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Part 1¢ Jim Chalmers is up for conversations about our economy.
Australians should chime in.

Australia mayhave just got luckyor at least luckienyith the ‘ .
appointment of a Treasurer who thinks about wellbeing. It is a relief "‘f |
after forty years of the dominance of neoliberalism in western o
economies tcheara national Treasurer suggest that the wellbeing and
vaues of the Australian people should shapeitteonomy.This is
GKEG 1 dzaGNI A QA ¢NBI adzZNENJ WAY
the essay he published itheMonthly on 1 February 2028 apitalism

a4 2F TS

After the CrisesnthisSa al @ KS LINRTSaalR2 e S GiKS
appetite for a more consciausense of wellbeidg I F 4 SNJ (i K S ol A
of the Covidl9 pandemi@nd he argued for the need faut the values Ga ; uhs"!
o : ; : fterthe grises
of Australiangiat the forefront of how our economies watkHe said by Jifh Chalmers
GKFG AT 68 FHAEL (G2 R2 GKEG 65 o Wikl 6 S KAy F

degraded environment and social dislocatipall of which threaten to
RAYAYAaK GKS LINPRAzOGA DS OF LI OAGe 2F 2dzNJ SO2y 2 YA S

The election of a Labor government in 202slifted the lid on discussions about how the
Australianeconomy may be rshaped so that ifunctions in the way Prime Minister Anthony
Albanese has said it should. He wants¥aconomy that vorks for people, not the other way
arounct. And anew willingnesdrom this governmento establish respectful conversatiomsth
stakeholders in the economy is evident from the swift completion ofdhies and Skills Summmit
2022and morethan 100 roundtables held prior to the Summit in communities across the cauktry
willingness to listerg at least to major stakeholdeisis clear.

But how can we establish the parameters for a truly meaningioke inclusiveconversation
between the government and Australians at la?d#ow canmore Australians participate in talks
with this new thoughtful Treasurer so that we make the most of this opportunity for discussion?
How can we give ourselves the bekaaoce to build the inclusive sort of economy the government
says itwants?

For his part, it would appear that Treasurer Jim Chalmers is up for different conversations with
RATFSNBY (G aidl | SK2f RS NIonjkegationkits SO2y2Yed | SQa dzLJ 7

0KS | dza ( NI £ A I how wéPpaylidt the setviceslthatzhdgneed and deserve and
have a right to gpect.

Ly 20KSNJ g2NRa KSQa KILILER (2 Ay@2t@S ! dzZa0NIf Al Y3
this that he wants to talk about whether we might pay more tax overall to cover the casirof

growing need foservices, or perhaps scrap the Stagex cuts due in 2024 in the interests of

equality and protection of ouexistingservices. But basedoniisa & @ A (G Q& henliglJr NSy G
comes to the business community the focus of his preferred conversation is not about what either
individualsom dza Ay $4484& LI & Ay GIlE® LGQa lo2dzi K24 0dzaA
they will choose to direct their investmest

The Treasurer is hoping to facilitate a conversation with business leaders to encourage them to
direct their investments towal the public good and so he is segmenting his audience: one
conversation with Australians about tax and another with business about the structure of the
economyand the mix of markets within.ifThis is likely to limit the involvement of Australians ie th
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wider ranging conversation about their economy. It will limit the extent to which Australians and the
government can work together to build a truly inclusive economy that works for people, unless of
course the people of Australia find a way to chimerirtloat wider conversation.

In thisfour-part essayesponding to Jim Chalmeis, ¢ At f I NBdzS GKIFI G AF GKS 32
indeed an inclusive econongyone which increases participation, particularly of women, and draws

on the talents of the whie populationg then it will be very important to bring these two

conversations together so that more Australians can participate in both.

In his essay the Treasurer has stated his working assumption that indsisiganecondition fothe
robust econony Australians need. According to Chalmers, inclusion is

something that makes our economies stronger, not just something we can pay for when the
economy is growig

But as he is structuring the conversations at the moment, he risks giving too much weeilgat
economy as business would prefer it to be and not enough to an economy in which Australians are
the centre. If the intention is that Australians will become the purpose of their own economy, not
the other way around, then we will need a more indhasconversatiorand we will need this on an
ongoing basis

In general, governments are not inclined to bother Australians at large with conversations about the
economy. On tax maybe they are willing to talk. On the economyot so much, if at all.

Conversations about the economy are usually conducted in tHe bbprivilege between

governments and powerful elites, not with everyday Australians. But this patronises Australians to a
degree that is unnecessary in a wealthy, educated nation, and to a degree that is anomalous and
even seHdefeating if the objectig is to build an economy that works for people. Instead of
maximising participation, the political tactic of splitting the conversations and segmenting the
audiences reduces the chances of building the sort of cooperation between people, businesses and
gowernments that is necessary to achieve an economy that delivers what people want and need at
all times, rather thajust when it is growingp €

But it is possible to run these conversations together and in order to help the government master
thatwecandt NIIi A GK | NBaLRyasS (2 GKS ¢NBI &adzZNBENDA
conversations can be organised. In the main, his essay is about how Australia can learn from the
economic crises of recent decades. But there is other learning that carfdreafn response. This is
about how a thoughtful Treasurer can have truly respectful and meaningful conversatioan

ongoing basisvith the Australian people to establish @maintain annclusive economyf. 2 L Qf f
begin by looking at how can we arrantat.

w
Qax
QX

A meaningful conversation with a thoughtful national Treasurer

In Capitalism After the Crisésdza G NI f A | Q& Chawiers arglzdsBoNd giowth Mokidithe

economy thaty LJdzi & SljdzZl £t AG& | yR Sl drdhe seghdsie welcatzdchigve | G K
GKFG GKNRJIZAK &2Y D0 KASYRI OK: Shi @idefide & hesagurbede$ dhat in the

21% century the world has faced three big crisethe Global Financi&Crisis of 2008, the Covi®

pandemic, and now global inflatiapbut to date we have not demonstrated that we have learned

gStf FTNRY (KSaS ONbcasSve lbadetshvefailidtd fivdInedvay A Sg >  a
conclusively or convincingly past theoliberalform of capitalisn that form whichpromotes small
government,less taxation especially for the rich and for corporations, less public ownership or

operation of assets and services, and less regulation of marketsrgraatts orthe natural
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economic problems. Andh effect, his solution is that we should reverse it by remaking capitalism

into a humancentred economic system where partnerships betweenegoments, labour and

0dzaAySaa adzl2 NI-LHAKILBE 368 ONI ta20OKEf a FANLIZ4S¢ SO+

Chalmers sells this as the project of an unabashed optimist convinced that we can and must

build a better capitalism, uniquely Australigmore confidem and forwardthinking; more
aligned with our values; based more on evidence and integrity; more capable of building
resilience, not just building buffers.

Essentially this project might be described as a makeover of capitabsipitalism with a human

face. And if we are to ensure that this makeover is nhot merely superficial then it is certainly worth a
conversation. If there is a genuine intent to build an inclusive economy that promotes equality,
wellbeing and human values but also offers businesseghing they value (profit), then we should

all clamour for the opportunity to participate in the conversation.

