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Important information for working families about your choice on IR policy.

Who is better able to
protect your rights at work?

WorkChoices has already hurt hundreds of
thousands of working families, including:

L] Workers in small and mediom sized businesses that have
lost protection from being sacked unfairly (nearfy 4
millicn warkers).

. Employees on AWA individual contracts earn on average
$106 a week less than workers on collective agresments,

. Workers in cafes, shops and restaurants including large
numbers of young warkers that have been hit hardest by
WarkChaoices and have lost up to a third of their take
home pay (1.7 million workers).

. Low paid warkers that have experienced a cut in real
terms to their minimum award wages under the Howard
Government's new pay commission 1.5 million workers).

- ; .
at how workers have been holding up under Waorkchoices, worth ﬁghtl"g‘:""'i it for

In this edition of Unite we compare the major parties on IR and we loak

Worse off under WorkChoices
Y

; *lohn Howard used to be my hero, | aways voted for him. But his new
' laws have taken away my rights and pay. John Howard’s got to go.*
Spaotlight worker Annette Harris, offered a AVVA thar cut her penalty rates and

overtime, for a pay rise of 2 cents an hour,

“Staff con be directed to work on public holidays... “Family
commitments’ is not considered exceptional circumstances®.
Telztra management memo to staff about Howard Government R laws (Daily
Telegraph 26 April 2007)

} Technicions ot Rodio Rentals in 54 were locked out of their
workplace without pay for seeking a collective agreement.
The workers had not received a pay rise for three years and their
employer used the new IR laws to insist they all sign AWWA, individual
! contracts, removing many protected conditions,
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The Federal Election is an opportunity for working families to protect their rights at
work and vote against the Liberals' and Nationals' unfair WorkChoices IR laws.

The Howard Government's WorkChoices
lvers have taken away important rights and
conditons such as public heliday pay,
penalcy rates, redundancy pay, overtime pay
and protection from unfair dismissal.

Workchaices is impacting very harshly in
the Australian commamnity.

Women now earn less, on averags,
compared to men than they did when john
Heward was elected eleven years ago.
Workplace Ralations Minister Joe Hockey's
claim that the wages gap betwean men and
womuen has narrowed under the Howard
Govt is simply not supported by the
evidenca.

Research recently highlighted by the ACTU
shows the Government’s unfair IR kws
have particularly hurt women on AVWVA
individual contracts with women on AViiis
only earning 81 cents for every dollar

earned by men on AWAs while women on
collecthve agreements faring better, earning
90 cents for every dollar earned by men®

Women on A¥YAs are earning on average
$87 less per week than their counterparts
on collective agreaments and for part-tima
women, the difference can be as much as
$140 par week, *

Young pecple are particularly vuinerable
under the IR ws. Many ASL members
have voiced their concern for the kind of
workplaces our kids will inherit if these
laws are allowed to continue.

Even if your employer has abyvays bargained
collectively with you the new laws make it
ilbegal te hawe certain clauses in your

Agreement.

At the last election, the Liberals and
Mationals did not tall the public aboust

“Source: AR5 63060 Employes Earnings and Hours Australia, May 2006

their plan to intreduce WorkCheices and
strip away workers' rights but went ahead
and did it anmyreay.

This electon is the first chance for the
Australian public to tell john Howard and
Peter Costello what they think about their
unfair WorkChoices IR laws.

This electon is a vary important
opporunity to stop the Cealition from
going further on industrial relations if it
guts re-glected,

| urge you to ook at the policy differences
and vote at this election for yowr rights at
work,

ASU Audited Accounts

The 2006-2007 audited accounts of the
Australian Services Unioa Victoran Private

Secrar Branch are now avallable on our
wiehsioe ar www asuvle. org

Bargaining barriers under WorkChoices

Bargaining has
never been casy
In ASU
workplaces but at
least in times past
It was falrer than
It Is row.

WorkChoioes has made it increasingly
difficult for employess to get a fair deal in
enterprise bargaining.

The legishation ewen restricts emiployess'
right to decide what to bargain for.
WorkChoices tells you what you can have
and when you can have it Mowhere else
in the waorld are such limitations on
bargaining imposed on the parties.

Even in the LISA, where union contract
negotiations are extremely difficult, there is
na limitation on what unions or employees
can bargain for. In Australia we find
oursehves tied up in red tape negotiating
our way through the government-chassified

‘prohibited” bargaining items.

Employers, employees and unions face fines
up to $33,000 (organisation) or $6,000
{individual) if they mistakenly claim
something the government has deemed by
regulation {not by legishtion) to be iBegal,

This means a number of ssues contained
in bargaining agreaments are now illagal
and must drop out of future agreemants
regardless of the wishes of the parties.

To claim that the government isn't
interfering with the will of employers and
employess is ridiculous. WorkChoices has
made bargaining more complex and has
dramatically slowed the agresment
checking process

There’s nowhere you can go to break a
deadlock. Linder the old system there was

the possibility of concilation by the
Aystralian Industrial Relaticns Commissian,
Under WorkChoices the only option is to
apply pressura through strikes or bans,
This forces empboyers and employees into
conflict when an independent third party
could have helped them reach agreement.

W deserve a much better enterprise
bargaining systam whera the will of
employees is respected. WorkChoices
dogs not put any onus on employers to
bargain with anyone. WWhat is wrong with a
majority of employees who want a
collective agreement having their view
prevail? What is wrong with good faith
bargaining? It works in other countries,
why not in Australia?

