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Introduction

The Scottish Trades Union Congress (STUC) and Scottish Executive agree that the work towards establishment of a Scottish Social and Economic Partnership should be informed by an analysis of models in other European countries in order to identify pertinent examples of good practice, key principles, issues to be addressed and options for consideration in the Scottish context. The following is an Executive Summary of findings to date, comprising brief discussions on the terminology and origins of social partnership and the policy background and institutions in other West European countries. 

Annexes are attached, containing more detailed overviews of what constitutes the social partnership in 9 countries - Ireland, Germany, Spain, the Netherlands, Austria, Sweden, Wales, Belgium and Italy – selected because they demonstrate at least one of the following characteristics: 

· Devolved system of government 

· Policy areas covered by social partnership extend beyond employment policy and collective bargaining 

· the Social partnership has achieved tangible, positive outcomes

Further annexes are attached on:

· Previous and current arrangements in the United Kingdom that can broadly be defined as social partnership 

· Social partnership at the European level

Key Terms

It may be helpful to begin with a short glossary of key terms used frequently in the text:

Social Partnership can be defined as a tri or multi-partite arrangement involving employers, trade unions, public authorities (the state and/or local/regional authorities) and/or others (e.g. voluntary sector). Social partnership is usually concerned with areas of economic and social policy and might be based on a binding agreement or declaration of intent. (The Copenhagen Centre for Partnership Studies, 2002).
Social Partners is the term used to designate the representative organisations of trade unions and employers.

Policy concertation: the codetermination of policy by governments and the social partners. (Prof Hugh Compston, Policy Concertation and Social Partnership in Western Europe, Beghahn Books 2002)
SECTION 1 

SOCIAL PARTNERSHIP 

Key findings

· Despite recent developments leading to greater deregulation, social partnership continues to be the norm in Western Europe and commonly involves concertation on employment policy. Significantly wider policy concertation occurs only in Austria and Ireland. Social partnership is limited in the UK, where no substantial policy concertation currently takes place.

· Key concepts about social partnership are extremely diverse and nation specific. Social partnership means different things in different countries.
· No precedents for transposing 'models' from one country to another. Austria, for example, might be regarded as a model of successful social partnership. But precisely because its effectiveness has rested on institutional preconditions lacking in other countries, it cannot sensibly be taken as a recipe for others to imitate. 

· Social Partnership approaches are particularly appropriate in smaller countries – Austria, Belgium, Ireland – which tend to be more susceptible to changes in the international economy and more able to bring together the principal political and economic actors.

· Most widespread arguments in favour of social partnership are that it reduces conflict and brings economic benefits; while the most common against are that it is undemocratic and unrepresentative. 

· Formal institutions comprising government and social partners designed to promote co-operation and/or contribute to policy formulation are common in West European countries but absent in Britain. 

· Agreement between partners on the economic benefits of social partnership is the critical factor in determining whether broad policy concertation takes place.

· Successful social partnership requires powerful representative bodies. In countries such as France, Italy and Spain continued organisational divisions in both the union and employer camps have often hampered moves towards social partnership. 

· Most successful social partnerships originate as responses to serious national problems like war, inflation, economic stagnation etc. The ability to create positive-sum games where all parties involved benefit from participating is essential to the success and longevity of the social partnership. 

What is meant by 'social partnership'?

It may be helpful to begin with a short examination of the ambiguities underlying much current usage of the term 'social partnership'. The literature on social partnership reveals that there is little consistency in the application of the term and often it appears to function as a description for any process directed towards the accommodation of conflicting interests. Normally, however, the concept implies that trade unions and employers have significant areas of common interest and that their differences are susceptible to resolution through building consensus. Social Partnership does not necessarily require an institutional setting and can be described as a mode of policy making characterised by actively seeking compromise.

Social partnership is not a commonly used and understood term across Europe. In the literature discussing relations between the state and the social partners, a number of terms are used to describe similar arrangements. Social partnership is the most widespread and is commonly used in Austria, Denmark, Germany & Ireland, with the term ‘social partner’ but not ‘social partnership’ being commonly used in France & Netherlands. The more specific 'concertation' is prominent in Austria, France, Germany, Italy and Spain. In Britain, previous moves towards allowing the social partners a greater say in policy making have tended to be labelled as 'corporatism' – a form of social organisation in which the key political and social decisions are made by corporate groups (essentially trade unions and employers) in conjunction with the government.

History

After 1945 many European Governments adopted a Keynesian approach to economic management and the promotion and maintenance of full employment. The perceived threat of inflation encouraged many governments to embrace incomes-policy arrangements in which the social partners were allowed to contribute to public policy making. 

The term social partnership originated in the German language, first characterising the collective actors in industrial relations as Sozialpartner and then specifying a broader concept of Sozialpartnerschaft.  The first usage appears to have been in Austria. Here, following the war, government, unions and employers were determined to replace class struggle with co-operation and so concerted, consensual policy making became the guiding principle and the promotion of economic growth and employment became the predominant goals. 

In Austria and many other Western European countries, public policy making in at least some areas continues to be the outcome of explicit negotiated formal or informal agreements between the government and social partners. Social partnership takes different institutional forms in different countries but its essence is the same: the government is prepared to offer the social partners are role in public policy making. 

During the 1980s, social partnership policies came under increasing attack. Under the impact of neo-liberal politics and a more antagonistic stance towards labour, employers' organisations were increasingly unwilling to continue to underwrite the social democratic consensus that had emerged at the end of the 2nd world war. However, the deep historical roots of social partnership policies in twentieth-century West European history make it difficult to steer Europe further away from the concept. The resilience of policy concertation and consultation demonstrates the continued strength of ideas and practices of social partnership at the beginning of the 21st century.

There is a considerable divergence of views over what social partnership offers a nation. Crudely stated, the neo-liberal view of the world holds that free market incentives are considered to be sufficient for an adequate economic performance. Consultation between social partners is seen as a factor, which delays the necessary power of adaptability in the economy. Common in Western Europe, another perception holds that things are considered to be rather more complicated. Social-economic objectives – sustainable economic growth, full employment, as well as a fair distribution of incomes – require a broader range of measures than the sole application of the market mechanism. According to this vision, the government should assume a steering role, as well as co-ordinating its policy together with the social partners.

Institutions

Formal institutions, comprising government and social partners, designed to promote co-operation and/or formulate policy are common throughout Western Europe but currently absent in the UK. However, in each country, the social partnership encompasses more than just the institution and there is not necessarily a correlation between the existence of institutions and the practice of successful social partnership. Britain has had a long history of building tripartite institutions which have not led to substantial social partnership, whereas, in Denmark, the social partners have played an influential role in the legislative process on a wide range of issues despite the absence of permanent institutional mechanisms. 

Some social partnership institutions are established through legislation – Spanish ESC, Dutch SER - and others – Austrian Parity Commission & ESC, Irish ESC - operate through informal arrangements. Interestingly, whether or not the institution has a legislative basis seems to have little impact on how influential it becomes. Perhaps the need for legislation in certain countries indicates a degree of unwillingness of one or more actors to fully embrace the concept of social partnership.

Table 2: Forums for Social Partnership during the 1990s (institutions with a policy making remit are in bold, the others only have an advisory role).

	Country
	Forum

	Austria
	Parity Commission & its subcommittees on Wages and Prices & Economic and Social Affairs

Government mediation – govt social partners to decide controversial issues

Bipartite negotiations – govt asks social partners to work out joint proposals
Parliamentary commissions

Informal negotiations between social partners, frequent at all organisational levels

	Ireland
	Negotiations for 3-yr tripartite agreements

National Economic and Social Council

Central Review Committee

National Economic and Social Forum

Informal negotiations

	Belgium

Flanders
	Central Economic Council

National Labour Council

Economic and Social Consultative Comm.

Social and Economic Council

	Italy
	Negotiations for social pacts

Social insurance agencies

Social and Economic Council

	Netherlands
	Informal tripartite negotiations

Foundation of Labour

Social and Economic Council (contributed to policy making pre-1994)

	Spain
	Tripartite negotiations on specific labour market issues

Social and Economic council

	Germany
	Social Security funds

National Alliance for Jobs

	UK
	National Economic Development Council (until 1992)

Low Pay Commission

	Sweden
	Labour Market Board

Pension Fund boards

	Denmark
	Temporary pre-legislative committees

	France
	Social Insurance agencies

Economic and Social Council

	Wales
	Business Partnership Council (which functions as one of 3 main consultative councils. The others concern Local Government and Voluntary sector).


Policy

Beyond employment policy, areas in which the social partners participate in concerted policy-making vary widely in each country as demonstrated in the table below.

Table 1: Areas in which the social partners participate in concerted policy making

	Country
	Policy areas covered

	Austria
	Social policy, fiscal policy, monetary policy, investment policy, industrial policy, social welfare, labour law, job creation and training, employment, EU issues.

	Ireland
	Overall macroeconomic policy strategy, social welfare, government spending in general, employment policy including active labour market policy, regional policy

	Belgium
	macroeconomic policy, employment policy including active labour market policy

	Italy
	Taxation, expenditure (especially pensions), labour law

	Denmark
	Labour market policy, work environment policy

	Netherlands
	Social security, employment policy

	Sweden
	Labour market policy and pensions (prior to 1992 SP covered much wider policy range)

	Germany
	Social insurance, labour law, reconstruction of the East

	Spain
	Employment law and social security

	UK
	None – although social partners do participate in policy-making in specific areas e.g. low pay.


European Level Social Partnership

The concepts of social partners and social partnership have undoubtedly been sustained by the strong support received through the European Union. It is possible to identify four main phases in the development of thinking on Social partnership at the European level:

· The original Treaty of Rome (1957) established an Economic and Social Committee with representatives from employers' organisations and trade unions; these include representatives of agricultural, commercial, artisan and consumer interests. It must be consulted on proposals over legislation in the social field. A large and unwieldy body (currently with over 200 members) it was given the power to issue opinions on its own initiative under the 1991 Maastricht Treaty. Campbell Christie, formerly STUC General Secretary, is currently a member of this committee.

· Standing Committee on Employment created 1970 to ensure that 'there shall be continuous dialogue, joint action and consultation' between the institutions of the community and the social partners.

· Third phase initiated when Jacques Delors assumed presidency of the European Commission in January 1995. So-called Val Duchesses Dialogue with Social Partners to try and overcome the political stalemate and launch more far-reaching social policy initiatives. As part of his overall strategy Delors tried to encourage greater co-operation between European level social partners. The Single European Act of 1987, which amended the treaty of Rome in order to facilitate rapid economic integration, specifically stated that the 'Commission shall endeavour to develop the dialogue between management and labour at European level which could, if the 2 sides consider it desirable, lead to relations based on agreement'.