That said, it is not all that evident in tizhalmersssay that Australians at large are to be invited

into this conversation. The overwhelming impression is that this is to be a conversation between

those who are already powerful in business, government and probably unions. Nor is it all that

apparent thatthe makeover itself will be more than superficial. There is an optimism in the essay

that neoliberal capitalism will be easily transformed into vatbased capitalism without too much
NEaAA&GlIyOS FNRBY (K2aS 6K2Q0S oThe/dBeEtoniisivdithy angd a i T N2
even inspiring; who, after all, would not wish for a form of capitalishat is socially oriented such

a thing were a realistic prospect? Chalmers certainly thinks that the transformation he is proposing is
realistic. He prmotes it as

Optimism and realism two defining characteristics of our people, and of the best of their
governments.

LGQa 3INBILG (2 as SButktinyst be Said yhik fo yha exidiid eSEdy Ndsdiiied a ¢
the means by which we might ackiethis transformation, it is missing some things that are vital if
the makeover is to be more than superficial d&nlly successful for Australians, business and the
economy as a whole. Three of the biggest missing things will be discussed in thisiesphyto Dr
Chalmers.

9 The firstis the lack of any intent to engage in a conversation with Australians about what
they actually valuand what wellbeing means for theman understanding of which is
essential to any program to deliver the sort of weillg Australians want and need.

9 The second is the lack of intent to conduct a conversation with business about building a
national competition policy which actually fosters fair competit@an essential ingredient
of a healthy economy which works to dedr what people reallyaluein the most cost
efficient way

1 And the third is the lack of an understanding about tieed fora conversation with
Australians about fairness in their economipy which | mean fairnes®st justin taxation
but also indistribution ofthe nationalincome andwealththat Australians work hard
generate

We needmeaningfulconversations about thestaree things and Chalmers has leastopened the
door. They are essentiabnversatiosif we wish to build a peopleentred eonomy.This essay in
reply to the Treasurer deals with how wiaght have them| will speak first about the conversations
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we should have about a valubssed economy, then those we should have about a competitive
economy, and finally those we need about#& economy.

Part 2¢ Conversations about a valulkased economy

The neoliberal form of capitalism is one that is poorly regulated, predatory, excessively private
sector controlled, exclusivandit abjures fair competitionFew if any progressive economists would
disagree thathat type of capitalism is the cause of our current economic woes. After all, forty years
of the privatisation and deregulatiopromoted by neoliberal governmentss given usothing

other than a decline in productivity, low wagasdgrowth in all types of inequalityncluding

income, wealth, gender and intergeneratiodaly S |j dzI f A ( & ® ah dkgodionlofipdvate I A OGSy
monopolies and attendarproblems ofmarket concentation, and a loss of or inaccessibility to
services that are essential to what really matteithe wellbeing of people. Neoliberalism is indeed
capitalism bereft of social purpose. This is so obviousithhis essay aboufapitalism After the

Crised dza G NI £ A | J@niChalinsi® does dutl Babstd time trying to prove yet again the
connection between neolibersim, economic decline argtowth in inequality Instead he focuses

on the opportunity we havén the 202040 learn how to do things differently.

For Chalmers, doing things differently involves starting with good information about the level of
wellbeingwe have now and measuring changes in that over time to determine whether policies are
working to improve our quality of life. He is working with Treasury to build a framework for

Y2YAG2NRY A 6Stf0SAYya gKAOK KS AydRyRE TS YISYiZ dzy C

some time in the middle of 2023.CFP has made a submission to this project

From apodcast interview aboulis essayit is clearChalmersmagines a national wellbeing
YSIF&adz2NBYSyld FTNIYSG2N] 6KAOK gAff o0dAftR 2y (KS
contain around 25 indicators of what mattarsostto Australia and Australians. Presumably he is
anticipating that in the event tharends on these indicators take a turn for the worse, this will

provide a good system of guidance for policy adjustments necessary to restore a positive trend of
wellbeing.

This is a logical approach to policymaking for the public good but it contaimsber of inbuilt
limitations. One of those is that because it is essentially backieaking it means that we will be
locked into reactive (as opposed to proactive) approaches to policymaking. This sort of
measurement framework forces us to put off thpportunity to optimise policies until such time as
things get worse; and so much worse that it has become obvious in headline indicators of decline in
wellbeing, such as massive increases in mental health problems or homelessness. In this
arrangement, pbcy adjustments are always derived from a misery we should not have created in
the first place.

This is not to say that we shouilve up on the idea of measurimgellbeing. On the contrary. But if
we confine our approach to securing wellbeing to oneevehwe do nothing more than gather better
data to look back on mistakes, then we will be doing little more than consigning ourselves to an
unnecessarily bumpy ride. And the conversations Australians might have with their governments
(assuming each governmeis willing to have them at all) will always be about the mess we have
made and the lottery of who gets to have the next shot at fixing it (assuming anyone can).

/| Kt YSNBEQ Saale Aa Ay FIFOG | HBknhgapprdaiNtb G A2y 2 7F
measuring wellbeing. Taking neoliberalism for the colossal mistake that we now know it is, he

suggestsve should reactwitis K & KS NBIFNRa Fa 'y a2LlRarasSe
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makes sense as a possible fix. That ostensibly opposite appiotebe manifest by government
leadership in renewing and restructuring markets. He says,

Here, government has a leadership role to play: defining priorities, challenges and méssions

Y20 GLAOTAY3I GAYYSNEED ¢ KA XKetsh facilit@idNovis ofOF £ G2 3
capital into priority areas, and ultimately make progress on our collective problems and

purpose. The neoliberal model is the opposite of this. It pretends to be agnostic on these

guestions, but ultimately a choice is still bemgde through passive darioritisation and

the perverse outcomes and greater vulnerability that emerge over time.

For the moment we can leave aside any discussion about whether Chalmers is describing opposites

here ¢ whether there is much difference betwa the neoliberal modeind a system imhich
I32PSNYYSyita aFFIOAtAGIGS Ft26a 2F OFLMAGEE Aydz2 LN
GKA& LRAYyG AG Aa tA1Ste G2 0S Y2NB dzaS¥dAf (G2 RgS
changethe decision system so that we use it to shift investment in Australia towards public value.

'S A& O2YYAUGlGAYy3a (2 AYUNRPRAOAYIAYOFESGYSPis (68§ a8S
government and the private sector,

recognising that governmeniusiness, philanthropic and investor interests and objectives
are increasingly aligned and intertwined.

LG Aa y20A0SI16ftS (KIFKG GKS AyGaSNBaidla yR 262580
KSNBX S@Sy (K2dAK G(§KS&NBNEB 2Fdz0MI02 & $§ R ©i 2 daii S LAWK &
/ Kt YSNBE Q | NB dz¥8ed tapitalBm ilkhengefodh be elz®dsiastically embraced by
business and that this will overcome the neoliberal perversion of capitalism, reinstating a market
economy thatonce again works for people. His central assertjafter the teachings of Mariana
Mazzucatc is that in capitalism

markets built in partnership through the efforts of business, labour and government are still
the best mechanism we have to efficienéigd effectivelydirect resources.

Thisis an expression of faith in markets if they are well regulated and run cooperdtivehe

benefit of all, not jusford 2 Y S &  anyawwal thaifimarkets are run as partnerships between
businessandgovgrY Sy i (1 KSe& gAtf 0SS adzafdefickedyditedwhat A y Of dzi A
the community actually values and needs.

