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Abstract!

Equa employment opportunity policies were introduced in Audraia from the 1980s in
response to women's disadvantaged workforce pogtion. Audrdids unique form of
affirmative action was underpinned by legidation and amed to promote gender equity in the
workplace via employer action. Throughout the 1990s there has been a policy shift away

from collectiviam towards individudism and away from externdly driven and directed socid

programs at the workplace towards managerialist driven socid programs. The main process
for implementing progressve and inclusive equity programs a the workplace is through
human resource management policies that link employment diversty to organisationd
objectives (for example, productivity and profitability). Programs titled Managing Diversity

have been introduced into some organisations and today there are a variety of approaches
towards equity policies in Audrdian organisations. This paper examines the principles
behind affirmative action and the various interpretations of managing diversity and discusses
the impact of these new policies. The paper proposes that a digtinctive Audtradian version of
managing diversity will develop in some organisations based on the legidative framework

that has existed for nearly twenty years.

! This paper is based on research supported by an Australian Research Council Discovery Grant, 2002-2005, Chief
Investigators Strachan and Burgess. This paper develops work in conference papers (2002 and 2003) by Strachan,
Burgess and Sullivan.



Introduction

Issues of equa employment opportunity (EEO) have been tackled in several waysin Audrdia. From the
late 1960s successful equa pay cases were processed through the indugtria relations system and from
the 1980s discussion about women’ s wages widened to encompass a broader understanding of equal
pay. Anti-discrimination legidation has been enacted at the federa level and in dl Sates, beginning in
1975. Thislegidation seeks to redress essentidly individua cases of discrimination after they have
occurred and covers complaints on grounds such as sex, race, ethnicity, rdigion, family status, sexudlity,
disability.

Unique legidation designed to promote EEO was introduced in the 1980s and labelled
afirmative action (AA). This legidative scheme grew from recognition of women's increasing workforce
participation but unequa postion in that workforce. The mgor piece of legidation, the Affirmative
Action (Equal Opportunity for Women) Act 1986 (replaced by Equal Opportunity for Women in
the Workplace Act 1999) rdated to women, and this legidation is the focus of the research. In the
Audrdian context, AA “is about achieving equa employment opportunity for women...[and] to achieve
this god, the barriers in the workplace which restrict employment and promotion opportunities for
women have to be sysematicdly diminated” (Affirmative Action Agency, 1990, p. 1).

Equa opportunity policies do not operate in a vacuum and they interact with other employment
policies. The 1980s and 1990s have seen sgnificant changes in the Audtrdian indudtria relations system
and these have interacted with EEO policies. What was once a centrdised system of conciliation and
arbitration that operated via a semi-judicia authority has dtered into a heterogeneous and fragmented
system that emphasi ses workplace bargaining. The evolution to a decentralised industrid relations system
corresponds to a period of declining trade union membership in which many women workers have
limited voice and work in industries that have a high wage cost and do not have an easly measurable
output. Despite this, the shift towards enterprise bargaining has been proclaimed as being sympathetic to
women workers, notably through the development of “work and family” policies, that is, policies
designed to enable employees to meet the demands of paid work and family commitments. In the 1990s
government policies focused on giving parents the opportunity to choose between going to work or
caring for children. With generous childcare support to low income workers, more recent policies have
placed a greater emphasis on access to work (OECD, 2002).

In recent years, managing diversity (MD) programs have been promulgated. This paper begins to
andyse what these programs can mean in an organisation and what options Audtrdian organisations may
choose to adopt. The importance of MD is being promoted in some human resource management
(HRM) texts in away that was never the case for EEO policies. For example, one recent Austraian text
assertsthat

the bottom line is that to gain a competitive advantage in the next decade, companies must

harness the power of the diverse workforce. These practices are needed, not only to meet

employee needs, but to reduce turnover costs and ensure that customers receive the best

sarvice possible (De Cieri and Kramar, 2003, p. 28-29).

What might MD policies mean for an organisation and will they become part of its overdl drategic
direction? How will these policies affect the employment opportunities of women?