· the agreement between the 3 'social partner' organisations (Commission, ETUC & UNICE) in October 1991, on the eve of the Mastricht summit which was to approve further revisions to the Treaty. UNICE abandoned its longstanding opposition to the principle of negotiating European level agreements with the ETUC, leading to the inclusion in the social chapter of the new Maastricht Treaty of a clause providing that any agreement reached between management and labour at community level could be directly implemented as EU law by a decision of the council. 

Apart from initiatives like joint declarations etc, the social dialogue has resulted in three European framework agreements; on parental leave, flexibility in working-time and on fixed term contracts. The symbolic value of agreement can be said to be high, while consequences have been limited due to all three issues already being subject to statutory regulation in virtually all member countries.

Regional level partnerships

Distinct from the national level partnership there are numerous regional and local initiatives across Europe that involve the regional administrations, employers, unions and other partners. It is difficult to distinguish common practice and principles underpinning these partnerships. However they tend to focus on issues relating to social inclusion and are often aimed at the successful implementation of national policies rather than devising distinctively regional ones. Some of the more interesting regional partnerships have been included in the attached country studies and there is also an annex looking specifically at arrangements in Wales. The Scottish Executive's Central Research Unit is currently undertaking further research in this area.

SECTION 2

ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED IN THE SCOTTISH CONTEXT

- and lessons arising from research on European Social Partnership models

In looking towards the establishment of a distinctly Scottish Social and Economic Partnership, it may not be helpful to examine too closely the successes and failures in countries where social partnership is built around areas of policy (employment policy, collective bargaining) for which the Scottish Parliament is not responsible. The scope for importing other social and economic partnership models is also limited by the historical, political, economic and cultural factors specific to individual countries. However, lessons can be learned through researching other models and the work is particularly useful in helping to define the issues that must be addressed in Scotland:

Rationale – Why create a Social and Economic Partnership involving the Executive, STUC, employer representatives and possibly others? How would a SEP benefit Scotland?

In seeking to define a rationale, it is tempting to point to successes and failures of other countries' social partnerships. Ireland is perhaps the most obvious recent success story although opinions differ on the extent to which its recent economic success can be attributed to the partnership agreements signed since 1987. In most other West European countries such as Austria and Germany, social partnership arrangements have been crucial in ensuring the relative absence of industrial conflict. However, some would argue that social partnership is to blame for the recent economic stagnation in these countries. 

It is also possible to highlight successful initiatives in policy areas for which the Scottish Executive has responsibility. For example, in Ireland, a number of initiatives are now underway involving a range of social partners: trade unions, employers and community groups tackling racism in the workplace, trade unions and employers on training and trade unions and Women's groups tackling domestic violence.

Recent studies suggest that successful (based on longevity and tangible benefits) social partnerships are based on 3 key preconditions:

· Arise from the need to confront a major problem: post-war reconstruction (Austria, Netherlands, Germany) inflation (Ireland 1987, Italy 1993), industrial conflict (Sweden 1930s) etc

· Partners must be able to broadly agree on a economic solution

· Partners must be able to keep their sides of the bargain

While it is fortunate that Scotland is not currently suffering from any of the 'major problems' listed above, we remain in the early throes of devolution and face a number of serious challenges. Therefore, the present does seem to be an opportune time to establish a Social and Economic Partnership in Scotland. A new, distinctly Scottish model, 

· need not be constrained by having to tackle one major problem and could instead focus on improving the policy making process across a range of challenging issues: economic development/low growth, improving delivery of the public services, low participation in the democratic process etc 
· could tackle growing disenchantment with the democratic process by contributing to the creation of a society where consensual and inclusive politics become the norm. 
There is a growing realisation that Scotland, like other West European countries, now has to function on the basis of quality rather than labour costs requiring greater investment in capital goods, workforce development and research and development. It is also generally acknowledged that the future success of the Scottish economy depends on improving the delivery of public service. These processes would be enhanced by a cooperative approach to skills and industrial policy involving the social partners. 

Smart, Successful Scotland appears to acknowledge the value of such an approach:

· "Other countries have shown that significantly increased productivity is attainable, with higher skills sustaining both higher wages and employment growth...we need to help others with potential to match the best, to improve our performance, create jobs, raise incomes and put Scotland on a higher growth path".

· "Our vision is of a high skill, high wage economy with a higher employment rate across many parts of Scotland.  In an age where knowledge is a key competitive weapon, skills and learning need to be at the heart of the Network's activities". 

· Key initiatives to promote effective partnership working include: "Effective working with trade unions, voluntary organisations and employer bodies".

Executive priority areas - The table below seeks to demonstrate that social partnership can embrace policy areas that are not immediately associated with social partner involvement. Social partners are involved in these areas in other countries (although not necessarily at the national strategic level).

	Executive priority area


	Examples of social partner involvement elsewhere

	Health
	Ireland, Sweden 

	Education
	Austria (LL), Denmark (FE, HE & LL), Ireland (FE & in-work training), Italy (LL)



	Crime
	North Rhine Westphalia (German Lander)

Ireland – initiative to tackle domestic violence



	Transport
	Ireland – major priority of PPF, Spain - Barcelona (and other Spanish cities) where social partners are closely involved in planning and regeneration initiatives. Similar initiatives in Italian regions.



	Jobs
	Ireland, Austria, Germany, Spain, Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden, Italy, Belgium




Bilateral exchanges between the Scottish Executive and the social partners currently take place on a number of levels both formal and informal. However, a SEP would help facilitate valuable multi-partner exchanges in areas of common interest such as economic development and public service delivery. 

Composition – In Scotland, who should be considered 'social partners'?
An analysis of European models does not provide a definitive answer. There is a consensus that the main representative organisations of employers and workers constitute the social partners. Other partners, the voluntary sector for example, have been included to varying degrees in social partnership agreements. In Ireland, the voluntary sector has been a signatory to the partnership agreements since 1997. The voluntary sector generally also obtains seats in the Social and Economic Councils prevalent across Europe. However, the German social partnership is characterised by the exclusive nature of relations between the state, employers and unions. Given that the Scottish Social and Economic partnership would have to look beyond labour relations, perhaps it is inevitable that a more inclusive view of the social partners concept will have to be adopted. 

Of course, in any country, Government involvement is crucial to the social partnership. Government provides the arena within which the process operates and the value of any partnership depends to a great extent on the degree of power it is willing to share. Therefore, it is necessary to carefully examine how government in Scotland, at all levels, should be represented in a future SEP. To ensure that the SEP is effective in connecting national priorities to those at local and neighbourhood level, ‘government’ may have to be widened beyond the Executive to include representatives of local government and the community planning process. 

Another issue is how each 'social partner' should be represented in the SEP. The STUC and SCVO provide single representative bodies for the trade unions and voluntary sector respectively. However, there is an issue regarding the number of employers' organisations in Scotland and how they may be represented. In Scotland, as in the UK, there is no universally recognised 'umbrella body' which collectively represents business interests in negotiations with government and some commentators have identified this as a principal reason why social partnership has failed to take root in British political culture. It is worth noting that in Wales, an umbrella body 'Business Wales' has been established to represent the various employer organisations in their relations with the Assembly.

Remit - What should be the policy focus of a Scottish Social and Economic Partnership?

It is helpful to first consider what rights and responsibilities should be available to a Scottish SEP as these vary considerably in other European countries and the influence wielded does not necessarily correspond to formal powers. Hence, in Italy, where social partnership is relatively unstable and subject to short term political pressures, the Economic and Social council nominally possesses the right to propose legislation. In contrast, Austrian social partnership is extremely influential but has limited formal powers. Issues for consideration:

· Relations with the Scottish Parliament.

· The level of policymaking – national, regional, local – at which a SEP should operate. 

· The roles and responsibilities of each partner and their capacity to effectively engage.

· Whether the SEP has a role in the implementation of policy as well as its development. 

In considering the policy focus, we can only learn a limited amount from European social partnerships which are established on the basis of industrial relations and/or collective bargaining. Even in countries that embrace wider issues such as Austria and Ireland, social partnership is built around labour relations issues. In Scotland, any SEP model must be sensitive to the terms of the devolution settlement and therefore the partners will have to determine an appropriate role in addressing reserved (and European) matters.

Social partnerships in other countries appear to be increasingly focused on micro-economic rather than macro-economic factors. In a number of countries – Spain, Germany, Belgium - there seems to be a growing focus on enhancing the conditions for economic development, which in part, reflects the difficulty in influencing macroeconomics in the global economy. There is also scope for a SEP to play a role in improving the delivery of public services.

The real value of examining arrangements in other countries may be in the process of policy formulation rather than the content. There is a consensus view that win-win situations have to be created and time and energy not expended on issues that the partners can never agree on. 

Structure - Do we require new institutions?
The role of institutions to social partnership is important. Bodies with a role in policy making e.g. Austrian Parity Commission contribute to the longevity and success of social partnership by offering partners a visible and distinct role in the process. 

Any new institution in Scotland must fit the partnership model decided upon. It would be relatively straightforward to import a Social and Economic Council model (Spain, Netherlands, Italy, Austria, Italy etc). However, in doing so, we should not make the mistake of assuming that we are importing the social partnership model. Often the crucial negotiations in each country take place outwith the institutional structures. 

Further issues that need to be taken into account when considering the SEP structure:

Legislation - a number of European Social and Economic Councils are founded in law – Spain, the Netherlands, Italy, Belgium – thereby ensuring that the institution is less vulnerable to unsympathetic governments. 

Resource – a SEP will place great demands on the social partners who until recently have not been encouraged to allocate resource to facilitating formal relations with government. SEP will not work if the social partners lack the capacity to engage effectively. For instance, experience elsewhere suggests that a secretariat is valuable in sustaining an effective institution. Consideration will have to be given to how a secretariat would be funded and resourced. 

A number of institutions and initiatives already exist in Scotland that can broadly be defined as social partnership: Scottish Civic Forum, Scottish Social Inclusion Network, Local Economic Forums etc. However these fit only with the consultative aspects of social partnership and do not constitute more substantial forms of policy concertation. Careful consideration will also have to be given to the impact a Scottish Economic and Social partnership will have these existing bodies.

Culture – to what extent is the Scottish Executive prepared to share powers with the social partners? Will each partner be willing to embrace a change in culture that will be necessary to the success of a Scottish SEP?   

Social Partnership approaches appear to be particularly appropriate in smaller countries – i.e. Austria, Belgium, Ireland – which tend to be more susceptible to changes in the international economy and more able to bring together the principal political and economic actors. It can also be argued that social partnership models common in smaller European states derive from the need for coalition governments. Operating in a coalition is ingrained in the political culture of these nations and consensual models have evolved in this context. 

However, a culture where the Executive and/or Legislature are prepared to share powers with the social partners has yet to develop fully in Scotland. In this context it may be helpful to consider some of the main points contained in a characterisation of Ireland's social partnership recently prepared by the Irish National Economic and Social Council:

· The partnership process is heavily dependent on a shared understanding of the key mechanisms and relationships in any given policy area.