There are a few issues with this. To begin with, we would need to rely on the good faith of all
players, not just inndividual markets but also through time, by which | mean across periods of
change in governmentnd perhaps in periods of relaxation efgulations requirindpusinesseso

act consistent with the public interestin other words, irnthoseperiods of markt failure that
inevitablyarise from regulatory failuredn particular we would need to be assured that private
investors who may be the beneficiaries of investment of public funds would shake off their past
irresponsibility and forever after honour ogétions to provide social returns. Chalmers assumes,
though his experience in forums such as the Investor Roundtable, that there is a will within business
toward the public good, that there is what he calls

a genuine appetite among so many forwdoking businesspeople and investors for
something more aligned wittheir values, andur national goals|[Emphasis added.]
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This is a rather more benign image of private investors and
corporations than we have evidence for. Despite sdonakcations
that the corporate worldha® A &8 02 3SNBR aSy @A N
governance principlesknown agi 9 € &da 02 N1LJ2 NI G S
NE & LI2 y &dodrhakiN (i dadE alignment of business values
andnational goalds yet to bedemonstrated in any reports | have
examinedg and for the purpose of offeringonsolidated reports

to Australians about their wellbeinguch asl'he State of Australia
2020andThe State of Australia 202Pexamine quite a lot. If :
anything, the evidence gigests that state capture by corporations [&W progressing Towards
is now so firmly entrenched that corporate values have eclipsed o (llon Qustsabin®
national goals. An alignment is not in evidenaad certainly not

as a national trend. Moreover, publprivate partnerships exhibit
little if anyof the ethics and commitment necessary to deserve the . E—

yEYS GLI NIYSNEKALEZ YR OSNIH weyy Cfp NI Y S NEB
This applies notwithstanding the discovery of ESG and CSR by v
more enlightened businesses.

The State of Australia =
202z
End of Term Report

46™ Parliament of Australia

<,
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No doubt there are some good souls in the busmeector who are looking for investments that are

in the public interest. There is doubtless an appetite among investors, for instance, to avoid
investing their wealth in businesses exposed to climate risk. But that appetite only arises from the
desire toavoid losses rather than from any more altruistic alignment with national goals. Indeed, the
desire to avoid climate risk is likely to be more about ensuring busisésse built up sufficient
investments to allovthemto offset any losses that might ag from the more risky but high return
investments businesses still want to make in fossil fuels. As such, there is little in the market
behaviour of capitalism to suggest that businesses will shake off their instinctual greed for the sake
of the wellbeingof nations. Their capacity to resist the temptations of rseeking, especially while
they maintain limited liability for the invested funds of others, is highly dubious. At least we should
view it as dubious based on the evidence to date.

Itis a god idea to build a wellbeing measurement framework and there should be no doubt about

/| KIf YSNEQ adaSNIA2y (GKIFIG aéeKIG 6S YSIF&Adz2NE RANBOI
that at last we have a Treasurer who is willing to pursue an agendathddzi & @oKdzYl y 6 @I f dz
LX  OS 2F wodzaAySaae @QlfdzsSéod . dzi AT oSifwd yi GKS Y
expect that it will guide us towards the policy decisions that actually deliver what we reallyqvalue

then there are a fevgapsthat need to be filled ib NJ / KIF f YSNA Q | LILINR | OK ®

Any Treasurer seeking to build a wellbeing indicators framework capable of efficiently guiding policy
to deliver what Australians valueeeds to start by asking them what they value. Chalmers has

missed his fundamentally important step. Had he taken it, he would have found that Australians
value more than the things that would or could be measured by a backleaking wellbeing

indicators framework of the OECD style and this might have resulted ireeediffor additional set

of strategies; those best suited to creating valuessed capitalism. In his zeal to offer hope through
leadership he has assumed he knows enough about what we value to build policies that will reliably
deliver it. But it is likelhat he has missed at least half of what it is that Australians value, if only
because he is focussing on our wellbeing now, to the exclusion of what we might want it to be in the
future.

< cfp 7
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Australians highly value some things that unfortunately are
typically absent in standard wellbeing measurement
FTNIYSg2N) & fLAQBS (KRB0 dregiyesns R THE PEOPLE'S
extensive research in my mostrecentbodkK St S 2 LJt

Constitution Examples include peace, freedom, employment CONSTITUTION
of choice (not just a job as such), and decency in internationg THE PATH TO EMPOWERMENT
citizenry! Each of hese and several others that are absent in et ooty
OECBstyle measurement frameworks ti@a major effect on
our sense of and our actual wellbeing. Australians also value
particularfuture ¢ one in which their children will flourish. '
This too is not normally adulated in standard measurement
frameworks like the one Treasury is proposing to build. 12?‘”2?
this means is that a measurement framework which omits | =
deeper consideration of what we valad Y R R2 Say Qf
attempt to articulate itas the primary guiding prciple for
design of a new econonywill not be as useful for purposes
of sound policy development as a wider vahiresed
framework would be.

'BRONWYN KELLY

It will not be enough just to measure changes in wellbeing compared to the past on a felevegh
indicators (which if the OECD index is anything to go by will, in the main, not be abouthghat
Australianpeople value) and then react by policy amendments waed only wherthe trends turn

badlyon those few indicatorswhat must be measured simultaneouslywisether the trends are

bending in the right direction towards preferred targets for the future. The measurement framework
needs to be forwardooking as well as backwatdoking. And unless it contains both those

perspectives and is specific about what vedue now and for the next generations, any conversation

that a Treasurer may have with Australians will be fundamentally incapable of establishing

something as ambitious as valuleased capitalismLuckily, Australia already has a dual vision
wellbeingmé a8 dZNBYSy G FNI YSg2N] G KIF G Aibtylia 6ofethérd ST dzf K S N
National Wellbeing Indel L Qf £ &LISF {1 Y2NB Fo2dzi GKFG €FdSNW®

/ Quitrabio 70—?5(400 contains > \

data about starting points for over 270 features of our current health y N [
and wellbeing as a nation — including statistics about our current .
social cohesion, natural environment, economy and democracy. lusoalia To’dl«,
This is the
M valio ﬁgﬂ' Yer Plifional W&%mﬁ 7no(e//t;
The Index will soon expand to include more than 350 baseline data 4
», points, marking our health as a nation in the early 2020s. '

72»& Aunstrabio ﬁgm Hoidional W&%W 7;1,0(%

is a unique tool for measuring national wellbeing because it
Cf combines baseline data on indicators of wellbeing with targets for

Click here to
see how the

real progress on the issues that are most important to Australians. Index is
developing in
Developed by =cfp, this Index doesn’t just measure change from a baseline, Chapterps sgto 8

it measures the nation’s progress towards or away from our preferred targets
\ and outcomes. It measures our success in what matters most to us.

of Australia
Together

1 For a wideranging list of Australian values in thesaentury see Bronwyn Kellg, K S t S2 1LJf SQa / 2y aih
The path to empowerment of Australians in &' 2&ntury democrag Australian Community Futures Planning,
January 2023.
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In the meantime, if Treasury wishes eéstablish a forwardboking valueshased measurement
framework¢ one capable of building a valubased economy they willneed to ask Austrains

what they want for their future. This is not something governments have been predisposed to do.
They are naturally shy of unleashing demands they might not wish to satisfy and certaifdwidbn

to be held accountable at the ballot box for failurem@et those demands. The natural preference

of our major political parties is to present Australians with a fait accompli about what they can have
rather than ask them whether they want it or not. And what we will be permitted to have, at least in
the sortof economy preferred by neoliberals, is always going to be far less than we need.