Equal Employment Opportunity Policiesin Audtralia



The focus of the Affirmative Action Act wastowardsindividua enterprise responsibility as opposed to
legidative and economy wide sandards. The Act compelled organisations with more than one hundred
employees to implement an AA program. The legidation Spdt out eight steps that organisations were to
complete assgn responghility for the achievement of EEO to senior staff and dlocate sufficient
personnel to undertake the task; undertake an analysis of the position of women in their organisation
through examination of employment statigtics and policies and consultation with women employees and
trade unions. From this analys's the company was required to devise a program which addressed some
of the problems identified and set targets againgt which future progress could be judged (Strachan,
1987). The legidation preserved an individua rather than a collectivist focus in its reliance on the merit
principle (Thornton, 1990, p. 246). Affirmative action in Audrdia has been characterised as an
inclusonary or incorporation modd as it relies on the underlying principle of bringing women up to
equdity with men (Bacchi, 1996, p. 84).

The implementation of EEO principles presumed good corporate citizenship as there were no
explicit national standards and the penalties for non-compliance were weak: nortsubmisson of areport
meant that the company might be named in parliament. In 1992 the government added the sanction that
companies breaching the legidation were indigible for federa government contracts or specified industry
assgance. It islikely that this sanction was never used (no data was collected by the AA Agency).

With the dection of a Caodition (conservative) federd government in 1996 the legidation was
reviewed and changes initiated on 1 January 2000. In the Equal Opportunity for Women in the
Workplace Act 1999 the guidance given to employers on how to implement a program was reduced
and the previous eight steps of an affirmative action program were deleted, removing the emphasis on
senior management support, alocation of resources, consultation with women and trade unions and
setting specific targets. To comply with the new Act, organisations have to take actions on the priority
issues identified when undertaking an organisational andyss. Organisations should develop a workplace
program by:

- preparing aworkplace profile

andysing the issues for women in the workplace, considering each of the employment matters, to

identify their priority issues

take action to address the priority issues

- evauding the effectiveness of the actions.
Organisations are required to address seven employment matters within their anadlysis. These are:
- recruitment procedure and salection criteria for gppointment or engagement of employees
promotion, transfer and termination of employment of employees

training and devel opment for employees

work organisation

conditions of service of employees

arrangements for dealing with sex- based harassment of women in the workplace

arrangements for dealing with pregnant, potentialy pregnant employees and employees who are

breastfeeding their children (EOWA, 2000, p. 13).

When reports are considered by the Agency the seven employment matters are analysed in order to
evauate the progress of the EEO program. Reporting is dill required on an annua bad's (dthough this
can be waived under certain circumstances) but the reporting form is no longer prescriptive. In addition,
since 1999 organisations have been assessed only on the basis of whether the report meets the minimum



requirements of the Act, rather than a grading of the qudity of reports that occurred in the mid-1990s
(Strachan and Burgess, 2000).

The Affirmative Action Act proposed the development of goas and targets againgt which
progress could be measured, however, in the Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Act
1999 gods and targets have been removed and the emphasis on collection of employment gatigtics
weskened. In this way the Audrdian system is moving closer to modes in other English spesking
countries (Strachan, Burgess and Sullivan, 2002) with even more emphasis on management decisons
and less direction from the Act. There are now less prescriptive requirements on supplying workforce
datain a set format in Audrdia, a move towards the British voluntary system Opportunity Now, where
organisations seem reluctant to complete the workforce data section of the Benchmarking Survey
(Opportunity Now, 2001, p. 56).

In some ways the introduction of the new legidation in Audrdia may have lessened the role of
senior management. In the Affirmative Action Act senior management’s role was stated up front in
order to convince employees that changes to an organisation’s policies and practices were good for the
company. However, changes to EEO legidation in Austraia have seen a shift in emphasis away from top
management. The old legidation specified that an organisation was to assgn responshility for the
achievement of EEO to senior dt&ff as one of the seps to an affirmative action program. This step was
included for management to show that clear support for affirmative action was demonstrated at a senior
level with the provison of adequate resources to achieve the gods of the program.

