaviour, and widespread strike activity in 

the 1980s. As a result, Labor did not want to draw unnecessary attention to the unions during the 

campaign and consciously sought to keep industrial relations issues off the political agenda and out of 

the media spotlight. Labor was anxious to appeal to the whole Queensland electorate and went out of its 

way to present itself to the state's business community as a much more politically neutral party than 

Nicklin's Coalition had in 1957. Nicklin's government had publicly assured its traditional supporters 

that its concerns would be addressed immediately. Yet at the same time it had gone to considerable 

lengths to secure the confidence of the trade union movement and to strike a balance between 

management and labour. Labor was much more confident of its traditional support base. Labor's 

projected persona of a cautious and economically responsible team committed to a low tax regime was 

targeted specifically at the business sector. Labor in 1989 were far more concerned with tailoring their 



industrial relations policy intentions to business than they were in pursuing a consensual arrangement 

with the state's trade union movement. 

Capacity 

This thesis has discussed the importance of context in any evaluation of a government's capacity to 

effect reform. An examination of Queensland in 1957 and in 1989 suggests that a new government had 

considerable scope during these periods to effect industrial relations legislative reform. The Country 

Liberal Party was elected to the Queensland parliament in 1957 in the context of post-war 

reconstructionist ideals of full employment, free enterprise, large scale development and greater 

production as articulated by conservative interests in the post war years. The need to develop, expand 

and promote free enterprise and enhance employer-employee relationships was common to all states in 

the post war years and despite the bargaining strength of the unions, as the demand for labour grew, 

there was a general feeling that cooperation and conciliation would provide the harmony needed 

between management, the unions and the government. By the 1950s however it was apparent that these 

post war ideals had not eventuated. Major strikes in the transport and primary industries had crippled 

some Australian states and in 1949 the coal strike had driven a federal Labor government to bring all 

the force of the state down on the main coal industry union. 

By the mid 1950s the debate about Communism had begun to be discussed in the context of unions in 

general. Certainly its pervasiveness provided a solid rationale for governments to begin to impose 

legislative restraints on trade union activity, particularly at the federal level. The ensuing conflict 

between the unions, the Groupers and the ALP culminated in the decimation of the labour movement 

and paved the way for the election of non-Labor governments federally and in the states. By the time 

Nicklin came to power in Queensland in 1957, only New South Wales remained governed by a Labor 

government, unions were under constant scrutiny and the ongoing debate about Communist influence 

was still dominating state and federal politics. Politically, it was an opportune time for a new 

conservative government to introduce industrial relations legislative reform. 

The Labor Party came to office in 1989 following an extensive state inquiry into corruption and illegal 

activities at the highest political levels. The findings of the Fitzgerald Inquiry had decimated the 

Queensland government and determined the context within which the election would be fought. 

Although industrial relations reform was not a strong issue during the 1989 electoral campaign, it was a 

sensitive policy area in Queensland. Given the state's recent industrial past it was a policy area that 

would be watched with interest by employers and employees alike. 

Non-Labor governments had controlled the Queensland parliament during the period between 1957 and 

1989. If the Nicklin government's pursuit of industrial relations reform had been characterised by a 

desire to control and manipulate the state's trade union movement through legislation, Joh Bjelke- 



Petersen's government had consolidated this policy direction. What had increased in this period was a 

more overt, confrontationist approach to industrial relations on the part of the government, lacking in 

consultation and characterised by overly coercive legislation. The National Party's capacity to 

successfully conduct its industrial relations with the workers of the state at a highly political level 

ensured a compliant and largely ineffective union movement in Queensland. Yet while in Queensland 

industrial relations were conducted on a confrontationist and control basis with little recourse to 

evolving debates relating to workplace reform, there were influential ideas elsewhere in Australia 

during the 1980s associated with industrial relations reform and notions of consensus, reminiscent of 

those espoused in the post-war years. These ideas would assist the Labor Party considerably in effecting 

its industrial relations legislative intentions in 1990. 