But if we organise ourselves to articulate
what we want for our future, we can then
construct an indicators framework which
will be far more useful in delivering the
future we prefer, and with less mistakes.
With that sort of dual vision frameworkin | —
hand we are less likely to waste tiraad Measuring what matters. ' |
moneyon policies that are unlikely to take e

us where we would prefer to go as a nation

Australian Government

“ The Treasury

| | View ACFP’s Submission <
For instance, had we had such a dual visiol N
framework in hand, we would certainly hav| O IVle@asuring What Matters

started sooner on cutting carbon emissions,
well before we ended up in a place of larggale societal anxiety about impending climate
catastrophe. Had governments attendadd acquiescetb the clearly expressealspirations of
Australiansthey would not have lumbered them with such inept policies. It is a matter of record in
Lowy Institute pollshat in the 16 years
between 2006 and 2022 the proportion of

Australians who wanted the government to Lowy Polls - 2006 to 2022
do something to prevent climate change % of Australians wanting to take action on
never dropped below 80%. As early as — global heating

2006, over 90% wanted the issue to be
addressed, with approximately 70% of that

group wanting something done 80
AYYSRAFGSt@&@ aS@Sy A7
g
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Australia at the start of the 2icentury =
had the foresight to see that it would be in
their interest to begirtaking stepgo stop
climate change soomeaather than later
ceven if this involves significant costg 2 | 20
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Eas
mitigate climate change and conservative R B

governments in partidar used any i The problem of global warming should be addressed, but
its effects will be gradual so we can deal with the
argument they (_;OUId’ no matter how problem gradually by taking steps that are low in cost
unfounded, to kill off every chance of the e ; )
; - M Global warming is a serious and pressing problem. We
Australian people to rise to the Cha”enge should begin taking steps now even if this involves

of climate change and protect their significant costs Source: Lowy Poll 2022.
Graph by ACFP.
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https://poll.lowyinstitute.org/files/lowyinsitutepoll-2022.pdf
https://www.austcfp.com.au/_files/ugd/2b062e_81c9ce8d59e247aa86599ae0ff209f09.pdf
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A dual forward and backwardookingwellbeing indicators framewor& one which is more specific
about what we value both now and for our futugevorks more efficiently to weed out weaknesses

in policy sooner rather than later, artde Chalmers essay gives us some insight into how a merely
backwardlooking framework is inherently ineffective as an instrument for identifying the best suite
of integrated policy solutiong the ones that are likely to be the most cesffective in the long run

Had he considered a broader array of the value&uwstralians, it is likely that he would have begun

to build more resilient solutions than those posed in his essay. Building reasonably well on the
learning of the last decade, he hasalbeit belatedlyg identified the policy priorities of an orderly
energy and climate transition, a more resilient economy less vulnerable to unreliable supply chains,
and a focus on adapting to new technology. And he has homed in on collaboration-and co
investment with the private sector as (in his view) the best means livetepublic value. But had he
looked towards the preferences of Australians for their future he could have developed a deeper
picture of public value which would have inspired a more robust set of policy optiarset of

integrated policies which helpsuranscend the risk of changes in government. For example, he may
KFI®3S FAIdZNBR 2dzi GKFdG ' dzadNIfAlFya R2y QG gl yd &1 N
which relies less on building up arms to start one and more on building social and humanitarian
programs to prevent one. It may have helped him withstand pressure from the military industrial
complex and a belligerent America intent on prioritising their national interest above ouris dhe
proces<cruelling our relationship with our biggest tragj partnet China

He may also have discerned that an economy and services that are resilient through time and less
prone to budgetary pressures or political attack are more likely to arise from a strengthened role for
the public sector in direct delivery of services byaetiompetition with the private sector. Instead

of increasing his faith in the benevolence of businesses and a voluntary alignment of their values
with national goals, he may have chosen to establish new policies which can strengthen the safety of
whateverpublic investments are made with what is after alleay doubtful partnerwhen we attend

to the evidence about what the private sector has valuBuk private sector values profits not

people.

It is likely that Dr Chalmers is drawn towards relying on the idea that the private sector will respond
with alacrity to his invitations to become a more responsible and fair partner because he is working
on the assumption that there are budget constraifds the government in delivering services direct
and owning and operating critical infrastructulde is subscribing to the view thahen it comes to
what governmentsan do for usve are limited by wealthApparently, he is not persuaded by

Modern Monetary Theoryand its claim that governmengre not limited by a lack of funds; or at
leastheis not inclined to being seen as a Treasurer willing to maximise the advantage of being a
sovereign issuer of currency. Clearly he has been persuaded leastwants to persuade ughat

the trillion dollars of debt his government has inherited constitutes a barrier to direct investment of
taxpayer funds in Australians and makes it imperative that he should replace that with investment of
those same funds in bussses instead working on the assumption that businesses will spend that
money well.

¢CKSNE Aa y2 SOARSYOS (KIFd GKS LINAGIGS aSOG2NI &Ls
sector. There is more evidence to the contrary if price hikes and otdhy falls are used as
YSIFadz2NBad ! yR 0iSe0ardifahs evidéhtefseée@ NG Have Bonfined him to an

approach of fiscal rectitude it has led him to assume he must rule out large public sector projects

and government trading enterpriseBleasserts that this preference for limiting the public sector as

I 0AIIASNI LX F@SNIAY YIFIN]SGa Aa yz2id 2dzad | Fdzy Ol A2
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change the dynamics of politics, towards a system where Australians and businesses are
clear and active participants in shaping a better society. This year, our institutions can draw
2y Fff GKS yridiAzyQa GrtSydao

It is a nice wish for 2023, but to the extent that a preference for balancing a federal budget forces

any government to clamp dowmaspending public funds directly on the public, it does not and

OFryy2i( SatlrofAakK Iy SO2y2Yeée (GKFd RNIga 2y Fftt (F
in the public good and therefore it does not build resilience into the economy at all. Mareiove

the extent that it syphons public money to private control it actually puts the budget into a worse
financial conditiorg especially if the recipieni® businesslo not play the partnership game
SGKAOIfte IyR NFBaLRy a Aestibriddes wokcSnstitutd B systatmNBidthmidl LI
GRNI ¢ 2y Fftf (GKS ylrdA2yQa it dndlotkthe dto b positdriid f
which their role is always to simply bail out businesses when markets dominated by the private
sector fail Also, 1 is not a system which will allow the public to share valnd returnsfrom

delivering services to themselves. On the contrary, it is still neoliberalism. It is still picking winners,
and the winners ar@rivate corporations not the public.

<N
—n

So in thethird part of this essay | will look at one option for a renewal of capitalism that is less

superficial than the makeover offered in the Chalmers essay. This is not to suggest that the

makeover should be abandoned. But thererisaalditionalchoice that the government can make for
NEF2NY YR NBAGNHzZOGdzZNAY3I 2F 1 dzAGNFf Al Qa SO2y2Ye
thatQ @silient through time and actually does fit with what Australians value.

Chalmers believes that the systarfivaluesbased capitalism he has described is a realistic

possibility, probably because he is a politician and a superficial makeover of capitalism is politically
pragmatic. It would be considered by his cabinet colleagues as a strategy that is lggse liee

RSNI Af SR o0& (GKS O2N1LRNIiGS LR2oSNER GKIG gAfft AYySOA
G2 6KAOK L2t AGA Garélyydiiticai rddisnede sfidulll goShie istaken @a

economic realism. As an economic strategy itery unlikely to give Australians a realistic chance of

building a form of capitalism that values people, let alone one which restores equality to a point

where Australians can once again enjoy a fair share of returns for investm#miopublic funds.