The Family Friendly Workplace Agenda

The emergence of the concept of work and family policies in the 1990s has been pursued mainly through
government, business and trade union encouragement to pursue policies that dlow for the individud
worker to combine work duties and family commitments. Recently these have been characterised as
Work/Life Issues and in a recent survey 205 organisations reported that a variety of flexible work
arrangements had reduced gtaff turnover and produced other business benefits (Managing Work Life
Baance, 2003). These changes have increased the variety of employment arrangements and have been
linked to the decentrdised industrid relations regime. Some have been implemented via indudtrid
agreements while the mgority agppear to be interna organizationd policies. There are doubts over how
those with little bargaining power, generdly the low paid and those in insecure employment, can
effectively utilise enterprise bargaining as an ingrument for the better integration of work and family
respongbilities (Barrera and Robertson, 1996). The impresson from the enterprise bargaining
experience is that family friendly work has more to do with cost reduction and improved inter-tempord
workforce deployment than it has to do with genuine family friendly work arrangements (Strachan and
Burgess, 1998b).

It is difficult to assess how beneficid many of the aleged family friendly work arrangements have
been to women workers. Reference to the federa agreements report for 2000/2001 indicates that there
appears to be very little progress through enterprise bargaining with respect to family friendly work
arrangements. In 2000/01 the following arrangements were in less than five per cent of agreements:
unlimited sick leave, dl purpose pad leave, pad family leave, extended unpaid parentd leave, pad
adoption leave, paid paternity leave, home based work, child care provisons and job sharing. The two
main provisons were access to other leave for caring purposes (19 per cent) and part-time work (25
per cent). Not al part-time work is voluntary and part-time shifts may be very unfriendly for working



parents. Making avalable leave for caring purposes is an extremey modest arrangement from
employers.

Overdl there appears to be modest advances with respect to enterprise bargaining developing
and ddivering family friendly work arrangements. This agenda largely excludes smdl businesses and
casua workers — both dominated by women — who have ardatively low incidence of representation in
federd agreements. It is dso based on the goodwill and discretion of managers. Even if family friendly
work arrangements are included in an agreement it is not clear who has access to conditions and under
what circumstances they have access to conditions. In order to participate in the family friendly work
agenda you require voice, bargaining power and an ability to demondtrate that such arrangements are
aso beneficia for busness.

Managing Diversity
In recent years a new term “managing diversty” has come into use. The MD agenda is one that has
come to Audrdia from the USA as an HRM workplace strategy. Pressures in competing in a globa
marketplace confront USA businesses and
organisations are dedling with diversty in ther client and customer populations as well as
among their employees. Responding effectively to a more heterogeneous customer baseisa
requirement in the growing service sector....Moreover, workforce diversity presents a
chalenge to organisations that are devolving a variety of responsihilities to decision-making
teams, which increesingly condgst of individuds of varying backgrounds (Agocs and Burr,
1996, p. 31) .
In the USA, the popularity of MD reflects a search by organisations for an dternative to the contentious
affirmative action legidation and as a way to broaden what was seen as a narow AA agenda that
concentrated on hiring. MD is seen as a way to address issues of retention, integration and career
development (Agocs and Burr, 1996, p. 34).

The term “managing diversty” or its variants has no specific definition, unlike AA or EEO in
Audrdia where we can look to legidative definitions or explanations by monitoring agencies such as the
EOWA. There appears to be dmost as many definitions as there are articles on MD and many HRM
texts now have a chapter on MD. There is some repetition in many of the definitions. Bartz et al (1990,
p. 321) state that MD involves

understanding that there are differences among employees and that these differences, if
properly managed, are an asset to work being done more efficiently and effectively.
Examples of diversty factors are race, culture, ethnicity, gender, age, a disability, and work
experience.
Another definition often used asserts that
the basic concept of managing diversity accepts that the workforce conssts of a diverse
population of people. The diversty consss of vishle and non-visble differences which will
include factors such as sex, age, background, race, disability, persondity and workstyle. It
is founded on the premise tha hanessing these differences will create a productive
environment in which everybody feds vaued, where ther tents are being fully utilized and
in which organizationa goas are met (Kandola and Fullerton, 1994, p. 8).
It iscommon in the literature to read that MD is a higher or better level of organisationd program
than AA. What are often characterised as “older” concepts of EEO were based on recognition of