As this thesis has demonstrated, these ideas were embodied in a number of documents and reports 

emanating from inquiries initiated during the 1980s, both at the national and state level. While these 

documents demonstrate that there were moves to professionally manage the process of decentralisation 

in terms of industrial relations, there was still in 1989, a place for the traditional institutions of 

Australia's industrial relations system. Hancock's federal report in 1985 and Hanger's Queensland 

report tabled in 1988, had both ratified the principle of conciliation and arbitration. By 1989, the 

federal Labor government was still endorsing these recommendations and still promoting ideals of 

national consensus with a view to harnessing the power of capital, labour and management in the 

national interest. The rhetoric of productivity and flexibility in the workplace had a different focus, but 

the ideals of the 1980s were not far removed from those articulated in the post-war years. The federal 

Labor "Accord" with the ACTU, several legislative amendments and a major overhaul of the principal 

Act in 1988 reflected these ideals. The Commonwealth's call for a "closer partnership" between the 

states and the federal government, and in particular a more uniform industrial relations system, 

increased the capacity of the predominantly Labor states to legitimately utilise the federal 1988 

legislation and the findings of a national industrial relations inquiry as blueprints for reform. 

After decades in Opposition, the Coalition and Labor enjoyed the considerable benefits afforded to new 

governments. For both Nicklin and Goss there was a unique opportunity to introduce change and 

respond positively to the changing industrial relations environment. Both the Coalition in 1957 and 

Labor in 1989 had considerable capacity to effect industrial relations reform and implement its policy 

intentions as expressed in their respective electoral campaigns. The potential for change was further 

enhanced by community and business support for legislative reform and in the absence of any effective 

opposition to the new government's proposals. 

Neither government had to concern itself with serious political opposition in its first term. The trauma 

of finding themselves out of office ensured that individual members of the new Opposition were not 

seriously interested in addressing their responsibilities in the Lower House of the Queensland 

Parliament. In both 1957 and 1989, the Opposition was characterised by in-fighting, lack of leadership 



and public disdain. For the Coalition in 1957, the prevailing negative ideas about trade unionism and 

the "red menace" in the late 1950s and the proximity of Labor's humiliation in Hobart a few years 

previously, allowed Nicklin's government to portray the Opposition as socialists, and therefore 

intimately associated with Communist infested unions, industrial conflict and economic ruin. The 

sudden death of the ALP leader, Les Wood in March 1958 further destabilised Labor and allowed the 

new government to take advantage of further political confusion in the House. For Labor in 1989, the 

revelations of the Fitzgerald Inquiry and ongoing investigations into certain members of the previous 

government gave it considerable political ammunition to dismiss and discredit any contribution the 

Opposition had to make relating to Labor's legislative intentions as they related to industrial relations. 

The absence of an Upper Chamber in the Queensland parliament minimised even further the amount of 

scrutiny legislative proposals from a new government would receive. 

Process 

While Labor's electoral win in 1989 had been more substantial than the Coalition's in 1957, both 

parties attained office in Queensland following a devastating split in the government ranks. Both parties 

came to office with no experience and faced considerable expectations from their respective support 

groups. Neither the conservatives nor Labor had any contact with the public service prior to the 

election, either for transitional purposes or for policy discussions and the Coalition at least was 

essentially relying on the public service to get it through the first weeks of office. While both the public 

sector in 1957 and in 1989 had publicly voiced their support for the incoming governments, both 

NicMin and Goss were aware of the apprehension in the public service and its strong links with the 

previous government. 

On taking office, the Country-Liberal coalition was prepared to trust the state's public service for its 

first term. Unlike Labor in 1989, it had no committee experience and had had no transitional plans or 

preparation. The Coalition's inexperience outweighed its apprehension about the loyalties of the state's 

public service. Administrative changes made by the Coalition in its first few months of office pertained 

to a more formal handling of Cabinet Minutes and Submissions with the appointment of a Cabinet 

secretariat. The Coalition's need to address these issues, parliamentary matters and to draft a budget 

immediately, made the new government more reliant on the public service than perhaps it would have 

liked. The Coalition's lack of awareness of what funds were available to them imposed a further 

restraint on the new government. As a result forward planning was difficult and time was initially 

against the government. As this thesis has shown, these initial restraints did not prevent the new 

government from moving swiftly to implement its electoral commitments. 

Cabinet discussions and extensive correspondence testify to the government's genuine intention to cany 

out its electoral commitments in relation to economic growth and industrial relations. As well, its 

publicly stated intention to foster industrial cooperation was given credence in the early months 



following the election with a conference comprising employers and unions, with a view to establishing a 

version of the IPA's "Representative Council for Industry". The government's good will gestures 

towards the public service and the railway workers and Morris' public speeches did much to advance 

the cause of conciliatory industrial relations at this time. 