If a peoplecentred economy is truly valuday the Albanese governmerihere is an additional

A0NY GS3e KIG O2dAZ R 0S O2YyaARSNBR® ¢KAA 2LIWAZ2Yy ¢
help the government sidestep the clear weakness of thiitipally pragmatic approach that relies far

too heavilyoncdh y @3S adYSy i 6AGK | LI NOHYSNE gK2aS @It dzSa
nation, and far too little on restoring competition so that business has sufficient incentive to behave

well as a rggonsible partner in meeting national goals.

To sum up, an additional lesson the government might learn if it really wants a Azdged

economy is to ask Australians what they value now and for their future. Then, and only then, can the
government begi designing an economy that maximises their capacity to deliver the inclusion the
governmentwants and the sort of wellbeindustraliansvant. This amounts to a recommendation

to the government that cooperation with Australians should cdmeé&recooperaton with business

if a new form of capitalism is to be built that values Australians.

At the same time, if the government wants an economy in which businesses offer what the nation
values, rather than just pursue profits, then it would be as well to attentthe full depth of the
evidence of the failure of neoliberalism and look to solutions which offer the patititional

capacity to withstand the market failures that arise from it. This will necessitate a tough
conversation with business about whainitll take to build a competitive economy. Given the power
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of the corporate sector, this is not a conversation for the fdiearted. Business will fight back. But

if the government approaches the business sector armed with a stodgerifiedunderstandng of

the values of Australians, the government will be better equipped than it has been to date to stand

up for an inclusive economy whiclan reallybend business towards a valubased form of

capitalism by reinstating the competition in the market that has been removed by neoliberalism. In

the nextinstalment of ths essayin reply toJimChalmers|. Qf f RA a4 Odzaa ¢6Keé | yR K2 g
about a ompetitive economy should be had.

Part 3¢ Conversations about a competitive economy

In his essayCapitalism After the CrisEs | dza G NJ rér¥in QriaimenddSimagided a new type

of capitalism which puts the values of people at the centre of our economy and he has suggested

that the best way to ensure that capitalism delivers what Australians valoebisild markets as

partnerships between business, labour and government. The emphasis of his strategy is to change

the decision systems governments use in economic matters so that we shift private sector

investments in Australia towardbose that will provide public value. He is committing to

AYUNRBRAzOAY 3 | ySg NBEf I MRFIKKALERFE O2S {4 S2WI THIAB@YN

private sector

But when we look at both the evidence of risk associated with
excessive reliance on partnerships between business and governme

. ) ; National
and the evidence about what Australians value for the futiis Compétition
strongly suggests that Australiawsnt and need more surety about Policy

essential services than has been and can be providddrbys of
capitaismlike neoliberalism which rely too heavily on private
domination of markets and too little on public sector participation.
Given that evidencegne major policy option that shouktrengthen
our capacity to delivethe wellbeingand security that Australianseed
would be to revise the National Competition Policy.

The Albanese government in some sense is considering this, having

appointed Andrew Leigh as Assistant Minister for @etition, Charities and Treasury. But it would

appear that the impetus of reforms is not towards increasing competition by ensuring the publicly

owned sector restores and maintains a solid share in the markethare sufficient to ensure that

there is emugh competition to the private sector to keep it competitifity and therefore keep it
STFAOASYU Sy2dz3K a2 GKIFIG AOGIBFASDIdAIGE2 AGKS MNXY
imagined is possible in his essAycompetitive private sectoraninot be achieved by the sort of

avyrftf I20SNYYSyYyild LINSFSNNBR o0& (K2a$S o6 Kethed2yINBII
Business Council of Australia and the Minerals Council of Australia. Instead the evidence is that when

the governmentsectoY' I { Sa o4l & (2 AyONBIFrasS (KS lsamdriS asSoi
withdraws from providing services and infrastructure direct as a player in its own right, markets lose

their incentives to compete by efficiency, and private monopolies emerge to \tigile penalty on

the publicg price gouging, low wages and -affioring of profits. Only the multinationals win in that
arrangement.

WAY / KFEEYSNRBRQ ySg6 YIyATSad2 F2NI OFLMAGLIEAAY R2Sa
greater share of the mask in services and infrastructure and be present as a player that may once

again enjoy more of the returns from delivering services to itself. In his essay he purports to be

offering a program to restore competition in capitali&y shifting it away fromts$ neoliberal form

and creating new partnerships between the public and private seBlarin reality he is simply

offering areform which presents little if any incentive to shift markets away from corporate greed
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and irresponsibilittand towards publivalue If we are to be confident that the publprivate
AYy@Saia2NI LI NIYSNARKALA / KFfYSNRE | aLIANBa (2 gAff
GOl tdzS¢ SELISOGSR o6& O2N1RNIGSasx Y2NB Ydza Ot S gAt
participation and ownership alongside thegmiblicprivate partnerships, because there is no

evidence that the corporate sector has a will to cooperate to the extent necessary, especially in the

care sector.

R
f

I 2NLI2 NI GA2ya FNB fA]Ste (2 Gl-APO08&KE¢ ¢BBE K dZIK 8 82
because it will reduce their risk. But when it comes to efficiently delivering good, affordable services

and fairly sharing the returns it will be another story. This is plain from the findings of royal

commissions such as that on aged care wherectiremissioners found K piivateproviders have

much worse quality outcomes than government and-fatprofit providerg. In effect, the

increasimgly private composition of the market has placed further pressure on quality and safety in

aged care

Corporate reluctance to share markets witte governmentsectoris also plain from the reaction to

the essay from thoseesidingat the less altruistiend of the business sectqrthe end which does

not want to see governments spending taxpayer funds directly on taxpayers and is still insisting,

after all its glaring failures, that the private sector does it better and that it should therefore

continueto suppress public sector spending and corral the handouts of public funds towards private
ventures. For this end of the business warlthe end that persists in the suggestion that our funds

are safer with them than with us partnership with governmenand the Australian public does not

mean cooperation and increased competition; it means more of the same favours to businesses. For

the newly elected, businedscussed member of federal parliamentegra Spendeffor instance, it

YSIya G(KS 320SNYYSyld &aKz2dAZ R 0S5 deleasiagityed A GasSt Fé =
handbrake on busineész A y (i NP RadeOrabie Thx an@ dedractial arrangements for them,

FYR FalAy3 ay2id 2dzald 6KIG odzaAySaa OFy R2 F2NJ 372
odzaAySaadé ¢KSNBQa y20 YdzOK céaeyfahly aotinithedvgfy trie ¥ | G A f f
Treasurer may hae hoped.

Chalmers published his essay on 1 February 2023 and it took respondents like Spender that are

strongly supportive of business less than a week to reject his approaches out of hand, incapable as

they were of seeing anything in the obvious deelof the economy that might have been their fault

or the fault of the conservative governments who structured markets so heavily in their favour. So
GKSNBE YIe 0SS a2YSOKAY3 gAa0FdA & dzi2LALY | 62dzi V
partnership throgh the efforts of business, labour and government are still the best mechanism we

have to efficientlyand effectivelyR A NS O (i  Ntfsda® rdaheIiike Iy thatdmarkets built in strong

competition are the best mechanism for efficient resource,ysticularly in the oligopolistic

market structures we now have Australia courtesy of neoliberalisnNevertheless, his idealism

does ot seem to have blinded him to the need to reshape markets. He rightly observethéhat

éconsidered and efficient markdthie wantstg SNE y 24 ¢KIF G GKS 2fR Y2RSf R
means they were not what neoliberal capitalism delivered, although he might mean that Keynesian
§02y2YA04 RARYQ(O RSEAOSNI (KSY SAGKSNID {& AG A& F
might reside that suggests partnership markets of the kind he has championed are winners for public

Gl £ dzSd {dzZFFAOS (2 aleée GKS SOARSYyOS AayQil -0KSNB
based capitalism thawill rely on fair and honouaible partnerships between busineasd

governments has any greater capacity than the old models to deliver public value.absbnce of

such evidencé would be best to build as mudbugh competition back into the market as possible.