employment discrimination targeting groups with specific characterigics such as gender, ethnic origin,
disability (for example, “managing diveraty seeks to build on many of the good initiatives undertaken
under the banner of equa opportunities” {Gill, 1996, p. 34}). Maxwdl et al (2001, p. 469), speaking
of Britain, suggest that there are two ways in which MD is differentiated from EEO: the emphasis on a
positive perspective on gtaff differences versus the negative perspective of disadvantage; the inclusion of
diversity factors beyond those included in EEO legidation.

These arguments are based on an analysis of EEO and AA in the USA and Britain and highlight a
clear difference between the USA and British EEO heritage and that of Audrdia In Britain, the
response to the achievement of equal opportunity has been different to that in Audtrdia It isessentidly a
legidative compliance modd with equa pay legidation was passed in 1970 and sex discrimination
legidation in 1976. The focus of this legidation is on remedying individua complaints rather than requiring
employer action to promote equdity. Although some employer action is required by legidation on
religious discrimination in Northern Ireland and by public sector employers in respect of race, the British
Government has rglected cdls for such an approach with regard to gender. A voluntary management
driven program somewhat akin to Audrdia's AA legidation has been promoted throughout the 1990s
but coverage is not large and the outcomes difficult to determine (Strachan, Burgess and Sullivan, 2002).

This history has influenced some of the responses to MD in Britain. Wilson and lles (1999, p. 30)
assert that EEO legidation has not produced race or gender employment equaity and they have looked
towards the concept of MD. They propose that “equa opportunities — the old paradigm” is externdly
driven and rests on mora and lega arguments and perceives equa opportunity as a cost with difference
perceived as problematicd. “Managing diversty — the new paradigm” is interndly driven, rests on a
business case and perceives MD as an investment and difference is perceived as an asset (Wilson and
lles, 1999, p. 31). In supporting MD for the UK public sector, Wilson and 1les (1999) highlight four key
differences between the EEO and MD agendas.

a. EEO is externdly driven, based on legd or mord arguments, while MD is interndly driven,
based on organisationd objectives linked to the “business casg’ for equdity, for example
profitability.

b. The EEO agendaisforma and minimdist — organisations need only reach set required targets or
outcomes. The MD agenda is not redtrictive or minimdist and participating in the agenda is an
investment tied to organisationa goals.

c. The EEO agenda uses a white, male, full-time, heterosexud norm and fits other groups into this
norm. The MD agenda embraces diversty and the mainstream is expected to encompass the
diversity agenda

d. The EEO agenda is narrowly focussed towards certain groups such as women or racid groups,
the MD agenda goes beyond this narrow group focus.

In the HRM literature there is extensve anayss of the details of the MD workplace strategy.
There is discusson and andlyss of the meaning of diversty, the support mechanisms (for example,
training and mentoring) necessary for developing and implementing diversty programs, the management
of divergty programs, the outcomes of diversity programs for employees and for organisations, and the
limitations of diversity programs (Dass and Parker, 1999; Moore, 1999; Iverson, 2000; Eadey, 2001).
The MD agenda attempts to be responsive to persond differences and to aspirationa differences. In
turn, this sengitivity can reduce labour turnover and absenteeism, improve productivity and commitment,
and hence service the operationa gods of the employing organisation.



The language of MD is condructed around the key vaues of business and being tied to the
business case means that the MD program is dependent on business conditions. What business can
afford this year may not be able to be afforded next year. It dso tends to treat businesses as
homogeneous. There may be extensive and progressve MD programs, but there may aso be ineffective
and superficid MD programs that give the appearance of business support for workplace equity
objectives. Employees are represented as being diverse yet managers and businesses are seen as being
homogeneous and benevolent.