· The government has a unique role in the partnership process. It provides the arena within which the process operates. It shared some of its authority with social partners. In some parts of the wider policy process, it actively supports formation of interest organisations.

· The process reflects the interdependence of the partners.

· Problem solving approach designed to produce consensus in which various interest groups address joint problems.

· Partnership involved trade offs both between and within interest groups.

The process adopted in establishing a SEP will be crucial to its future success. The process must be open and inclusive with information appropriately shared at all stages. In particular, we must carefully consider the point at which potential partners should be invited to participate in the process. 

AUSTRIA

Key points

· Austria is well known for its social partnership system, which is often credited for securing political and social stability since 1945. Austria can be regarded as the country where social partnership is most entrenched and highly developed. 

· In Austria social partnership does not refer to partial 'social pacts' as elsewhere in Europe during the 1990s but points to a durable and robust pattern of day-to-day policy making. 

· Unique to Austria's social partnership is its dominant role in socio-economic policy making.

· Austrian social partnership has proved capable of expanding and adapting to the changing circumstances of Austrian politics. 

· Peak representative groups of workers and employers are highly centralised, organised and effective. The OGB, for example, is unique among trade union confederations in Western Europe in encompassing all union members in Austria and in exerting strong disciplinary and financial controls over its sectoral organisations.

Government

Austria has a federal system of government; the country consists of 9 provinces. Although Article 15 of the constitution states that the provinces shall have jurisdiction over all matters not explicitly reserved for the federal government, Austrian federalism is weak and underdeveloped. The areas of law reserved for the provinces are few in number and relatively unimportant.

Social Partnership - Model

Austria is exceptional in that social partnership has functioned continuously for over half a century as the decisive influence on national economic and social policy and the conduct of industrial relations. There is a discernible bias towards the reconciliation of differences of interest. There is also a close overlap between the social partners and the political process, with leading representatives of the two sides often holding seats in parliament or even in government.

In the Austrian context, social partnership is more than underlying conceptions and values that legitimate the participation of the social partners in the process of policy making. Social partnership refers to the whole range of policy making and encompasses 2 distinct processes:

Konzertierung: the participation of peak interest associations in governmental policy formulation.

Akkordierung: the participation of peak interest associations in the search for, and realisation of, compromises between either the government and the peak interest associations or between the peak interest associations alone.

Austrian social partnership is characterised by a high degree of informality in the relations among the actors. Although the actors themselves are highly institutionalised – being either highly monopolised and centralised organisations, agents set up by public law, or both – any account referring to formal institutions as the central feature of social partnership misses the point. It is the very institutionalisation and strength of the actors themselves that makes them able to rely less on institutionalised forms of interaction than on informal face-to-face contacts for reaching consensus about political matters. Therefore, there is a widespread assumption in Austria that formal social pacts e.g. Irish Partnership agreements are unnecessary.

	Type of policy making
	Policy areas covered

	Konzertierung (between govt and peak associations)
	Social policy, fiscal policy, monetary policy, investment policy, industrial policy, trade policy, social welfare

	Akkordierung (between peak associations)
	Labour Law, job-creation and training, employment, equal opportunity policy

	Konzertierung without Akkordierung (Govt decision with individual participation of social partners)
	Areas of economic policy, social policy, consumer policy, environmental policy

	Govt decision with Konzertierung and often Akkordierung between social partners
	EU issues

	Govt decision without, or with marginal influence of, social partners
	Interior policy, foreign policy, education policy, media policy


Parity Commission

Austrian Social Partnership is an extensive, institutional and centralised system of shared, elite decision making. Despite this, the Parity Commission itself has no explicit constitutional status – although the social partners do – but operates on the basis of unanimous public policy recommendations reached by privately negotiated consensus and compromise:

"The Parity Commission is not enshrined in the Constitution either as the centre for co-operation between the peak associations or as an advisory organ to the federal government.... nor does it have any fixed meeting place where it may be found, nor an address where it may be reached. It has no telephone number, no headed paper, nor any office personnel of its own".

The core consultative instrument of the social partnership is the Parity Commission. The commission consists of 7 members of the government - the chancellor, 3 ministers and 3 state secretaries – and 2 members each from the Federal Chamber of the Economy, the Presidential Conference of the Austrian Chambers of Agriculture, the Council of the Austrian Chambers of Labour and OGB, the peak trade union association. This distribution of seats on the commission gives the interest organisations a majority. Experts in various areas attend the meetings in an advisory capacity. The Party Commissions decisions must be unanimous, because the commission is not based on law, and participation is voluntary not mandatory.

The effectiveness of the institution over several decades has rested less on its formal powers and procedures (which are few) than on its role as a forum for dialogue between highly authoritative representative actors. This has permitted effective central co-ordination of collective bargaining objectives and outcomes, linked to overt or tacit framework negotiation between unions and employers over distributional issues and with government over macroeconomic policy and the social welfare agenda.

Economic and Social Council

The size, structure and working methods of the Austrian Council are quite different from the European, French or Italian economic and social councils. Due to its informal legal structure, it has no binding, written rules of procedure nor does it have its own premises or budget. The de facto rules of procedure of the Council have been developed with practice, base on precedent and are not legally binding.

The Austrian Economic and Social council was set up in 1963 on the basis of an informal agreement between the 4 major bodies from the 2 sides of Austrian Industry (the Federal Economic Chamber, the federal Chamber of Labour, the Confederation of Trade Unions and the Standing Committee of Presidents of the Chamber of Agriculture). This agreement is amended and updated from time to time in line with changing circumstances.

The council therefore has no legal personality. It is not based on any piece of legislation but, as with the overall system for organising the Social partners in Austria, it is based on a voluntary, informal approach.

The Council issues studies and reports on economic and social policy issues containing joint and therefore unanimous recommendations from these four bodies, addressed to the federal government and the other economic and social policy makers.

The Council's tasks include the following:

· Examining economic and social policy issues as they affect the national economy.

· Issuing recommendations for achieving stable purchasing power, steady economic growth and full employment.

· Putting forward proposals for improved co-ordination of economic and social policy measures and dealing with basic questions in these areas.

It is an institution which adopts an objective approach to political discussions by working out common bases and compiling facts and information in a non-conflictual manner. This comprises the starting point for joint measures and recommendations prepared by the social partners for the federal government and others responsible for economic and social policy.

The Council comprises a total of 21 people: 16 council members and 5 permanent experts. In addition, it has 2 managing directors (secretaries general) one from the employers' side and the other from the trade union side. The members and experts essentially represent the main people in the 4 main social partner bodies in matters pertaining to economic and social policy. The only member not representing the social partners is the head of the Austrian Institute for Economic Research, who is appointed as a permanent expert.

Current Developments

Since the right-wing coalition government of the populist Freedom Party (FPO) and conservative People's Party (OVP) took power on 4 February 2000 the traditional process of consensual policy making has been severely challenged. Coalition policies – particularly reform of the social insurance system - have been met with harsh criticism, mainly from organised labour. Political tensions between OGB and the government, especially FPO, have reached a new peak of intensity when Hubert Gorbach, the vice-chair of FPO, suggested that the abolition of trade unions would advance the cause of economic reform.

OGB received a great deal of support from OVP politicians, the President of the Republic and President of the Economic Chamber who all stressed the importance of OGB as an indispensable part of Austrian social partnership and democracy. 

Although the current conflict is between the government and the social partners, one cannot rule out the possibility that it will also have a negative impact on the relationship between the social partners in the long run. This is because the Government policy of limiting social partnership harms OGB more than WKO (peak employers group) due to the latter's links with OVP. Hence, it is primarily OGB, which actually has to face a loss of influence in public policy. 

Lessons for Scotland

· In some respects, the Austrian case might be regarded as a model of successful peak level dialogue. But precisely because its effectiveness has rested on institutional preconditions lacking in other national contexts, it can scarcely be taken as a recipe for others to imitate.

· Traditionally in the UK, the social partners have never had such influence over Government policy. 

· The Social Partnership institutions form only a part of the Austrian social partnership. This has to be borne in mind when considering relevance of models to Scottish context.  Research suggests that informal contacts between key players are of greater importance to policy-making and the resolution of conflict. 

· The wide range of policy matters in which the social partners have influence is unique in Europe.  However, in the UK context, the majority of these policy matters – economy, employment related - remain the responsibility of Westminster.

BELGIUM & FLANDERS

Key points

· Belgian political culture in Belgium is one of cooperation and consultation. There is a great deal of discussion between the government and social partners most of which is institutionalised.

· National level social partnership is mirrored in arrangements at regional level. The Flanders economy, one of the strongest and fastest growing in Europe, has flourished through embracing social partnership.

Federal Structure

The three regions - Flanders, Wallonia and Brussels - each has its own government and legislature. The Flemish Parliament is unicameral and has 124 seats. Unlike other federal systems in the world, neither the Flemish Parliament nor its laws are subordinate to the Belgium Parliament or its acts. Thus, there is no hierarchy between the federal government and the Flemish government. Flanders, like the UK has a responsible system of government where the members of the Vlaamse Regering (Flemish Government) are chosen directly from members of the Vlaams Parlement (Flemish Parliament).

Federal powers: The central government is responsible for defence, justice, home affairs, foreign policy, monetary policy and tax policy.

Regional Powers: Flanders is responsible for culture, social welfare, migrants policy, energy, economic development, tourism, natural resources, and shared jurisdiction with the federal government, health care, housing, agriculture, town and country planning, environment, education, public works and transportation, employment, language and research and development.

There is a great deal of institutionalised dialogue between the national and regional governments and the social partners. At the national level this tends to place in one of 2 main committees: 

The Central Economic Council (CCE)

The Central Economic Council (CCE) is a joint advisory body, established by the Act of 20 September 1948. It focuses on economic organisation and seeks to,

· institutionalise dialogue between employers' and workers' organisations on economic issues 

· provide guidance to the government in economic policy formulation. 

Since 1948, the council's advisory powers have been gradually widened to take account of new legislation. Its duties include:

· producing opinions on particular issues - type and scope of economic and financial information to be supplied to the business councils, company accounts - which the government is legally obliged to refer to it:

· reporting annually on trends in employment and labour costs 

· reporting annually on the maximum available margin of growth in labour costs, which is decisive in negotiating collective bargaining agreements.

· advising on competition policy

The CCE has a maximum of fifty members:  employers' and workers' organisations designate 22 members each who in turn designate another 6 members who are known for their scientific or technical expertise. Members are appointed for a renewable, four-year term. The CCE is chaired by a leading, independent figure who is assisted by 4 vice-presidents; 2 each employers' and workers' groups each designate 2 vice-presidents. 

The plenary assembly, which brings together all the members, is the supreme decision-making body and is the last to express its views, both on policy opinions and recommendations, drafted on referral from a minister, a legislative chamber or on its own initiative and on administrative and staff issues.
Policy opinions and proposals are issued either unanimously or decided by a roll-call vote.