The Country-Liberal coalition's publicly stated proposals relating to industrial relations had signalled 

its intention to legislate for state court-controlled secret ballots, and Cabinet records suggest that this 

was a priority for the new government. However, initially a number of problems relating to the 

constitutional validity of such legislation were raised and restrained the new government. The promise 

to introduce the legislation within months was thwarted by ongoing legal problems. Other immediate 

and largely unforseen circumstances also reduced the capacity of the new government to implement this 

electoral promise. The general running of the state and the immediate drive to advertise Queensland to 

the world, demanded a lot more of the government's time and attention than had been anticipated. The 

ongoing drought in Queensland and other "urgent" state matters combined to constrain the Coalition in 

its bid to meet certain election promises within a specified time frame. 

Cabinet records show that the Coalition persisted in its attempts to effect the promised legislation 

despite the legal obstacles in its way. Yet constitutional validity and the arduous task off managing 

matters of state were not the only problems for the new government. The trade union movement had 

signalled its disapproval of some of the Coalition's industrial relations proposals, particularly those 

pertaining to state court-controlled ballots. The continuous, if controlled threats of industrial action 

from the state's unions should the Coalition persist in its intention to introduce such legislation proved 

to be a constant foil to the inexperienced government's plans in the early months of the Coalition's first 

term. 

By June 1958 there were still considerable legal difficulties in relation to the court controlled ballot 

legislation, and there was some pressure on the new government from those in the business community 

to demonstrate its credibility to its supporters. By the end of the year however, the government felt 

ready to introduce its controversial ballot legislation. In anticipation of the outcry expected from the 

unions, the government relied on "sweeteners" relating to long service leave to woo the state's workers. 

The new government had discovered that its capacity to effect industrial relations reform early in its 

first term could be measured to a certain extent by what it could offer unions in return for their support. 

The Coalition's paternalistic approach to the state's workers and a relatively tranquil state industrial 

scene contributed to the government's successful legislative reforms in 1958 and 1959. It was another 

three years, another election and a more conducive political environment however before the Coalition 

felt confident enough to resume the process of implementing industrial relations legislative reform. 

Following the government's return to office in May 1960, the Coalition moved to establish a Committee 

to investigate legislative reform and to ultimately pass legislation to give effect to its commitments. 



The announcement of such an inquiry coincided with considerable industrial disputation both in 

Queensland and elsewhere in Australia. The Queensland government was able to use this political 

situation as its rationale for the introduction of legislation that would authorise increased sanctions 

against trade union officials and members, and generally put considerable restraints on the state's trade 

union movement and its autonomy. More importantly, the proposed legislation signalled to prospective 

investors and the business community generally that the government was going to act upon its 

previously stated commitments. 

The speed with which Labor in Queensland picked up the issue of industrial relations legislative reform 

in 1989 surprised even its most ardent supporters. In contrast to the Coalition in 1957, the Labor Party 

in 1989 did not appear to lack confidence in the early months of taking office. This confidence was in 

part due to the considerable administrative and policy preparation that had taken place prior to the 1989 

election and the reform agenda Labor had been elected on. Despite its declared "softly softly" approach 

Labor was swift to take advantage of its honeymoon period and introduce legislative change in the 

public sector. As this thesis has shown, the rapidity with which Labor sought administrative reform 

reflected the Fitzgerald recommendations, prevailing ideas about managerialism in the public sector and 

its own distrust of the state's senior public service figures. Unlike the Coalition in 1957, the new 

government felt able, with the considerable assistance of professional external expertise, to assume the 

mantle of governing without concerning itself unduly about the support, or otherwise of the public 

service. Within three months of taking office Labor had introduced the Public Sector Management Act 

and taken preliminary steps to introduce industrial relations legislative reform. 

Labor in Queensland in 1989 did not harbour the same concerns about the flight of the state's trade 

union movement to the federal sphere, nor did it fear the formidable threat of trade union activity in its 

first term. The union movement in Queensland had suffered considerably at the hands of the previous 

government, and the new government would be given every opportunity to re-establish some legitimacy 

for Queensland workers. The 1990 federal election was also on the horizon and another reason for the 

state unions' compliance. As well, in 1989 the government was not so reliant on the strongly unionised 

industries as Nicklin had been. One of Queensland's most significant growth areas in the 1980s was 

tourism, a lowly unionised sector. Labor's primary concern appeared to be to please the business 

community of Queensland and to minimise any concerns it might have about Labor's potential to 

introduce radical reform. If the traditional Labor supporters were expecting the new government to 

exhibit radical social democratic ideals, they would be disappointed. Labor's first term in office 

reflected the politically neutral stance adopted by federal Labor in the 1980s. Indeed, Wayne Goss was 

particularly keen to avoid the public associating his govenunent with what may have been perceived as 

"traditional" Labor policies aimed at alleviating the plight of workers at the perceived expense of 

business. The existence of the Hanger report and the absence of any specifically union initiated policies 

allowed Labor to adopt and retain this politically neutral position, thereby forestalling criticism and at 

the same time, temporarily at least, pacifying grass roots Labor supporters. 