Commenting on the USA, Agocs and Burr (1996, p.34) place MD & “one of the many
interventions in the organizationa development...family” and date that it is “primarily concerned with
improving interpersona and inter-group communication and relationships in the workplace”. They assert
that “the norm is understood to be the traditional white able-bodied mae employee or manager, and
‘divergty’ refers to ‘the others ”(Agocs and Burr, 1996, p. 39). There is no recognition of systemic
discrimination. They conclude that

affirmative action is intended as a response to and remedy for past and continuing
discrimination againg specific disadvantaged groups. In contrast, the gods of managing
diversty are vague, but have to do with changing attitudes and interpersond behaviours in
the direction of greater acceptance by traditiona employees of the diversity that has resulted
from demographic change, and from the entry of nontraditiond employees into the
workplace. Thus managing diversity and affirmative action are not subgtitutes for each other,
nor do they lie on a continuum, since they address different issues (Agocs and Burr, 1996,
p. 39).
On the other hand, some commentators see MD as merdly a repackaging of equa opportunity policies
(Wilson and lles, 1999, p. 40).

Managing Diversity: The Australian Response

Audrdid's unique response to the discrimination and under-utilisation of women in the workforce will
influence the usage of MD in Audrdia Indudrid relations scholars are familiar with the concept that
each country has its own unique system of labour reaions. The same is true of equity initiatives. While
both systems are intertwined and influenced by internationd trends, the response is not uniform from
country to country. Therefore the history of Audraia' s EEO gpproaches will influence the form of MD
and its spread.

The criticiams made of AA and EEO in the USA and Britain cannot be transferred blindly to the
Audrdian scene. AA and EEO in Audrdia are didtinctly different programs from those in these other
countries. While Audtrdiia has had specific anti-discrimination legidation it has dso had a widespread
workplace program with alegidative base that promotes at least gender equity. This has meant that there
is much more attention paid to issues such as retention of women employees and, in the 1990s, the new
discourse of accommodating work and family (Strachan and Burgess, 1998a) has meant that some
organisations have looked to different working patterns (workstyles) for their employees in away that is
not specificaly gendered. There has dways been a business case argument attached to EEO legidation
and policies in Audrdia aong with a socid judice argument. The cost of losng employees and the
under-utilisation of skillsis highlighted in these arguments (EOWA, 2003).

We predict that there will be arange of responses in Audtrdia that will include rebadging AA or
EEO programs as MD programs through to a different approach that lacks an understanding of systemic



discrimination. Suncorp Metway Ltd, Banking and Finance, for instance, identifies the implementation of
a Divergty Strategy in its report to EOWA (Suncorp Metway Ltd, 2002). The key priorities of this
drategy are leadership, compliance, flexible working arrangements, work/life baance, women in
management. The report issmilar in andyss and intent to those of other companies that have clear goas
and display an understanding of discriminations issues. Therefore it may be seen as a rebadging of part
of their EEO drategy.

This is not dways the case. The MD agenda supplants EEO ly sressing individudism and the
convergence of the organisations objectives with those of the individua worker. Not surprisingly, under
the current Federd government the MD program is prominent across the Audtrdian Public Service.
Reference to the Department of Employment and Workplace Relations website reved s the department’s
workforce diversity strategy (Department of Employment and Workplace Reations, 2002). Workplace
diversty is about “recognisng difference’ and ensuring that the workplace is “free from discrimination
and harassment”. MD can achieve better outcomes for workers, the organisation and clients —itisa
win-win stuation. Bacchi’s (2000, p. 74-78) andyss of changes in policy in the Audraian Public
Service emphasises departmentd flexibility in responses to equity issues and she concludes that changes
to the Public Service Act have reduced scrutiny in the area of equal opportunity (Bacchi, 2000, p. 77).