The National Labour Council (CNT)

The CNT was established by the Act of 29 May 1952 and followed several other bodies, the oldest of which date back to the 19th century. These are the Labour Committee, set up in 1886, the Industry and Labour Councils, 1887, the Supreme Council of Labour, 1892 and the Supreme Council of Labour and Social Insurance, established in 1935. After the Second World War, a wide range of institutions were set up to represent economic and social groups, for example, the Central Economic Council, established in 1948 to take over from the Joint General Council founded in 1944, and the National Labour Council, created in 1952.
Similar to the Central Economic Council (CCE), the CNT groups together organisations representing business and labour interests in Belgium. 

The Act of 29 May 1952 gave the CNT the following powers: 

· the first, consists in giving opinions or formulating proposals on social issues for the Belgian government and/or parliament; 

· the second, residuary power enables the CNT to issue opinions on conflicts arising between joint committees. 

· and, since 1968, the CNT also has the power to negotiate collective bargaining agreements, either for all sectors of economic activity or for one of these sectors.

The CNT has members, substitutes and associate members. The 24 members are appointed for a renewable, four-year term of office. Seats are divided equally between the workers' and employers' organisations and only titular members are entitled to vote. In addition, under a provisional ruling, the CNT has 2 associate members representing the non-commercial sector. 

During the council's plenary sessions, which are held almost every month, collective bargaining agreements are negotiated and opinions and proposals are adopted. For collective bargaining agreements, a quorum of at least half of the members of each group must be present. The majority of opinions and proposals are adopted unanimously. When this is not the case, the different positions are officially included in the texts. 

Current developments

At federal level, a `rainbow´ coalition has been in power since June 1999, made up of six parties: the Flemish Liberals and Democrats, the Liberal Reform Party/Democratic Front of Francophones/Movement of Citizens for the Change,  the (French-speaking) Socialist Party, the (Flemish-speaking) Progressive Social Alternative, Ecolo  and Agalev (Flemish environmentalists). The government's term of office runs until mid-2003 and no elections were held in 2001. However, a number of political parties changed their name, as follows:

In January 2002, the government presented a document on economic and social priorities for 2002 and 2003. Among other matters, it referred to structural problems of a socio-economic nature that the government wishes to address before the end of the current legislature in mid-2003. These include:

· reducing wage costs, which are seen as too high in Belgium compared with neighbouring countries; 

· reducing excessively high fiscal charges; 

· raising the employment rate, particularly in the 50-64 age group; and 

· increasing market flexibility. 

The government asked the social partners to discuss four matters with a view to incorporating them into the intersectoral agreement for 2003-4, which must be negotiated by the end of 2002. These issues are the current unfavourable development in wage costs, the effects of reducing social security contributions, making the labour market more flexible and expanding training in enterprises. These issues are thus likely to be prominent in Belgian industrial relations in 2002.

Flanders

The cooperative and consultative political culture in Belgium is reflected at regional level. It can be argued that the consensual model of government in Flanders derives from the need for coalition governments. Operating in a coalition is an ingrained element of Flemish political culture, and the consensual model has evolved in this context. 

The Flemish balance between a highly structured, consensual structure and the maintenance of informal contacts is instructive. While the Flemish model is highly corporatist informal contacts between politicians and social partners do exist. In having a corporatist model the Flemish do not rely on lobbying to influence policy decisions since there are built-in structures providing consultation, cooperation, and dialogue between social partners and government.

In Flanders, the social partners work with the regional administration through 2 main committees:

VESOC - Flemish Economic and Social Consultative Committee (Vlaams Economisch Sociaal Overlegcomite) 

VESOC is the main governmental committee dealing with business-government relations in Flanders. The VESOC was established in 1983 in the wake of the 1980 constitutional reforms. The committee provides a forum for regular meetings between the Flemish government, the Flemish employers and employees. The committee is not solely a consultative body; it is the forum in which concrete agreements are reached by means of consensus between the social partners. The VESOC is central to economic and business policy development in Flanders. Since 1986 the Flemish government has pledged to implement every consensus reached in the VESOC. The social partners have agreed to the principle of co-operation and have pledged to defend the consensus reached with their members. The social partners are represented by their own centralised bodies.

SERV - Flanders Social and Economic Council (Sociaal-Economische Raad van Vlaanderen) 

SERV's tasks are limited by decree to:

· advising, issuing recommendations and publishing case studies

· providing a forum for consultation between the social partners and with the Flemish government

· investigation into technological and organisational innovations related to work

While the VESOC is the main vehicle for reaching policy decisions between the social partners, SERV is the main umbrella group for consultation, policy development and coordination of government activities in the area of business and economic development. 

SERV occupies a dominant position in terms of policy formulation in Flanders. It also illustrates the importance that the social partners and political elites in Flanders attach to the principle of social dialogue and cooperation. However there is a clear division of power: the social partners advise the government on issues of social and economic importance but the Flemish government has the final say and makes the final decisions. 

Current Developments

In Flanders, on 22 November 2001, the regional Government and social partners agreed the ‘Vilvoorde Pact’, which sets out 21 objectives for the 21st century and explicitly adopts a number of benchmarks from the European employment strategy. These include,

· growth in the employment rate to as close as possible to 70% by 2010

· a reduction by half of the number of young people leaving school without a diploma

· a marked increase in the proportional participation in the labour market of a number of groups e.g. women, foreign nationals, people with disabilities, and people with few qualifications. 

The Flemish social partners are currently involved in a wide variety of initiatives, such as: local employment forums, the Flemish Job Placement and Vocational Training Service skill centres; the recognition and certification of skills acquired elsewhere; the creation of occupational profiles and the development of part-time employment via sectoral consultants.

Lessons for Scotland

· The Flemish model of consensus has been tried and tested over a number of decades; it is certainly one that Scotland can learn from as a model for a new consensual and inclusive politics.

· Both the SERV and VESOC provide valuable examples of tripartite institutions working effectively and adding value in a region operating a devolved system of government. 

· This above points suggest that there may be merit in creating some institutionalised links between the social partners and the Scottish Parliament/Executive for the purpose of policy development. However, the federal structure in Belgium allows the Flemish government greater powers in the economic sphere than are available to the Scottish Executive. The relationship that exists between Flanders and the central Belgian state is in a period of advanced devolution. 

GERMANY

Key points

· 'Social partnership' in Germany is shorthand for the consensual system of labour capital relations which developed in the 1950s. The economic success and low incidence of industrial conflict that have until recently characterised post-war Germany are commonly attributed to Social Partnership. 

· The values and sentiment of social partnership and the practice of policy concertation go back a long way in German history and the frequent use of the term by employers, trade unionists and politicians demonstrates just how deeply embedded it is in German political culture. 

· However, Social partnership is not a universal concept that structures the whole of German society. It is narrowly focused on industrial relations.

· The continuing importance of the concept of social partnership in Germany is largely due to the peak level representative groups being characterised by high levels of centralisation, concentration and membership.

· An essential feature of the German social partnership is the exclusive nature of the tripartite relations between state, employers and trade unions. 

Federal System

Germany has a strong federal system of government, with 16 Lander (regional states) responsible for major elements of state policy: 

· social services

· Development and energy policy

· education (including vocational training)

· public housing

· environmental protection 

· industrial policy.

All 3 levels of government (federal/regional/local) enjoy fixed proportions of major tax revenues and also operate within a sophisticated system of fiscal equalisation, which shifts resources to assist structurally weaker regions. 

The German political system is marked by a broad set of institutional checks and balances. The Lander share significant legislative powers with the federal government. The upper house of the Federal Parliament, the Bundesrat, is composed of delegates from the individual Lander, and its approval must be sought for the passage of legislation relating to Land regional and local affairs. 

As a result of these checks and balances legislative procedures are generally slow and cumbersome; 'policy immobilisation' has been a significant impediment to concerted crisis management, although the higher level of predictability in political culture favours stable relationships between the major political actors i.e. it helps to maintain institutional continuity and favours the operation of a consensual system for resolving problems.

Social Partnership - Model

Given the common perception of Germany as a country with a long-established tradition social partnership it could be assumed that social dialogue would be firmly entrenched in tripartite institutions. However, until the establishment of the National Alliance for Jobs in 1998, this was not the case. Social Partnership in Germany has tended to denote 2 main processes:

· A system of negotiations at sectoral level between unions and employers associations

· Company level codetermination 
Given the commitment on both sides to the principle of free collective bargaining, tripartite concertation in which the Government is a key actor is not easily compatible with the German industrial relations model.

Tripartism at the macro-political level was introduced briefly in 1967 under the Grand Coalition in the form of Concerted Action. This involved non-binding discussions between employer, union and state representatives concerning medium-term macroeconomic targets in particular relating to wage costs. It achieved the short-term objective of moderating wage settlements, but after 1969 remained ineffectual until its formal collapse in 1977. Trade Union hopes of developing a set of tripartite macro-policy institutions along Austrian lines evaporated.
Codetermination

The relatively low incidence of industrial conflict in post-war Germany is commonly attributed to the success of the practise of Codetermination. 

Codetermination (Mitbestimmung) under which German workers or their representatives sit on the governing boards or the factory councils of most German firms is a classic example of how the German system reconciles apparent opposites to work in a common direction. Codetermination evolved and expanded through 5 different West German laws from 1951 to 1976 and 85% of all German employees are now included in some form of codetermination.

Codetermination takes place through 2 structures, the Aufsichtsrat (supervisory board) in a large Enterprise and/or the Betriebsrat (factory council) in most companies. Over two thirds of all German firms have a Betriebsrat. Only about a quarter have an Aufsichtsrat. Many large firms have both. If a firm is large enough to have both, the workers are twice represented. Depending on the size of the firm, the Aufsichtsrat must have between one-third and one-half worker membership. The Betriebsrat is composed entirely of employee representatives. 

National Alliance for Jobs

Following the election of a Social Democratic-led 'red-green' government in September 1998, the national government, trade unions and employers associations agreed to establish a 'National Alliance for Jobs' (full title - Alliance for Jobs, Vocational Training and Competitiveness) in the form of a permanent tripartite body where all parties have the opportunity for a regular exchange of views and for the mediation of different interests. 

The Alliance for Jobs can be characterised as a social partnership but exceeds traditional German tripartite consultations on social and labour market policy. The following aims were agreed:

· a permanent reduction of non-wage labour costs and a structural reform of the social security system

· an employment-promoting distribution of work and flexible working time arrangements 

· the introduction of reform of company taxation with particular reductions for SMEs

· the improvement of innovative capacities and the competitiveness of companies

· the creation of better possibilities to use early and partial retirement

· a collective bargaining policy which supports the creation of employment

· better possibilities for SMEs to obtain risk capital

· the improvement of wealth creating and profit sharing schemes

· the establishment of tripartite talks on particular topics

· the development of new fields of employment for low skilled workers

· the extension of labour market policy to fight youth and long term unemployment

For the discussion and further development of these aims 8 working groups, consisting of experts from all sides, were established:

· Vocational and continued training

· tax policy

· reform of pension schemes

· early and partial retirement

· working time policy

· reform of health care and insurance

· economic development in East Germany

· benchmarking

The government now regards the Alliance for Jobs as the central framework for involving the social partners in employment creating policies. However, the achievements of the Alliance have been few and it has met only intermittently at the top-level; once in the whole of 2001.