Like the Coalition in 1957, Labor was operating within a political climate that supported the concept of 

consensus and consultation and there was little electoral opposition to Labor's intention to implement 

the Hanger recommendations. The ideas and principles contained in the report pertaining to the need for 

consultation, together with the emphasis on retaining the conciliation and arbitration system were 

acceptable both to a union movement that feared the decentralisation track, and to employers who had 

feared that Labor would adopt a more radical approach to industrial relations after taking office. The 

emphasis in Hanger's report and in the subsequent legislation on workplace flexibility and the need for 

increased productivity was also welcomed by employers and reflected prevailing ideas about workplace 

reform. 

As well as saving Labor time, the existence of the Hanger report allowed Labor to bypass a new inquiry 

that might reveal potentially difficult issues that a new government might be expected to address. The 

report allowed Labor to implement its legislative intentions and take the credit for the consultative 

process that had taken place prior to its election. As a result Labor did not have to concern itself with 

recriminations or negative responses to the new legislation. The outcome of acceptance was assured. 

Nor was the onus on the new government to formulate a new industrial relations policy in a difficult 

political environment. The utilisation of the report allowed Labor to effectively shift the responsibility 

for legislative reform to an independent politicallly neutral third party. This strategy had a drawback, 

while Labor occasioned little negative reaction to its legislation it was unable to introduce any seriously 

"different" policy options that had not been canvassed and endorsed by Hanger three years previously. 

Very few innovative clauses were introduced into the 1990 Act. The adoption of Hanger had in fact 

been the new government's greatest political ally in the context of industrial relations and its greatest 

restraint. 

Both the Nicklin government in 1957 and the Goss government in 1989 came to power in Queensland 

with a considerable capacity to introduce change and implement their respective reform agendas. Yet 

this thesis demonstrates that while both governments enjoyed the advantages of its "new government" 

status and apparently enjoyed considerable political autonomy as a result of their electoral victory, it 

was Labor in 1989 that was able to effect its industrial relation agenda quickly and without adverse 

political consequences. But it was the Coalition that was able, in the long term to pursue a more 

ideological reform agenda. 

A lack of experience, confidence and unforseen legal complications initially thwarted the Coalition's 

intentions in 1957 to introduce rapid legislative reform pertaining to secret court-controlled ballots. The 

strong presence of the state's trade union movement and other unanticipated political circumstances 

combined with these factors to intimidate the new government and force it to make concessions to the 

unions in order to effect its promises to the electorate. Its perceptions were that without these 

concessions the new government would either be a hostage to the unions' threats or the unions would 



flee to the federal industrial relations system, leaving the government with little or no control over 

union activities. If this were to happen the new government perceived that it would be incapable of 

delivering the high levels of investment and productivity that were the cornerstone features of its 

broader economic policies, relying as it did on the state's strongly unionised industries. 

The early legislation that the Coalition had managed to introduce had largely been the product of 

prevailing ideas and an amenable intellectual climate. It has been argued here that the Coalition's 

intentions were essentially in line with its ideological expectations of its traditional supporters. The 

thesis has suggested that the length of time it took to effect its intentions was largely a result of the 

government's perceptions of contemporary circumstances and its political judgement as to how much it 

should compromise on its original commitments. 

It was not until it was re-elected in 1960 that the new government felt more confident to deal with the 

trade unions and its industrial relations legislative reforms. The government's subsequent handling of 

the industrial disputation in Queensland gave the government more confidence to deal with a trade 

union movement that it perceived was threatening the economic future of the state. The pressure fiom 

the business community for the government to bring about the major changes it had foreshadowed in 

1957, combined with the economic downturn in Australia generally and the prevailing industrial 

environment increased the government's capacity to push ahead with its reforms with less regard for the 

political consequences than had hitherto been the case. The Coalition's major reforms were introduced 

in 1961. Because it had been prepared to wait for a politically opportune moment to exercise its choice 

and introduce the major legislative changes it had promised to the Queensland electorate in 1957, it had 

taken the government four years to implement its major industrial relations commitments. In 1989, it 

would take Labor six months. 