In recent years management texts have emphassed the vdue of employees in achieving
businesses success: “the people doing the work of an organisation are an important part of creating
competitive advantage” (De Cieri and Kramar, 2003, p. 248). MD emphasises this vaue. A recent
Augrdian HRM textbook describes MD “as a process of management built on a set of vaues which
recognise that the differences between people are a potentid strength for an organisation” (De Cieri and
Kramar, 2003, p. 248). It refers to “the vast array of persona and cultura differences that condtitute the
human race’ (De Cieri and Kramar, 2003, p. 250), thus picking up the definitions commonly used
oversess. De Cieri and Kramar (2003, p. 27) ligt a range of activities involved in managing cultura
diversty:

ensuring that HRM systems are bias-free, facilitating higher career involvement of women,

promoting knowledge and acceptance of culturd differences, ensuring involvement in

educeation...and dealing with employees resstance to diversity.
These are important issues as the ways in which diversty issues are managed “has implications for
credivity, problem solving, retaining good employees and developing markets for the firm's products
and services’ (De Cieri and Kramar, 2003, p. 27).

The MD program has smilarities to the family friendly work agenda that supports the enterprise
bargaining agenda. Fird, it is management centred. Managers can develop arrangements that benefit
both the employer and the employee. It represents another variation of the business case for family
friendly work arrangements and for enterprise bargaining. A workplace centred approach is proclaimed
as the mogt effective means for redlisng diversity objectives. Second, it is individudigt. Differences in
family arrangements support the family friendly work agenda while differences across the workforce
support the MD agenda. Third, there are no norms. What congtitutes a suitable family friendly work
arrangement? What conditutes a suitable MD arrangement? In a sense it can be proclamed that the
status quo represents the MD agenda. Everyon€e's difference has been incorporated into the outcomes.
It is dso not clear how differences can be reconciled within the MD agenda. Fourth, it is a voluntary
agenda so participation and incluson is not required for al organisations. By implication it is an agenda



that only encompasses those organisations that have an HRM department and sufficient workers to
support HRM practices — that is, by implication it excludes smal businesses (as does EEO legidation).

Bacchi (2000) argues that the MD program attempts to hide inequadities under the umbrella of
“difference’ and to by-pass fundamenta equity programs and socid policy objectives. This entalls
leaving equity programs to business and to reducing the extent of externd scrutinisation of business
employment practices. If businesses have an MD program then there is no need for EEO and, of course,
for any externa scrutiny of business employment practices. So while EEO had many gaps it did force
(large) businesses to articulate a gender equity agendaand to report on the progress with respect to this
agenda. Reports were subject to public scrutiny and assessment. At a fundamenta level MD treats
difference as a virtue and proclaims differences in employment practices and employment outcomes as a
virtue. What may appear to be fundamentally discriminatory workplace outcomes by gender or ethnicity
can be presented as a considered outcome that accounted for difference.

However, Agocs and Burr (1996) and Kramar (1998, p. 134) do not consider MD as the next
generation of AA but rather as an approach to management. Kramar (1998, p. 141) says that the
dimulus for MD will be the continuing seerch for organisationd effectiveness, a dearly different
moativation to AA:

diversity management will provide an opportunity to manage a workforce which emphasizes

organizationd and individud performance and at the same time acknowledges individud

needs. This gpproach to management requires building a culture which supports diversty
among organizationa contributors.
If MD is seen in this light then is it possble to have both the Audtrdian AA/EEO agpproach and a
philosophy of vauing difference in gaff, that isMD, operating within an organisation?

The Future of Employment Equity Policiesin Australia

There gppears to be a continuity and consistency in the gender equity policy program emerging in
Audrdia over the past decade. EEO and its program of setting, monitoring and achieving gender equity
outcomes has given way to a more voluntarist, less extensve and less proscribed agenda where business
is left to manage its gender equity programs with less intrusveness. The deletion of the step specifying
gods and targets in the new EEO Act has reduced the emphasis on outcomes and other changes have
alowed greater management discretion in the development of equity policies. However, the legidation is
il more prescriptive and broad in terms of the employment issues it addresses than in Britain or the
USA.

The legidation in Audraia only set reporting and gender policy requirements for reaively large
organisations. As a result many women workers, epecidly casuas, were margindised. With the shift
towards individuaism and voluntarism that is encompassed in the family friendly work and MD agendas,
the scope and application of the gender policy program has become even more problematicd,
voluntarist and private. It is now in the hands of workplace managers with trade unions al but being
written out of the EEO and MD agendas. These are largely business or manageridist (in the case of the
public sector) centred programs.