In late January 2002, the eighth round of official level top-level talks within the Alliance were overshadowed by conflicting views between the Trade Unions and employers on pay policy. After the meeting failed to produce any positive results, the employers and unions blamed each other. The employers accused the unions of blocking a reasonable pay policy and the unions accused the employers of making unrealistic demands and of seeking the failure of the Alliance for political reasons.

Partnerships for employment at Lander level

Due to the division of responsibility in the German society the success of a federal initiative like the Alliance for Jobs depends to a large degree on the willingness and ability of the Lander to adopt the ideas and strategies of the Alliance. Furthermore, the problems concerning social exclusion differ in the various parts of Germany, especially between the Western and new Eastern Lander.

In most of the sixteen states various forms of alliances between the state, employers and unions have been established, but there are notable exceptions. One case is Baden-Wurttemberg where the state, employers, vocational schools, the municipalities and the public service have entered into a partnership by-passing the trade unions. 

Nordrhein-Westfalen Lander

In 1996 a so-called 'consensus on career training' was signed by the social partners and Lander administration in NRW. The aim was to combat unemployment by offering every young person a training place. 

This is one example of the tripartite relations that were strong prior to the establishment of the regional Alliance for Jobs in NRW in 1999. The partners in the regional Alliance are the state of NRW, the regional branches of the unions DGB, IG Metall, IG BCE, ver.di and on the employers side, the regional employers association, the association of metal and electronics, the regional association of industry and commerce, IHK and the regional crafts association. An advisory role has been given to, among others, the public employment service and the churches.

One of the problems experienced in the NRW alliance is the apparent lack of co-ordination of the initiatives launched at Federal, regional/state and local level. The exchange of information is unsystematic.

German Social Partnership - Current developments

· Social partnership currently under severe pressure. If, as seems likely, the autumn general election results in a change of administration, the National Alliance for Jobs is likely to be wound up. IG Metall, the metal workers union and one of Germany's biggest, was recently on strike in a number of districts.

· The debate on the future of social partnership in Germany is now being driven by a confident and powerful corporate sector and is therefore frequently framed in terms of a comparison between a stagnant German model and a more dynamic and flexible Anglo-Saxon model.

· The National Alliance for Jobs has failed to reduce the current tension on pay policy between the unions and employers. The unions suspect a victory for the opposition in this year's federal elections could spell the end for the Alliance and for other progressive labour legislation introduced by the current coalition government.

· However, German Social Partnership is resilient. The economic and electoral advantages of embracing the rhetoric of social partnership and dialogue continue to be recognised by both industrial leaders and their political allies.

Lessons for Scotland

· Because it is so narrowly focussed on industrial relations there is a limited amount Scotland can learn from the German model. 

· The German model has evolved since the Second World War through an economic, social and institutional landscape that bears little resemblance to Scotland in 2002. 

· The National Alliance for jobs has a far wider remit – taxation, social security, and collective bargaining policy - than would be practical for any Scottish social partnership. 

IRELAND 
Key points

Irish Social Partnership is particularly interesting for 3 main reasons:

· It began in 1987, during the heyday of free market conservatism in UK and USA and thus marked a radical departure from the labour relations trajectories mapped out by the Thatcher and Reagan administrations

· It has been associated with a remarkable rate of economic growth, and a corresponding dramatic fall in unemployment, to the extent that Ireland has become known as the Celtic Tiger. Ireland has consistently registered rates of economic and employment growth far ahead of OECD countries and attracted huge levels of foreign direct investment.

· The Partnership Agreements have been extended to encompass a range of matters beyond wage restraint and tax reform.

The emergence and maintenance of Irish social partnership can be explained by reference to the following mutually reinforcing factors:

· deep economic, social and political crisis of the 1980s acted as a catalyst 

· new economic context reinforced the need to co-ordinate and the rewards to be gained from co-ordination

· shared understanding of the key economic mechanisms in the Irish economy.

· partners found a new problem-solving approach

· support is conditional and renegotiated both between and within associations

· Ireland had a set of supply side characteristics which has facilitated economic growth

· economic success provides a powerful legitimisation of social partnership and encourages a reluctance to dispense with the process

· the development of an institutional framework for social partnership

· for all the participants the process has delivered gains and met specific objectives

The Partnership Agreements

Social Partnership in Ireland refers to the series of Partnership Agreements signed by the Government, Trade Unions, employers, agricultural interests and, since 1987, the voluntary sector. The fifth agreement, the Programme for Prosperity and Fairness was signed in 2000 and ends late 2002. 

Table 1 previous partnership agreements.

	Agreement
	Pay terms
	Key policies

	Programme for National Recovery 1987-90
	pay moderation with tax reform
	Integrated strategy for economic and social development, stable macroeconomic framework, control of public expenditure

	Programme for Economic and social Progress 1991-4
	pay moderation and tax reform & local bargaining increases of up to 3% allowed
	continuation of PNR policy framework, establishment of Area based partnerships to address economic and social deprivation

	Programme for Competitiveness and Work 1994-6
	continuation of pay moderation with tax reform, no local bargaining clause
	renewed focus on employment generation, targets set for reduction of debt/GNP ratio

	Partnership 2000 1997-2000
	explicit wage moderation/tax concession trade off, local bargaining increases linked to productivity
	tackling social exclusion as a strategic objective, extension of partnership to enterprise level


The Programme for Prosperity and Fairness involves 5 key operational frameworks:

· Living standards and workplace environment

· Prosperity and economic inclusion

· Social inclusion and equality

· Successful adaptation to continuing change 

· Renewing partnership

The objective of the frameworks is twofold:

· to identify and highlight the key new policy initiatives that have been agreed as necessary to achieve the essential objectives set for the programme.

· to provide an integrating focus for and the basis for social partner involvement with the relevant Departments and Agencies in the development of policies and the solution of problems arising in the areas covered by the Programme.

The Agreement is a lengthy document which, for each framework, states objectives, flags new initiatives and sets some clear targets in a wide range of policy areas such as people on low incomes, transport, housing, family friendly policies, healthcare, equality, agriculture and north/south partnership.

The Programme is dependent upon achieving an average annual GNP growth rate of about 5.6% over the period of the Agreement and the maintenance of significant budgetary surpluses in each year. 

Partners

The five pillars in the Irish Social Partnership are, 

· the 'traditional' social partners: the Government, The Irish Congress of Trade unions (ICTU), the Irish Business and Employers Confederation (IBEC), the Farmers. 

· the voluntary sector 

It may be helpful to include the full list of the signatories to the PPF: 

IBEC, ICTU, Construction Industry Federation, Irish Farmers Association, Irish Creamery Milk Suppliers Association, Irish Co-operative Organisation society Ltd, Macra na Feirme, Irish National Organisation of the Unemployed, Congress Centres for the Unemployed, The community Platform 1, Conference of Religious Ireland, National Women's Council of Ireland, National Youth Council of Ireland, Society of St Vincent de Paul, Protestant Aid, Small Firms Association, Irish Exporters Association, Irish Tourist Industry Confederation & Chambers of Commerce Ireland.

Institutions

National Economic and Social Council (NESC)

National Economic and Social Council (NESC) was established in 1973 as the successor to the national Industrial and Economic Council. Its membership is drawn from the traditional social partners, senior civil servants and government nominees. The remit of the council is to seek consensus on economic and social issues and to advise the government through the Taoiseach. The council's work was important in the re-establishment of social partnership arrangements in 1987 and, since then, has played a key role in shaping the direction of economic and social policy within the state.

Central Review Committee

Under the Programme for National Recovery (PNR) a tripartite Central Review Committee  (CRC) was established to oversee and monitor the implementation of the national agreement and in particular ensure that commitments were being met and that each of the parties was acting in accordance with the terms of the agreement. Some consider that this body was to develop into one of the key institutions of the social partnership as its role evolved beyond normal monitoring. The CRC has subsequently been replaced by the Partnership 2000 monitoring committee on which all the social partners are represented, but opinion suggests that the unwieldy structure of this committee has prevented it from developing an effective role.

National Centre for Partnership

NCP was established through Partnership 2000 to promote and facilitate enterprise level partnership.

Economic and Social Forum (NESF)

In 1993, the government established a new partnership body, the national Economic and Social Forum (NESF). Its membership encompasses the traditional social partners plus representatives from the community and voluntary sector and opposition political parties. The role of the NESF is to develop economic and social policy initiatives, especially to combat unemployment and inequality, and to contribute to the formation of a national consensus on social and economic matters. 

Criticisms

Success overstated: There is a consensus view that Irelands economic success is attributable to the benign effect of cost-competitiveness and employer-union accommodation created through the Partnership Agreements but other factors must also be taken into account:

· Foreign direct investment

· Plentiful supply of well educated labour

· Increasing irrelevance of peripheral location for industries based on information technology

· Ireland's prodigious success in attracting EU structural funds.

Not achieving objectives: Social inclusion aspect has not been realised. Evidence to support criticism that inequality is growing along with the economy. Equally worrying is the persistence of a substantial pool of very low paid jobs.

Undemocratic - The Social Partners are now a more powerful influence in the policy process, to the extent that some politicians feel that partners have more power than backbenchers. It would be unthinkable to set up a task force or policy committee of any seriousness or weight without social partner representation. 

Admittance of 'social/voluntary' pillar: fully incorporated during negotiation and ratification of Partnership 2000. This development was largely attributable to the growth in stature and standing of some of the third pillar groups as a result of their performance within the NESF and in local partnership initiatives. Broad agreement across political parties that there was a need to develop a broader based national consensus. However, even in the context of this momentum for inclusion, the rationale for affording social partner status to such a disparate and diverse range of groups was not fully articulated – and may not have conformed to the principles set out by the NESC. The traditional social partners have expressed their discontent at the influence now wielded by organisations some of which represent very small groups of people.

Current developments 

Current debate centres on whether a new partnership agreement can be negotiated when PPF ends later this year. Indications are that negotiations will be extremely fraught.

In the recent Irish general election all main Irish parties had a commitment to maintain social partnership in their manifestos. However, the new coalition's programme for government does not contain a specific reference to a new national agreement. 

· IBEC have strongly criticised trade union behaviour during the term of PPF. IBEC's director general, Turlough O'Sullivan, in a briefing with journalists on 27 March 2002, described the PPF as a woeful experience for employers. Member companies would contemplate another agreement only if low single – figure pay increases in line with trends in other EU countries could be agreed.