In the late 1950s the state unions had dominated the burgeoning growth industries in Queensland. This 

situation had forced Nicklin's government to give the unions every consideration while deliberating its 

industrial relations legislative reform. In 1989 Labor did not feel the need to consolidate its relationship 

with the state's trade union movement further in order to achieve its economic objectives. Labor's 

objective was to stay in government and to be seen to be doing the "right" thing by all interested parties. 

Labor in 1989 was not intimidated by a formidable trade union movement, nor did it confront the legal 

and budgetary obstacles encountered by the Coalition in 1957. While Labor was just as inexperienced 

as the Coalition had been in 1957, its preparation and utilisation of professional expertise allowed it to 

navigate the difficulties of transition much more quickly than had the Coalition. The business of 

governing was, as a consequence, much less onerous for Labor in 1989. 

By March 1990, Labor was able to point to its new industrial relation legislation and argue persuasively 

that it had "delivered on its commitment to the Queensland electorate. A complete overhaul of the 

state's Principal Act, the repeal of the essential services legislation and the abolishment of VEAs, as 



promised to the electorate were all achieved within six months with little or no resistance from any of 

the major interested parties. Yet by adopting Hanger so publicly and so completely Labor was unable to 

capitalise on the unique opportunity afforded the new government and effectively reduced its scope to 

implement any long term innovative legisltive reforms that might have reflected the changing nature of 

induystrial relation in 1990. Labor was able to effect early legislative reform largely because of the 

reasons discussed above and because of its adoption of a politically neutral legislative policy that 

ensured it did not have to concern itself with the barriers faced by the Coalition. Labor perceived that as 

long as it acknowledged the rhetoric of consensus and appeased the unions with an early "article of 

faith" it would be able to do more with less. It is argued here that there was very little ideological basis 

to Labor's industrial relations legislative reforms. What appeared to be a "win" for Labor supporters 

can be largely attributed to the existence of the Hanger report recommendations, prevailing ideas about 

consensus and the fact that Labor's publicly stated intentions went no further than they ever intended to 

go. The advantages of newly appointed state governments were considerably enhanced in the case of 

Labor in 1989 because of its meticulous forward planning in administration and in policy formation. 

With no formidable interest group opposing Labor in its first term, Labor would have been able to bring 

about extensive partisan-based, industrial relations legislative reform and addressed the more pertinent 

issues pertaining to state industrial relations in 1990. In the interests of political neutrality and a 

determination to demonstrate caution and responsible management of the state, Labor chose to forgo 

this opportunity. 

This thesis has illustrated the need to consider a series of conditions when assessing the capacity of new 

government to introduce industrial relations legislative reform. A change in government itself may 

provide some impetus and bring some legislative benefits, not necessarily to the government's 

traditional supporters. In varying degrees, both the Coalition in 1957 and the Labor Party in 1989 

implemented already existing proposals that were being considered by their predecessors but had stalled 

in the light of internal political troubles. Accepting the work done by the previous govenunent 

illustrates that much of the change, even in a highly contested policy area such as industrial relations, is 

ongoing. 

But whether new governments take advantage of this "newness" will depend on two other factors: the 

inherited political environment and their degree of preparation, both in the art of governing and in the 

relevant policy area. This thesis has demonstrated that Labor was better prepared to govern than the 

Coalition. It anticipated the problems, appreciated the environment and was able to move swiftly 

through the existence of the Hanger report. The Coalition, just as keen to make an impact, were far less 

aware of the problems of the constitutionality of their proposals, or the best way to activate them. 

Preparation for policy development and the process of governing, when undertaken while in 

government, may not contribute much to the electoral victory but prior preparation is essential if the 

party is to slip easily into government and take advantage of its newness and rapidly implement its 



policies. Transitions provide opportunities, it takes preparation in policy and governing to maxirnise 

those opportunities. 

In the context of whether or not parties matter, this thesis has illustrated that within the limits of their 

institutional, political and economic heritage, parties are able to make changes to the industrial relations 

environment. However these are often severe limitations particularly as parties are as concerned to 

accommodate their political enemies as they are to reward their friends. Further, if this potential is to be 

realised, it requires either a significant degree of preparation, as in 1989, or a period of acclimatisation 

to the rigours of office as in 1957-1961. 
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