If the bass for AA/EEO programs and MD are fundamentaly different, can the two types of
programs co-exis in an organisation? Is it possble for Audraian organisations to shgpe MD in a
specific Audrdian direction? Can it exig in a multitude of forms? Can MD place equity issues on the
Board or senior management agenda in away that AA did not usudly achieve? Or will it do this at the



price of alack of underganding of systemic discrimination and the differentia impact of this on certain
groups of workers?

One of the gods of proponents of AA in Audrdia was dways to have senior management
involvement and support. In the past two decades changes in the personnel functions of organisations
and their development into HRM departments has brought a change of focus so that many management
texts advise tha HRM managers are an integra part of the formulations and implementation of an
organisation’s drategic gods. There is a redisation that employees are critica in the achievement of an
organisation’ s objectives and are amgor part in its competitive advantage and therefore the policies that
recruit and maintain this workforce are rightly part of senior management consderation (De Cieri and
Kramar, 2003, chapters 1 & 2). The HRM function is in trangtion from an adminidretive role to a
drategic business partnership (De Cieri and Kramar, 2003, p. 23). It may be that in this changed
context and greater recognition of the need for drategic planning that equity issues can achieve a
presence in the highest levels of organisationa thinking that has not occurred in the past. But as HRM
issues are devolved to line managers then it is aso important that dl levels of management are conversant
with the issues

EEO policies have dways been more prevaent in large organisations. If MD policies are
implemented it will be in these organisations with HRM departments. Under the current legiddive
Stuation these organisations will aso respond to the requirements of the EEO Act and some will wish to
excd and win prizes in the various schemes for best EEO organisation. These organisations are highly
unlikey to adopt the USA focus of managing diverdty without continuing with the Audrdian EEO
programs. In this way it is likely that MD will be adopted as a dtrategy for enhanced organisationd
effectiveness and may be grafted onto EEO policies.

It is quite cler when sampling annua reports to the EOWA tha many organisations are
reporting in a minimal way 0 that they meet the minimum requirements of the Act. Overdl, most of their
HRM poalicies do not display an understanding of EEO or MD issues. These organisations are not likely
to be the ones who embrace MD unless they change their thinking about conditions for employees
generdly. As noted in the annua reports of the AA Agency in the 1990s, certain industry sectors lag
behind othersin their understanding and adoption of EEO policies.

In Audrdia and Britain from the mid-1990s, and increasingly in the last few years, the dominant
discourse in employment is around the issues of combining paid work and family care. These work and
family issues have gained widespread public recognition in Augtrdia and have resulted in some minimum
conditions (for example, unpaid parenta leave and use of sick leave to care for family members), largdy
through decisons of the indudrid relations commissons. Yet implementing these in a cohesive way to
the benefit of employees is redly reiant on an EEO plan within an aganisation. The discourse has
moved from being one of EEO that is based on an analysis of gendered workplace discrimination to that
of “work and family” and “family-friendly” organisations — a notion that it is hard to disagree with and
one that is more acceptable to a conservative government analyss of women and society (Ostenfeld and
Strachan, 1999).

In an era of increasing emphasis on quaity assurance of products and services and widespread
views that employees are an important component in the achievement of competitive advantage, it is
concerning that MD policies generdly come without any measurable gods and objectives. The EEO
legidation in Audtrdia emphasised collection of data on which to base programs and organisations could



develop performance indicators to measure progress towards a defined goal. How do you measure the
success of MD without clear gods and performance indicators?

It is clear that there is no automatic path in EEO that leads to improved performance over time.
Organisations can move in any direction on a performance scale. Anaysis of reports to the AA Agency
in Audrdia has shown that there has been no great move for organisations to gain a higher rating, and
the proportion of firms located within the three levels of assessment remained rdaively stable (Strachan
and Burgess, 2000; Strachan, Burgess and Sullivan, 2001). More detailed andys's of outcomes and the
role of EEO policies within organisations will rely on organisationd case dudies. If organisaions in
Audrdia embrace MD then it will be an Augtrdian variant of MD and islikely to be operated in concert
with the EEO policiesin place.
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