· Noel Dowling, a senior official of the Services Industrial Professional and Technical Union (SIPTU), argued in an article for Industrial Relations News on 3 June 2002 that workers should resort to general strike tactics if employers refuse to negotiate a new national agreement. He said that unions should opt for 'progressive incremental industrial action' leading to weeklong stoppages if necessary to secure national pay increases.

· Recent survey by institute of Personnel and Development of senior human resource directors and managers shows a new agreement is preferred option of more than 2 thirds of members. However, they have doubts about the ability of the unions to continue delivering viable national agreements.

Lessons for Scotland

The National Economic and Social council in Ireland recently prepared the following characterisation of Irish social partnership.

· The partnership process involves a combination of consultation, negotiation and bargaining.

· The partnership process is heavily dependent on a shared understanding of the key mechanisms and relationships in any given policy area.

· The government has a unique role in the partnership process. It provides the arena within which the process operates. It shared some of its authority with social partners. In some parts of the wider policy process, it actively supports formation of interest organisations.

· The process reflects the interdependence of the partners.

· Problem solving approach designed to produce consensus in which various interest groups address joint problems.

· Partnership involved trade offs both between and within interest groups.

· The partnership process involves different participants on various agenda items, ranging from national macroeconomic policy to local development.

Perhaps Scotland has more to learn from the processes outlined above than from the actual content of the agreements. There can be little doubt that, although it extends into areas for which the Scottish Parliament is responsible, collective bargaining is the glue that binds the partnership agreements together. 

The Partnership 2000 initiative is also an excellent example of how contemporary systems of social partnership can be focused on the needs of business and aim to encourage enterprise and flexibility at the same time as pursuing social ends. This helps illustrate that any Scottish model need not duplicate 1970s style corporatism.

Emerging collaboration between Social Partners as a model – Various social partners have begun to get together to solve problems. Examples include work between ICTU and woman's Aid on domestic violence, between INOU and ICTU on long-term unemployment, between IBEC and ICTU on training and between ICTU, IBEC and the Community Platform against racism in the workplace. This emerging collaboration between social partners is considered as a significant development in the context of what might be achieved through any new agreement. Further research is necessary but similar partnerships may well be worth considering in a Scottish context.

The inclusion of the voluntary sector to the Irish agreements has caused some serious tensions. Would the existence of a recognised umbrella group in Scotland facilitate a more positive relationship?

ITALY

Key points

· For most of the 20th century Italian government, labour and employers acted outside a culture of social partnership.

· Policy concertation re-emerged in the 1990s in the wake of an acute political and economic crisis which shattered the consensus that had governed public life since 1948. 

· Three principal agreements followed: protocol on incomes policy and inflation of July 1992; the Ciampi protocol of July 1993 and the pension reform of May 1995.

· 'Pact for Italy': Following a period of severe industrial unrest, on 5 July 2002, the Italian Government, employers organisations and trade unions – with the notable exception of the Ggil union confederation – signed a major agreement on: incomes policy and social cohesion' 'welfare to work', and investment and employment in the South of Italy. 

Background

Prior to the 1992 pact, policy concertation in Italy was almost impossible due to the relationship between unions, employers and government being distorted by their links with political parties.

Unions and employers had to extricate themselves from political relationships that had become deeply compromising. The formal political institutions and practices had to be refashioned in the light of the unprecedented collapse of the principal governing parties, Democrazie Christiana (DC) and Partido Socialista Italiano (PSI). The working relationship that emerged may be seen as a response to the challenge of European integration in a hostile global economic environment. Three principal agreements: protocol on incomes policy and inflation of July 1992; the Ciampi protocol of July 1993 and the pension reform of May 1995.

The 1992 tripartite national agreement and the tripartite national agreement of 23 July 1993 on incomes policy and the bargaining system played a key role in Italy's ability to participate in EU Economic and Monetary Union. The social dialogue/concertation practices and the incomes policy resulting from these agreements allowed for the recovery of Italy's public finances and the control of inflation

The fact that the unions were able to reposition themselves at the centre of politics in these circumstances was a considerable achievement. The unions had shown that they could accept tough decisions and deliver the support of their members if they were treated as full partners in new arrangements.

Agreement of 23 July 1993 (Accordo 23 Luglio 1993)

This tripartite agreement outlined a thorough reform of the Italian industrial relations system based on 4 main objectives:

· incomes policy

· a restructuring of bargaining procedures

· modification of forms of workplace union representation

· policies on employment and measures to support the production system

The agreement was never intended to fine-tune at the macroeconomic level. Where it proved to be invaluable was as a vehicle for fostering agreement to broad measures in a factionally divided polity.

National Council of Economy and Labour

The CNEL is provided for under Article 99 of the Constitution and is composed of experts and representatives of the social partners. The CNEL:

· (following a government request) comments and makes proposals on major policy documents and on economic and social planning documents

· helps to draft legislation with an economic and social policy orientation

· delivers opinions and carries out studies and surveys at the request of parliament, government, the regions or the autonomous provinces

· has the right to propose legislation

The CNEL comprises the President and 111 Members representing the social partners, production categories and economics and labour market experts. Members are appointed for a 5-year term. The CNEL President is appointed by decree of the President of the Republic, on a proposal of the President of the Council of Ministers, subject to approval by the Council of Ministers. 

Current Developments

In October 2001, the government issued a White Paper on the labour market which outlined the objectives of the Government for the next 5 years in the field of labour regulation and policies, as well as the general measures envisaged to fulfil its goals. In the area of industrial relations, 2 particularly important points were highlighted in the White Paper:

· a shift from 'social concertation' to 'social dialogue' which in practice means a lower commitment by the government to reaching an unanimous agreement with social partners on the issues discussed in tripartite negotiations

· an invitation to the social partners to consider revising the collective bargaining structure in order to increase its decentralisation.

Discussion with the social partners on the content of the White Paper was interrupted when the government decided to launch labour market reform initiatives in mid-November 2001.

Unrest over these developments led to the 3 main trade union confederations calling a general Strike called on 16 April 2002 – 13 million workers participated. The unions focused particularly on proposed amendments to 'the Workers statute'. This provides for re-instatement of workers dismissed without just cause or justifiable reason in companies with more than 15 employees. Cgil unwilling to accede to any reform of the relevant Article.

Subsequent negotiations involving the Government and the main social partner organisations – apart from Cgil – culminated on 5 July with the conclusion of the Pact for Italy. On the Trade Union side, the signatories were Cisl, Uil, the independent Italian Confederation of Autonomous Workers Unions (Cisal) and the right wing General Union of Labour (Ugl). All the central employers bodies signed, including those which are traditionally close to the left-wing political parties such as Lega delle Cooperative  (representing some cooperatives) and the National Confederation of Artisans (Cna).

The Pact, which is very similar to various pacts for employment signed in a number of European countries over the past decade, culminated with agreement in 3 main areas on:

· incomes policy and social cohesion

· 'welfare to work' (including labour market matters)

· investment and employment in the South of Italy.

Also,

· The government also explicitly recognises in the pact the importance of concertation among the social partners – something which it had previously questioned – and states that it considers this method fundamental to achieving the employment and modernisation objectives agreed at the Lisbon EU summit.

· The agreement seeks to promote lifelong and permanent learning. The government has launched a reform of the education system, based on the need to establish a closer link between education and work, which will seek to guarantee permanent training for everyone. The duration of compulsory school education or training will be increased to 12 years and will involve a higher level of basic competences (in the areas of languages, technology, mathematics and social skills). Some 700,000 adult education and training places will be offered each year.

· The Government states in the pact its intention to draw up a new Work Statute – a single consolidated labour law. For this purpose, a special commission made up of high-level academics will be established to prepare all the necessary materials. 

· In terms of its content, the Pact for Italy. One novelty in the new pact's employment provisions, in the Italian context, is the measures for the participation of the social partners in the management of some aspects of the labour market. The pact thus entrusts joint bodies with the management of job placement services and the 'social shock absorbers' and of procedures to help companies 'emerge' from the illegal economy and irregular' undeclared workers to regularise' their position.

The July 2002 pact and the divisions between the trade unions have had a major impact on the political debate and in particular on the opposition left of centre parties. According to Cgil, the Pact takes a 'neo-corporatist approach tends to exclude all the parties which did not sign it, and is based on weak representativeness'. Cgil wants the agreement to be put to workers for their approval and has confirmed that it will continue to mobilise against the government's proposals, calling a general strike at the beginning of October. Relations between the union confederations continue to be very strained.

Lessons for Scotland

The political precursors to the emergence of policy concertation ion the 1990s are distinct to Italy. However, Italy does demonstrate that social partnership,

· is often borne in crisis and that common ground can often be found in the most difficult of circumstances. 

· can be transitory in nature and subject to short-term political pressures.

THE NETHERLANDS

Key points:

· Co-operation between government, employers & trade unions has been a feature of Dutch politics for decades but has focused primarily on wage setting rather than the determination of public policy.

· Polder Model – the highly developed consultation structure, with a vital role for the social partners in the decision making process, combined with a willingness to make compromises, wage moderation and a high degree of labour peace.

· Success at least partly attributable to the evolution of institutions – Stichting & SER - within which complex sets of cross cutting negotiations have evolved over time.

· In the Netherlands, as in Ireland and Austria, social partnership has adapted to embrace the needs of the social partners in contemporary economic conditions. These three countries are also similar in that consultation appears to go hand –in-hand with economic success. However, there are continuing weaknesses in the Dutch model, such as high 'hidden' unemployment. 

Dutch Social Partnership

Dutch social partnership emerged in the post-war period through a perceived need for tight wage controls and a consultative relationship with employers and unions through the Stichting van de Arbeid (Foundation for labour). This gave the social partners significant influence over macroeconomic policy, and in compensation for their co-operation in wage restraint the unions were able to help shape a particularly generous welfare state. Dialogue was further consolidated in 1950 with the creation of the tripartite Social Economische Raad (Social and Economic Council) with extensive advisory and administrative powers in the social and labour market policy field.

The social partnership lost much of its effectiveness during the 1960s and 70s when in 1963 the Government abandoned compulsory regulation of wages and delegated responsibility for the oversight of collective agreements to the Stichting. A further legislative change in 1970 gave the ultimate right to review collective agreements to the Minster for Social Affairs, with the power to impose a temporary freeze on pay increases. These powers were regularly applied in the 1970s and early 1980s.

Social dialogue was renewed in the Wassenaar accord of 1982, negotiated within the Stichting. In circumstances of economic crisis and rapidly increasing unemployment, the union and employers confederations reached an agreement freezing wages for 2 years and suspending cost of living adjustments in the pipeline. In return, the employers agreed to negotiate over reductions in working time. Given the limited formal authority of the signatories over their own affiliates, the accord was a set of recommendations rather than binding commitments; nevertheless, its terms were generally observed, and Wassenaar became the precedent for a series of more detailed joint agreements between the parties to the Stichting. 