WaorkChoices tips the balance towards an
employer more than any ather system in
the world. There is only one way to tip the
balance back, which is to oust the
Government who has given us these laws,
If we: don't, we ain't seen nothing yet.




HOW THE PARTIES

COMPARE

Below is a summary of the key differences between
Workchoices and Labor’s alternative. For more detailed
infurmnﬂ;rtfn to www.lﬂi:.nricli:k on the Your Rights
at Work on and download the factsheets.

AWA individual contracts cut wages and conditions

Howard Government’s IR laws: Labor's IR alternative:

L] AW individual contraces cut pay and condidons such as & AWA individual contracts will be abolished.
public holidsy and weekend pay, overtime and penalty & ‘VWorkers' pay and conditions will be protected including
rates. avertime leadings, penalty races, annual leave, public helidays, rest

L] Employers can make signing an AMYA 2 condidon of getting breaks and redundancy pay.

a job or promotion. ® Guarantes that workers must be better off overall in

L] ‘Workers sacked and offered dveir job back on am AWV, negouations over pay and condidons.
that cuts pay and conditicns.

Collective hargalnlng

Howard Government®s IR laws: Labor's IR alternative:

. Employers can refuse to bargain collectively with workers, @ Workers have a right to bargain collectively, if that is what
even if that is what 3 majority of workers want, a majority of employees in a workplace want,

L Restrict the right to monitor workers' health and safery . Workers have the right to join a union and participate in
by esccluding unions. union activities if that is their choice.

. Restrict unions' ability to check that workers are being . More say for workers through collective agreements.
paid their proper entidements, making it easier for - Mo restriction on what the parties can include in
emplaoyers to avoid prosecution, collective bargaining agreements.

- Individual workers can be fined up to $6,000.

Millions of workers have lost protection from unfair dismissal

Howard Government’s IR laws: Labor’s IR alternative:
L Owver four million working Australians have lost protection  # Workers protected from unfair dismissal,
fram being unfairly sacked. . In small businesses with over 15 workers, protection
L Workers in larger businesses can be sacked for walild apply after 12 months employment and after &
‘operational reasons’, For example if the business wants menths in all other sized businesses.

to employ workers, for the same job, on lower pay.

Working families under pressure

Howard Government’s IR laws: Labor's IR alternative:
- Workers can be put on AWAS with juse five minimum L At least ten award condidons protected including public
conditions. holidays, penalty rates, overtime and annual leave,
- Mare power for employers to dictate working hours, L] More say for workers over rosters and shifes,
L Warkers must negotiate conditions like overtime pay, L An extra year of unpaid leave afver the birth of a child and
penalty rates, public holidays and annual leave entitlements. the right to request flexible working hours untl children
are school age.



The Howard Government has dropped the name
Workchoices but has kept the same old unfair IR laws.

New name for the same old unfair laws:
Millions miss out on ‘fairness test’
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Recent changes to the laws called the ‘fairness test® 1. Fewer workers are protected

are not about protecting workers. They are a

political stunt and Treasurer Peter Costello has even Around 1.5 million workers are not covered by the Tairmess test’
refused to guarantee that the Government will not and receive no protection,

repeal or water down the fairness test if it wins the

federal election (& May 2007, Ch 9 Sunday Program). 3. A limited set of award conditions are taken into

account
The fairness test does not guarantee workers get full financial
compensation for losing their penalty rates, overtime pay, public The fairness test” does not take into account all award conditions
haliday pay, annual leave loading, or other award condidons they when determining if the AWA, individual contract is fair.
lose under the Federal Government’s industrial relations laws. Redundancy pay, rmaternity leave, and a say on the rosters were
previously taken into account in the ‘no disadvancage test’ but are
The so called *fairness test? is full of now not protected and can be abolished with ne compensation to
loopholes: workers.
®  There are around 1.5 million workers who will not benefie 4 AWA's are not checked before they apply to

from the Tamess’ test because they are already on unfair workers wages and conditions

AWVWA's that were lodged before ¥ May 2007. Alse
Under the Workchoices system AWA's are checked only after they
rho than 575,000 resd
2:,5': earming meare ' are ot cavered by start to apply. This means that workers lose their award conditions
first, and then the 'fairness test” is applied ter.

- Workers with famnily responsibilities are particularly at

fust ke the et 0N 1o ing the name Wonkchokoes'
risk. Emob whase avallabiliey to work i icted Just like the Government’s dedision o stop using the name
due to family responsibilities ﬂrlg'dﬂer I &l for its IR kews this foimess test’ i nothing more than a cover up ond
seances | he ::-:nmd iemant to | working formies will see right through it

or shift pay under the fairness test’.

The foct ks that the Howard Government IR changes do not adequately
protect worker from losing their penalty rates, shift allowonces, overtime
pay or other oward conditions.

L] MNon-maonetary compensation can be offered to workers
in exchange for losing their penalty rates or overtime pay
under these changes, And in some cases, workers in
COLNGryY areas or young workers may also not receive
proper financial compensation.

A Step Backwards for Fairness

The fairness’ test i inferior to the previous ‘no disadvantage test’
in key ways:

I. Mo role for the independent umpire (AIRC)

The fairness test’ provides no role for the independent umpire to
scrutinise AYVA's, Under the faimess test’ an individual dissatisfied

with the compensation thay receive for kosing their penalty rates,
overtime and other Award conditions has nowhere to go.
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