This strongly imiges that a different focus should be brought to bear on how the National

Competition Policy might be remade so that it is fit to support the sort of collaboration and co

investment necessary for efficient allocation of resources and a reduction of ingqual
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The National Competition Policy was designed in the early 1990s to make room for greater private
involvement in public services and markets by levellimgpprted playing field imbalances between

the public and the private sectarlt was built ora premise that the private sector was suffering
barriers to entry to new markets because of advantages ostensibly enjoyed by the public sector in
ownership of natural monopolies and critical infrastructure. At its inception, the policy was meant to
merelylevel the playing field and ensure access to infrastructure by the private sector on fair terms.

LG 6layQd YSIyd G2 S2S00G UKS Lzt AO SyuAaANBfé 7TN2

infrastructure. It was meant to usher in a period of imprdwepacity foboth the public and private
sectors to compete, and by that means it was meant to result in assurances for Australians that
goods and services would be delivered at the lowest long run cost. As it played out though, once the
Howard governmencame to power, privatisation programs premised on an idea (ultimately proven
to be baseless) that the private sector operating in free markets is naturally more efficéanthe

public sectooperating in the same marketfunctioned to withdraw the phlic sector far more than

it should have from being a player in the levelled field. Instead of services being privatised in such a
way as to increase competition, more and more wsiraplysold off, and sometimes as private
monopolies no less. Oftathey were sold for far less than their value and with contract conditions
which actually introduced huge barriers to the public sector in competition. ltaxvagd on public
assetsand income streamen a grand scale, facilitated by governments for thiegose of reducing
competitionfor the corporate sectorather than increasing.ifTo correct this it will not be enough to

NEfe 2y LI NIYySNBKALIA 0S¢ S SasCliamdmigieys.Thexdamadel o 2 dzNJ

is now too significant for such a dgfsoftly solutionWe now have an economy controlled by
oligopolies, particularly in banking, the mediaining,airlines, airports, ports, electricity generation
and transmissiomoads and transporthealth and aged care, laboratories, and vital daaads And
some state governments are looking to expand the-g#d, most notably the New South Wales
government which now wishes to privatise Sydney Water.

Chalmers is of the view that if we are to have a prosperous future we need an inclusive ecbgomy

gKAOK KS YShkya ¢S ySSR G2 RNIg 2y Ittt GKS yI Az

instance, theAustralian National Outlook 201X9a consortium of theCSIRO, National Australia Bank

and twenty other participating agencies (including three universities, peakongirofit NGOs, a

range of najor corporationsandfunds managers and the Australian Stock Exchangepngly

supported this view. Sib should be expected thahere will be little dispute from the private sector

about the benefits oaininclusive economyHowever, Chalmers assumes can attain the
ySOSaalNE AyOfdzzaAzy AT a3I20SNYYSyda FyR Ay@gSadz

YSIEyid G2 Gelis alydl3dz2yraidaéd GKSNB 6arAyOS (KS dz

evidence would suggest that when it coa® creating competition, we need somewhat more
antagonism than less and particularly more of the antagonism that can only come from having a big,
strong, publicly owned competitor actively working to maximise public value in aegllated, fair
market Nothing less than the fear of an able and efficient publicly owned competitor is likely to

AYONBIasS GKS LINAGEFUS aSOi2Nna F20dza 2y ylLdAazylf

Without the constraint of the necessary competition from aficént public sector, the private

sector, particularly in less wetegulated forms of neoliberal capitalismill be structurally geared

not to promote social purposes but to embed inequality. Neoliberalism thrives on inequality, so it
will be incentivied to continue embedding it unless strong counterincentives can be simultaneously
and firmly embeddedhroughout ourmarket structures. This means bigger government and the
courage to stand up for iChalmers wants to be a leader. But unless his leadedibplays more of

that type of courage the courage to match the neaxomplete takeover of our markets by the

private sector with competitivparticipationby the public sector on behalf of the taxpayer

Chalmers and the partnerships he wants will betaside like feathers.
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Australia is home to a large numberaitherents to the myth that the private sector operating in
free or at least very lightly regulated markets will inevitably be more efficient than publicly funded
competitors operating in theame marketsAnd for more than two decades these mythmakiease

sought to complete their takeover of markets in social

services and national infrastructure assets. So it should be|z

no surprise thatn 2015, when the National Competition
Policy was reviewedt did not result in any reform. With

the benefit of two decades of experienabout the parts of
the policy that had not worked wellhe reviewers should
have picked up the obviousthat the policy was not being
implemented ager its originaintention of establishing
efficient service delivery through fair competition between
the public and private sector on a level playing fi@dt

they did not. Instead they madecommendationghat set
the policy up not just to repeat but tawidenthe original
mistakes by approving expansion of the sort of public asse
and services that shuld be exposed to privatisatioihis
disregaradthe obvious negative impacts consumers
arising from he way the policy had been implemented with
GKS LXlFeAy3d FTASEtR a2 3INRaa
favour. But thosenegative consequencd® A RjystQrise
because the policy was badly appli@dey were bound to
happen because the policy itself was built on a poor

COMPETITION POLICY REVIEW

Final Report
March 2015

Professor lan Harper
Peter Anderson A

Su McCluskey b
Michael O'Bryan QC

understanding oind commitment towhat was in the long term national interest. Mistakes arose in
part because the policy was builhghortsighted assumptions held by vested interests
assumptions that public sector contributions to the econcanginherently negative or ari
competitiveand comparatively incapable of delivering social valwden in fact the government

sector, espeially in bankingshouldneverhave its participatio

n restricted if we want the economy

LINK O |

to grow and restricting that participation solves nothing about uncompetitive problems in either the

government sector or the private sector.

Today, adherents to #hNational Competition &licy

have a blind spot about its weaknesses. Andrew Leigh,
for instance, sees that it has pitfalls in the degree to ?
gKAOK Al & dzLILJ2Beliate ofydiatiged G A
monopolieg ¢ KS Ol dpédcinyO&idber ROZ2 |-
reviewing the successes of the policy. But this did not
imply that lessons learned included much in the way of
regret for the loss of public ownership and a large part
2F GKS GlrELI&@SNBQ &adl1S8 &
services andhfrastructure. There was a lot in the
National Competition Policy that was good for Australia
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but excessive privatisation that removed the public
sector as a competitor was not one of those good things.