Polder Model

Dutch social partnership in the Polder Model has always been a combination of 3 forms of social overleg (consultation or compromise):

1. Consultation on social and economic policies

2. Joint control and monitoring of social security and regional employment agencies

3. Joint monitoring of collective bargaining

It is a combination of pragmatic shifts, flexibility and selectivity in which the degree of flexibility is based on mutual consent but with a final say for the Government. Growing understanding between employers and trade unions had not been forged in the Stichting but in difficult SER talks, and government support was assured by handing over contentious matters to bipartite talks in the Stichting.

A new and more complex phase of social dialogue occurred in the 1990s when the government sought to achieve economies in the welfare state and also pressed for greater market flexibility. The 1990s became a time of tangible success for Dutch social partnership. International acclaim for the Polder Model focussed on its fast growing flexibility, active labour market policies, wage moderation, cuts in social security spending and most of all a rapid decrease in unemployment. 

1996 bipartite agreement 'Flexibility and Security' – response to a government request to the Stichting for advice. The government gratefully welcomed the accord as the basis for changes in social legislation. This agreement helped to bridge the different opinions in the government by reaching agreement on a, 

· relaxation of statutory protection against dismissal for permanent workers, in exchange for increased protection for temporary employees. 

· reduction in some welfare benefits which were seen as creating an 'unemployment trap'. 

· more explicit linkage than in the Wassenaar accord of wage moderation to working time reduction. 

· acceptance of reduced starting wages to encourage labour market entry for those without qualifications.

It was achieved through refining Dutch social partnership in the Polder Model in the following ways:

· a demarcation line between the governments and the social partners responsibilities

· the possibility of shifting from one form of social partnership to another, (especially between 1 & 3 above)

· selectivity in the possibilites of changing from consultation to government initiative without consultation

Institutions

Stichting van de Arbeid (Foundation for labour)
· established in 1945 as a bipartite consultation body in which the employers' confederations and trade union confederations co-operate. Its management board is of strictly joint composition, with 10 representatives from each side. 

· serves as a forum for top-level consultation between the two sides of industry and also plays an important role at national level as an advisory body to the government on social and economic matters, although this role became less important after the Social and Economic Council was established in 1950. 

· main function lies in its influence on the climate of relations between employers and unions and in its capacity as an informal channel alongside the Social and Economic Council in advising the government on pay policy in close detail. 

· at least twice a year, Government ministers engage in overleg with the Stichting about economic and social conditions.

· Active in all 3 areas of Dutch social partnership listed above

Social Economische Raad (Social and Economic Council)

· SER is the Dutch government's main advisory body for national and international social and economic policy, and as such represents the interests of employers and workers. 

· It is independent of the government and financed by the private sector. It may give advice, solicited or unsolicited, on all major social and economic issues.

· Its administrative remit consists of monitoring commodity and sectoral boards, which play an important role in the various sectors of the Dutch economy.
In addition the SER is involved in the enforcement of the Works Council Act, the Enterprise Establishment Act and the Insurance Agencies Act. 

· It is more important in encouraging employer-TU consensus on economic and social conditions than on its impact on Govt.

The SER is made up of three groups of members: employers and workers (i.e. industry) represented by their central bodies, and a third group made up of independent (crown) members, who are government-appointed experts. The SER has 33 members, eleven from each group. 

Its main social and economic objectives are:

· balanced economic growth and sustainable development 

· the broadest possible labour market participation and 

· fair income distribution

The SER thus advises and reports on issues such as:

· medium-term economic and market developments 

· social security 

· labour and industrial law 

· worker participation 

· the relationship between the labour market and education 

· European policy 

· spatial planning and accessibility 

· regulation issues 

· sustainable development 

· consumer affairs 

Current developments

In the Dutch general election held in May 2002, the ruling coalition of social democratic and liberal parties suffered a major defeat at the hands of the Christian democratic CDA and the populist LPF, which are now forming a centre right coalition government. The result has implications for relationships between the social partners. The new coalition has a sympathetic audience among employers associations, while trade unions fear that co-operation between social partners will be swept aside.

The new government must face the effects of a deteriorating economic situation, which has wiped out previous public budget surpluses and replaced them with shortfalls, placing cutbacks high on the agenda. Consequently, the social partners are being forced to reconsider their mutual relationships.

More specifically, the representativeness of unions and employers organisations is being questioned, especially at central level. An interesting feature of this debate is that the dividing line runs not so much between employers and unions but between the social partners and outsiders.

Lessons for Scotland

· Narrowly focussed on collective bargaining, social security and employment policy; matters reserved to Westminster.

· However, the Dutch model has proved resilient and able to adapt to changing times; flexible – partners able to work together through difficult circumstances.

· Importance of evolving institutions – the Stichting in particular has provided a forum through which the social partners can work to resolve differences.

SPAIN

Key points

· Spain does not have a long tradition of social partnership. 

· Spain has not developed into a country of social partnership – the social partners are too weak to justify such a classification and there are many examples of failed attempts to establish partnerships.

· Primary characteristics of relations between social partners are flexibility and agreement-specific negotiation processes.

· more than in any other country, EU has been a dynamic factor in the development of social partnership. The influence of EU has worked through making the partnership approach obligatory in connection to the social and regional funds, the setting up of framework for and financial support to various territorial pacts as well as other programmes.

· Formal social partnership is rare at the regional level in Spain, where direct lobbying or informal contacts are more important. However, Catalonia provides one example of a region where consensus is held to be important.

Regional Government

Spain consists of 17 regions, each of which includes one or more previously existing province. The regions vary widely in size, in population and in economic development and their political weight is not necessarily related to its land area or population.

The division of powers between the regions and central government is outlined in Articles 148 and 149 of the Constitution. The language used to differentiate between the authority of the central government and that of the regions is imprecise and ambiguous resulting in varying, and sometimes contradictory, interpretations. Further confusion arises from the constitutional provision enabling the autonomous communities to extend their powers gradually, although it does not indicate specifically what these new powers are to be.

The areas enumerated as belonging under the exclusive jurisdiction of the national government include:

· international affairs

· defence

· justice

· criminal, commercial and labour legislation

· merchant shipping

· civil aviation

· foreign and trade tariffs

· economic planning

· finances

Whereas the central government is clearly granted exclusive jurisdiction in these and in other matters, the provision that sets forth the rights of the regions is stated in less precise language. It declares that they may assume authority over certain areas. These include:

· the institutions of self-government

· municipal boundaries

· town planning

· housing

· public works

· forestry

· environmental protection

· cultural affairs

· tourism

· sports and leisure events

· social welfare

· health and hygiene

· non-commercial ports and airports

In addition, the state may delegate to the regions part of its authority in areas reserved to its jurisdiction. Therefore, although the regions have very limited primary authority, the constitution permits the extension of this authority by subsequent delegation. The State's ultimate responsibility for financial matters enables it to exercise a significant degree of control over the activities of the regions. 

Background

Spain does not have a long tradition of social partnership. The concept of ‘social partner’ is very much imported from those countries perceived to have a modern industrial relations system and policy process. Unfortunately, for the greater part of the last century Spanish historical development has been characterised by deep, violent social and political hostilities. Conflict and confrontation rather than co-operation and compromise have distinguished industrial relations and politics. Therefore, the practices social partnership – compromise, trade-offs, give and take, concessions and agreements to disagree – have had difficulty taking root. 

While constructive dialogue between the government and representatives of workers and employers leading to agreement on policy has been sporadic since the demise of Franco’s dictatorship in 1974, it has played a vital role in 3 ways:

· at critical moments social pacts proved crucial in the establishment and stabilisation of the liberal democratic process

· contributed alongside other factors to the emergence of the socialist UGT union as a counter to the more radical CC.OO, given that UGT was given a role in the process

· ensured that key developments in sensitive areas such as labour market and employment reform were subject to a degree off political bargaining and negotiation

There have been 2 periods when agreements between the Government, trade unions and employers have been widely used in modern Spain: from 1977 to 1986 a number of income policy ‘grand pacts’ were signed. This was largely as a result of employers’ willingness to respond rationally to union strength at a time of immense political uncertainty and fragile democracy.

The second period began in 1994 and these relations are representative of a new type of political exchange, based primarily on labour market and employment issues. Agreements are not tied to incomes policies or articulated within a broader dialogue on social issues.

	Date
	Agreement
	Content

	1994
	Interconfederal Agreement on the Labour Ordinances and Work Regulations
	Industrial relations, production issues & collective bargaining

	1996
	Agreement on the rationalisation of the system of social security
	Social security and pensions

	1997
	AIEE – Interconfederal Agreement for Stability in Employment
	Employment contracts, labour market flexibility

	1997
	AINC – Interconfederal Agreement on Collective Bargaining
	collective bargaining

	1997
	Interconfederal Agreement on the coverage of 'Vacios)
	Industrial relations, production issues, collective bargaining

	1998
	Agreement on part-Time employment Contracts
	Aimed at improving the conditions of part-time employees


Spanish experience suggests that dialogue between the social partners has been pursued for primarily pragmatic 

Spanish Economic and Social Council

The Spanish Economic and Social Council created by the 1978 Constitution was established in 1991, when Parliament passed the Act that set it up. It has the status of a government advisory body, which allows for the economic and social agents to participate in economic and social policy decision-making.

The ESC is a senior Govt body performing advisory duties on social, economic and labour matters and takes the form of a public law body having a legal personality of its own, full legal capacity and organisational as well as functional autonomy. The ESC was established to:

· provide a formal channel for participation by the economic and social partners in the process of introducing laws concerning social-economic and labour matters, 

· promote Government decisions on such matters, 

· provide a permanent institutional forum for dialogue and debate between social partners, and 

· encourage social partners to review and consider economic and social issues, making such proposals as may be in order to the relevant public authorities.

The Council is made up of sixty-one members, including its Chairman. There are three groups:

· GROUP 1: 20 members representing labour organisations

· GROUP 2: 20 members representing business organisations.

· GROUP 3: 3 members for the farming sector, 3 for the shipping-fishing sector, 4 for consumers and users, 4 for the co-operative sector and 6 Govt appointed experts on the matters which fall under the Council's scope of responsibility.

Members are appointed for a 4-year term and may be reappointed for similar periods. They are all appointed by the Govt under the proposal of the organisations, which they represent or are established in the relevant sector.

The duties of the Economic and Social Council are:

· Give its opinion (not binding on the Govt) on draft bills and draft royal legislative decrees concerning social –economic and labour matters as well as on any Draft Royal Decrees containing particularly important provision on such matters.

· Give its opinion on Draft Bills or Administrative Projects, which refer to the organisation and functioning of the Economic and Social Council; concerning the duties of the President and the general Secretary or any other matter.

· Give its opinion on any affairs on which it may be consulted by the National Govt or any members of the Govt.

· Draw up, upon request by the Govt, its members or by own initiative, reviews or reports on subjects related to economy and taxation, the labour market, employment and social security, agriculture and fishing, education and culture, health and consumption, transport and communications, energy and industry, regional development, housing, the European Single Market and co-operation for development.