In effectthe partly misconceived ansladlymisapgied National Competition Policy is the single
biggest cause of the harms wrought on our economy by neoliberalism in Austtadigolicy

became andemainsthe cradle of neoliberalism, one around

which our governmestitssing a

lullaby thatsmootlsthe way forthe next wave opoorly regulated and exploitative capitalism
instead of welregulated efficient capitalisnt; the sort that can only come from full exposure to
competition The policy has put dza i Nekohaokny t© sleepAnd becausét wl & ydhipemented
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by decent competition law and a fully independent competition and consumer commisgion

other words, because regulation was weakustralia ended up selling off assets and services for far

less than they were worth in the long run. It abeentually stopped programs of genuine efficiency

in the government sector, and everyone suffered price rises for the things we sold into the hands of
companies that did noand probably will nosupport the national interesiNo wonder Chalmers

thinksth- & STFAOASY(d YIN]SGa 6SNB y2i 6KIFIG adKS 2fR

5N [ SA3IK KIFa alAR KS gAaftf NBOGASG GKS blaGA2ylt [ 2
the extent to which the sort of reforms he has in mind might help restorepetition is uncertain.

[ SAIK NBO2HYYABAYAKBIOAYLISGAGAZY Ay 1 dzAGNI Al Q&
staticexercise ® |1 S | f a2 & &\Natdnal{Ckrhpétition Rolick @foringnére well suited to

the challenges Australia facadthe early 1990s, such as the need to reform government

businesses > ¢S EHaleesyys 60 KS HANnHNna gheXoukof dodge@idnad & G KI G ¢
NEF2NY Ay 2dzNJ SN} aK2dzZ R 6S 2y GKS LINAGFGS &aS0On?2
econonic dynamisra. This places Leigh in an opposite position to those from the world of business

who rose to respond to the Chalmers esagying into full denial mode about their share of fault in

theRSOf AyS 2F 1 dzZaAGNI f Al Q& SOyl Yiawdhesg antagoiistsamightt 06 S
settle the country into a more cooperatiygippiereconomy.

From the perspective of taxpayers, consumers and the Australian community, arguments about

which sector of the market (private or public) needs to claprits act more are at best the arcane
selfindulgence of commercial and political interests and at worst a blame game at the continuing

expense of Australians. Neither side makes space for the Australian community to once again

command a share of the migat sufficient to ensure that social services and infrastructure deliver

what they truly value reliably and at an affordable price. Neither side seems to have acknowledged

that restriction of participation by the taxpay@wned sector in the economy is artinuation of

iKS SEOfdzar@S SO02y2yvye (KSe 020K aleé& (dKSe R2yQi ¢
Leigh at least has discerned that the necessary reforms will require not just what he calls

GO22LISNI GA2Y YR |y | f &bl yolvpBblidiandphivatpayficpantsinA @S & ¢ 6 LIN
market®) 0 dziconletsdtigns d@bout our vision for the nation

There are hints here that he might want to swing the conversation back to the topic of the values of
the nation and what we want it to becomand that he understands the primacy of that

consideration in the design of our economy. There are signs that at least one minister might be
contemplating an idea that if the economy is to be remade for people, then the government would
do well to seek outheir values and what they want for the future of the nation. If that is indeed

what Leigh is considering, | would suggest he is on the right track about the sort of conversation with
Australians that W be necessary to draw them into the centre of theaonomy.

It is difficult to know if TreasureChalmersvould be willing to consider taking a step back for a year
or so to consider the design of the economy from the point of view oféasonfor that economyg
Australians. In his eagerness for leadership he has jumped to solutions that focus heavilyiregmn mak
the private sector work better for social purposes. This is a good start and certainly a better offer
than Australians have had for a long time. But unless these solutions are implemented alongside a
program to address the deep weakness within the dlzdi Competition Policg the weakness

which makes it a tool of exclusion of the public from competitive participation in their own economy
¢ then the solutions Chalmers has offered may well fail before they start. Incentives within the
current National Canpetition Rolicy are not designed to align the objectives of business with those
of Australians. Instead they are very likely to result in less opportunity for the inclusive economy that
can only come from participation in the market by all potential parsig including taxpayers,
consumers and an efficient government sector operatirghocraticallyon their behalf. An
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economy which does not accord the people of Australia a decent share of returns for investhents

their fundsis not inclusive.

If thereis a problem with the Chalmers essay and the responses it has generated from the business
sector, then from the point of view of the Australian community it is not really about which sector

has been more at fault in our economic decline and which se@&eds to be fixed. It is more about

a failure to define the purposes for which we might design our next economy.

Chalmers is offering a vision for capitalism but not a vision for the nation. These are very different
things and if the former is built withd consideration of the latter we are very likely to be following

a path to asocial, environmental and econondestination we do not prefer. In the broader sense, if
the economy is built without consideration of the agreed direction of the nation anddhees we
wish to hold and exhibit as we track towards a better future, then we are likely to be the victim of an
economy controlled by the strongest corporations, especially if we build nothing to shield ourselves

from continuation of the predatory behawirs of neoliberalism.

If Drs Chalmers and Leigh prefer to build a new capitalism Hoyvesting with businesses atifdhey

prefer to continue with exclusion of investment in direct service delivery and infrastructure owned
by the state on behalf ofUstralians for the benefit of Australians, this cannot be considered a
capitalism which puts people front and centre, let alone as political equals in an inclusive economy.
A valueshased capitalism will require thgovernmentto put Australians first, ndbusiness. To be
more specific, the two doctors should put the values of Australians well before the values of
business and capitalislPAnd in the same way that the Treasurer might take a step back to consider
the values of Australians before h&empts o build an economygapable ofdeliveiingwellbeing,
business might also consider taking a step back to look at what Australians value. If business leaders
are as well intentioned as Chalmers instbey are, if they care about the nation as well as their
own bottom line, then they should have no need to hesitate in participation in programs which seek
out the points of alignment between their objectives and national values.

That said, the negative reaction by businesses to the Chalmers ess
suggests tht the private sector is not yet ready for the necessary
introspection about its role in the decline of our economy and the
needfor all playerdo change. For its part, busineemaderslike

Allegra Spendeare sticking by their claim that they are already

R2 Ay 3 S \sdped & agelda of making the country better,
making our workplaces more inclusive, helpioghare prosperity,
andmaking a positive contribution to our communitieSpender
claimsthattKiA & A& RSY2yaiN)} SR o6&
endorsement of paid domestic violence leave and the Respect at
WorkbillE ¢ KS&aS 02y O0Saahupthesidoindils | L
amount to evidence that business is willing to share with Australian
the prosperity it enjoys for investment of their funds. In other words
they are not evidence of a solid desire for inclusion and commitme
to equality. On the contrarythe evidence points the other way. For
instance, during the neoliberal decades thetional income we all
worked hard to generategrewto four times the size it was in 1975.
But in 1975, 62% of that pie of national income went to Australians
in wages and the share that went to corporate profits was only 179
Since then shares of wealth have steadily and significantly reverse
so that in 2021 onl$1% of the pie went to Australians in wages and

Change in shares of national
income, 1975 to 2021

1975
Other, Corporate
21% profit, 17%
Wages,
62%
2021
Other,
19% Corporate
profit, 30%

Wages,
51%

Source: ABS 5206.0. Graphs by ACFP.
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the share that went to corporate profits had almost doubled to 30%:
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The corporate sector gorged on the growth
built by Australians and inequality is now
significantly larger than it was before the
NationalCompetition Policy was
implemented in such a way as to stack the
odds against poorer Australians. This is
obviously a less inclusive economy and it is
one that is not likely to be made more
inclusive by the few concessions businesses
may be prepared to amtenance.fithis

trend of exclusion is natorrected it will
actually build in spirals of slower growth and
economic contraction. Inequality will do that
simply because it means too many of us have
too little to spend which dampens demand
which then reslis in job loss and round and
round it goes in a downward spiral.

No doubt the last thing business wants is a
bigger, more competitive public sector. For
business the prospect of greater participation
by stateowned enterprises and larger annual
increa®s in expenditure on services by the
public sector will threaten the wage control

Growth in inequality in Australia under neoliberalism

Gini coefficient - Income Inequality in Australia
(equivalised disposable household i )
ABS 6523.0
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Gini coefficient - Wealth inequality in Australia
(household net worth) ABS 6523.0
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Source: ABS 6523.0. Graphs by ACFP.

achieved by the private sector over recent decades and lower their excessive Bufitbwe truly
wish to build a capitalist economy that is for people and delivers wiet value, the two Doctors

currently running the Treasury will need to add something to their strategy of cooperation and co

investment with the private sectothey will need to assert the values of Australibesorethe

values of capitalism.

Their frst opportunity to do that is likely to arise if they honour the commitment to have a

conversationg A 1 K a i KS

I dz& ( Ndw ivé gayy/for thiSs@riiifesSthat tiiey rd=d and
deserve and have a right to expeéd@halmers clearly wants an inclusive economy but that is not

something we can establish withounauch broader andnore inclusive conveaion than the one
he seems to be considerinid all we are offered in that conversation is the prospect ofrosting

GAOK GKS LINAGIFGS aSO02NE mednsvie wll BektieadmdikelNdd O 2 NR
build anythingother than an econmy where too many of us have too little to spend on what we

really need.

But it is possible for Australians to have a
conversation that will result in the design a
peoplecentred economy. With the aid of a
national integrated long term planning and
reporting processeveryday Australians can
participate in a meaningful exchange of ideas
with the TreasurerAustralian Community

Futures Planning has developed such a process
I £ NAlIARBaliahsDhe S

FYR AdQa
Treasurer can use it todt offers an orderly
means by which Australians can define the
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for use by Australians in planning
and securing their preferred future.
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https://ministers.treasury.gov.au/ministers/jim-chalmers-2022/transcripts/press-conference-blue-room-canberra
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objectives of their economy and develop their preferred paths towards it.
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can be used to broadethe parameters of conversation with dza (i Nlre&shréa@aut the
economy they want to buildA peoplecentredform of capitalism is a real possibility but it can only
arise fromongoing conversations about the best way to build fairness back into the ecogemy
that all Australians have an equal chance of establishing the wellbeing they need.

Part 4¢ Conversations about a fair economy

In his essay about how he wants to establish vahsssed capitalism, Jim Chalmers is silent about
tax. It is clearly a topic which makieis government nervous, particularly because once we start

talking aboultit at all, it becomes clear that business is strictly interested in talking about tax cuts for

them and caps on the total revenue raised by taxation of income. The business sector is not
interested in fairness in the economy, especially if it might ushariangements for fair sharing of

the burden and benefits of taxation.

Peak business advocacy group#ustralia have
campaigned incessantly for a ttocGDP cap

and a cap on increases in government spending
of 2% per annum. This clamour prevails despite
the fact it makes no sense economiiy,
especially if the goal is economic growtheT
taxpayer funded sector generateasquarterof
0KS vy I G ofey Raie It 5he biggest
single collective participant in wealth generation
but business has concluded thiashould be
smaller if our economy is to grow. This defies
both logic and the facts of history which show
clearly that in the twenty years to 2012, when

Actual decline in Australia's economy

with lower government spending
3.4%

government
spending per
capita
—==Growth in
economy (GDP)
-0.2%

Actual 1992 to 2012 Actual 2013 to 2018

Source: Parliamentary Budget Office, 2019-20 Medium Term
Fiscal Projections, Graph by ACFP.

govenment sectomper capitaspending grew on
average by 2.6% per annum, the economy grew,

on averagedy 3.4% per annum; but whehe
government started repeated reductions of
spendingper capitafrom 2013 onwardsthe
economy struggled and grew much more slawly
averaging only 2.5% per annum between 2013
and 2018 (before plummeting at the onset of
Covid19). In that periodtie restriction of
taxpayer involvement reduced the size of the
economycompared to what it might have been
Productivity also declinedNo outcome other
than a slump in growtland productivitywas
possible given the significant withdrawal of
government spendindirect on taxpayers

With the escalation of global heating and the
environmental impacts of the excessive
consumption characteristiof developed
economies, significant arguments have emergeo

Australia’s labour productivity
growth
5-year averages, 1990 to 2019

2.4%

0.5%

1990to 1995to 2000to 2005to 2010to 2015to
1994 1999 2004 2009 2014 2019

Source: ABS 5204.0. Graph by ACFP.

recently as to whether economic growth is a
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good thing or not. But regardless of the answer it is apparent that lower spending by governments

Aay Qi 3I22R F2NJ | yeé 2y Shusingsalitépdrbidirarglingtd theil A YSS | £ i K2
contrary. They would, for example, maintain that increased government spending on education has

not been good for anyond.he newly elected, busine$scussed member of federal parliament,

Allegra Spendewent so far as twomplainA y KSNJ NBalLl2yasS & 2biliopksS / KI f YSN
more are being spent in education, witlo neal educational improvements to show fogit. 2 A 4 K (1 K S
characteristic superiority of the privileged entreprene8pende dz3 3 S & (/8 Rbusinksk dnit &

with those sorts of results would have a zdrased budget review ¢ | Y We rieddltolinstiéue a

rigorous and publicly available analysis of government spending, a process where all department

spending is evaluated to see whether the sameney[notably not moreJcould be spent for better

outcomes¢ 2 Kl 0 &KS &dK2dzZ R KI @& inFedaiabguudrSnent spendingoh G (1 K A :
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private schoolg, a distribution of public

funds which clearly did not result in School education - NSW

better outcomes in educational Combined government funding increases

attainment either for public or private per student - 2009 to 2020

schoolsg but especially not for private Independent

schoolsIn New South Wales, for $2,500 Catholic schools, schools, $2,252 40%

instance, despite massive funding 4,051 35%

increases for private schools compared | {$%%%° _ 30%
. Public schools,

to public schools between 2009 and $1,500 $1,279 25%

2020, private school$ad the biggest 20%

declines in international tesesults.So $1,000 15%

what Ms Spender should be looking at is 10%

$500

not whetherthe same money could be 5%

spent for better outcomes buwhereit $0 0%

should be spent for be.tte.r ou_tcomes, Source: ACARA, National Reporton Schooling data portal and

because the current distribution clearly Save Our Schools. Graph by ACFP.
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Moreover, it is evident from NAPLAN results that poorer outcomes in educational attainment relate
strongly to socioeconomic status. Poor kiimeralyR 2 y Qi R2 &2 ¢Sftf G aoOKz22f
gKSY G(GKS@&QNB KdzyaNE Sf.S4a3

Indigenous, living in remotareas, and
attending state schools which have
AyadzZFFAOASY (G TFdzyRA
getting a meagre share of it compared
to private schools. None of this justifies
a reduction in government spending
(although it might justify a reduction in
government spading on private
school$. Instead it justifies a repeal of
laws which will usher in the massive tax
reductions for wealthy people due in
2024, reductions which will do little to
nothing to help the millions of
Australians who now live in poverty to
breakthe cycle of theidisadvantage.

The Stage 3 tax cuts due in 2024 are a
severe blow to equality and fairness in
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