· Draw up and submit to the Govt every year a Report with the Council's views on the country's social economic and labour situation.

Regional partnerships

Some regional governments now have a substantial influence on social and labour market policies, but this decentralisation process has tended to be partial. The financial resources of the regions labour market policies as well as the processes of partnerships have been supported by ESF programmes for Territorial Employment Pacts –partnership to improve employment, not only by active measures, but by a whole range of initiatives. A large part of Spain is entitled to request financial support for partnerships and there are several of these pacts in Spain, some covering whole regions but more often covering sub-regional areas with high concentration of unemployment. Examples:

Valles Occidental Employment Pact: a pilot project for the EU's Territorial Employment Pact initiative. Consists of measures to improve the employment situation by co-ordinating and rationalising existing policies. Valles Occidental is a comerca (county) in Catalonia consisting of 23 municipalities. Partners include, the county administration, the Catalonian govt, trade unions, employers, ESF and ERF representatives.

Mataro Employment Pact:  Mataro is the capital of Maresme, a county in Catalonia. The pact is a declaration of intent, which focuses on co-ordinating existing policies – not only on social and labour market policy but also industrial, educational and technological policies – by setting up an umbrella framework. 

A tripartite Consejo de Trabajo (Council of Work) exists in Catalonia but performs few functions. Instead, most economic and labour market developments are regulated through bilateral exchange between interest representatives; the regional government facilitates and resources such initiatives but makes few attempts to shape their direction. The most significant channels of dialogue are bilateral and informal. 

Partnerships on inclusion as well as on broader employment issues have flourished at all levels in Spain during the 1980s and especially the 1990s. However, the multiplicity of levels, the mobility of competencies between the different levels together with lacking or unclear divisions of responsibility make some of the actors involved complain about too little co-ordination.

Current developments

Continuing high levels of unemployment means that the employers labour incentive i.e. labour shortages to get involved in social partnerships – present in many of the other countries – is not as profound in Spain.

Spanish trade unions (UGT and CC.OO) called a general strike on 20 June 2002. This was mainly triggered by opposition to a recent government reform of the unemployment insurance system, which threatens the benefit of unemployed people who do not accept the offer of a suitable job. This is the first general strike call since 1994, and comes on the eve of the Spanish EU presidency and the Seville European council.

The process of social dialogue has led to disputes between the social partners and government. Whereas in the first few years in govt the Partido Popular (PP) government’s reforms were gradual they have recently been introduced with greater force. The government according to TU critics has gone from a strategy of selective dialogue combined with a degree of policy concertation, which led to one of the longest periods of industrial peace in the last few decades to a strategy of direct confrontation with hardly any social dialogue. This was allegedly the case with a number of recent reforms including the 2001 pensions act.

Lessons for Scotland

· Scotland has little to learn from the tripartite agreements signed at the national level in Spain. These concentrate on matters which are reserved to Westminster.

· Due to EU funding, there is a multiplicity of regional pacts in Spain. These are mainly, if not all, focussed around job-creation in areas of persistent high unemployment. However, further research may well reveal that there are positive lessons for Scotland to learn from these regional initiatives. Employers and trade unions also play prominent roles in broad based regeneration projects in Barcelona and Bilbao. 

SWEDEN

Key points

· Social Partnership was, pre 1990s, highly developed in Sweden. Exceptionally centralised trade union and employers organisations were extensively involved in the formulation and implementation of Government policy. In some areas policy development and implementation has, at times, been largely delegated to the organisations.

· Social Partnership involved peak-level consultation and negotiation between governments and interest organisations and also the representation of these organisations on boards controlling administrative agencies. 

· Early 1990s witnessed an assault on social partnership led by SAF (employers) who wished to see a greater reliance on market solutions. 

Background

The Swedish model was long regarded as a particularly successful example of centralised dialogue between the trade unions and organised labour. The 'Basic Agreement' reached at Saltsjobaden in 1938 committed the employers federation SAF and the trade union confederation LO to pursue the peaceful resolution of differences and to exercise control over the bargaining activities of their sectoral affiliates, competing the transformation of a highly conflictual industrial relations system into one which was virtually strike free. 

In the 1950s the relationship between the 2 organisations grew into a sophisticated procedure of macroeconomic regulation: relatively standardised wage increases (the solidaristic wage policy) were set at a level which maintained the competitiveness of Swedish exports while obliging less efficient producers to improve productivity or fail. Active labour market measures were used to encourage labour mobility towards successful firms, and unions and employers shared in the administration of the Labour Market Board (AMS), created in 1957. Formally the government was not directly involved in the bilateral dialogue between SAF and LO, though in practice it was able to influence developments (not least because of the linkages between the leaderships of the ruling Social –Democrats and the LO).

From the 1970s social partnership disintegrated. There were 3 main reasons:

1. LO pressure for the more detailed legal regulation of employment rights was seen by SAF as undermining the voluntary basis of their relationship. 

2. major employers, particularly in the metal working sector, sought break agreements by paying higher rewards for skills in short supply. 

3. LO authority was eroded by internal divisions between unions in private manufacturing and in the expanding public services, and by the growth of employment in white-collar occupations organised in rival confederations. The shift was marked by intense political controversy over employment rights, major conflicts in public – sector pay bargaining, and the negotiation in 1983 of a sectoral agreement in metal working independently of SAF and LO. 

SAF abandoned central negotiations in 1990, and withdrew from most tripartite agencies in 1991. Social partners' representation on the boards of government agencies ended in 1992.

The 1990s then saw an uneasy tension between pressures for further decentralisation to company level and efforts to restore co-ordination if not central discipline. In the process, the State became a key actor in sustaining relative industrial relations stability, through brokering central arbitration or by imposing new outcomes. Attempts at the end of the decade to negotiate a new bipartite pact made some headway, particularly at sectoral level, but did not result in a successor to Saltsjobaden. 

The lesson drawn by many commentators is that the traditional system of dialogue had become over rigid and over extended and was unable to adapt to new challenges; state directed tripartism seemed the only means of sustaining elements of the old voluntary model, particularly following Sweden's entry to the EU and government aspirations to join the single currency.

Institutions

Very few forums of social partnership survived the neo-liberal onslaught in the early 1990s. The few remaining institutions for formal participation after 1992 were found in the field of labour policy, that is, the Labour Court and Pensions Insurance Funds. The Labour Market Board now includes one union official each from LO and TCO, 2 business representatives and 2 members of the Riksdag.

Current developments

After a neo-liberal decade that was hostile to the very idea of social negotiations or any kind of discussions between the central organisations of labour and employers, the announcement at the need of October 1998 of a renewed dialogue between SAF and the central unions LO, TCO. Both domestic developments and changes in Europe help explain the sudden change of heart by Swedish employers. This about-turn also demonstrates the importance of politics. There has not been a renewed debate in recent years about the virtues or vices of social partnership. What did change, however, was the political climate and reality after the Riksdag elections in September 1998. 

One potential trend is the development of a new understanding between the social partners, which was recently manifested in the creation of 2 new agreements:

In November 2001, the government launched tripartite talks with the social partners on the issue of increased health in working life, against a background of increasing levels of sickness absence. The talks will seek to put into effect an 11 point programme drawn up by the government.

In December 2001, employers and trade unions in manufacturing industry launched an innovative alliance, known as 'Future for Swedish industry'. The aim is to stimulate long-term investment in Swedish industry and to initiate and use 'spearhead' research.

Lessons for Scotland

· Sweden, despite its long history of consensual policymaking, offers an interesting contrast to the apparent durability of social partnership in countries such as Austria, Ireland, Belgium and the Netherlands. This demonstrates that social partnership is no longer 'inevitable' in smaller European countries.

WALES

This annex summarises:

· information gathered from the Welsh Assembly website and other sources.

· findings from a visit to Wales undertaken in May by Grahame Smith, Stephen Boyd and David Robb (SE Policy Unit) during which meetings were held with Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) officials, WTUC, CBI Wales and Wales Social Partners Unit (WPSU).

Government

The National Assembly is a democratically elected executive body. Unlike the Scottish parliament, it cannot make primary legislation (though it can pass secondary legislation). Instead, it discharges the functions that were previously undertaken by a UK Government minister – the Secretary of State for Wales. In practice, though the Assembly is a single corporate body, its functions are delegated to the First Secretary, who is responsible for forming the administration or Cabinet of the National Assembly for Wales. The First Secretary in turn delegates functions to his Cabinet Colleagues, the Assembly Secretaries.

The Assembly has the power to develop and implement policy in a range of areas:

· Agriculture

· Ancient monuments

· Culture

· Economic development

· Education and training
· The environment

· Health and health services

· Housing

· Local govt

· Social services

· Sport and leisure

· Tourism

· Town and country planning

· Transport and roads

· The Welsh language

· Industry

Social Partner Engagement

The Welsh Assembly Government has a statutory duty to consult with representatives of business and other organisations, such as Trade Unions, where the exercise of the Assembly's functions impacts on their interests.

Section 115 of the Govt of Wales Act states that:

"The Assembly shall carry out consultation with such organisations representative of business and such other organisations as it considers appropriate having regard to the impact of the exercise by the assembly of its functions on the interests of business."

It was made clear by Ministers during the passage of the Govt of Wales Act that the term "such other organisations" included trade unions. Approximately 15% of Wales GDP is estimated to be produced by 'not for profit' organisations whose businesses are generally considered to form the social economy. Therefore, organisations representing the social economy are also consulted when the interests of their members may be affected by the Assembly's actions.

Business Partnership Council

The Business Partnership Council is a forum which helps to build good relationships between business and trade union organisations (the "social partners") and the Assembly. It offers the social partners an opportunity to raise issues of concern with Ministers in public, discusses key policy developments of interest to the business community and is a valuable resource for informing Assembly judgement on the health of, and prospects for, the Welsh economy. It also monitors the Assembly's arrangements for engaging with business/trade unions on policy development and implementation. The Assembly also has Partnership Councils for the Voluntary Sector and Local Government.

The Business Partnership Council consists of,

· 11 Assembly Members of all parties 

· 5 representatives of the Wales TUC 

· 5 representatives of Business Wales (Business Wales is an umbrella body representing business in Wales and comprises CBI Wales, Chamber Wales, Council of Mortgage Lenders, Engineering Employers Federation, Federation of Small Business, Freight Transport Association, House Builders Federation, Institute of Directors and National Farmers Union). It was established to facilitate relations with the BPC.

· 2 representatives of the social economy representing the co-operative and community enterprise sectors

The First Minister chairs the council, which meets 3 times a year and is open to the public. The broad ranging agendas are jointly developed and approved by the FM. Other Ministers will attend if appropriate and all papers become available through the Assembly's website.

Main points emerging from discussions with WAG, WTUC and CBI Wales include,

· Perception that other Councils for Voluntary Sector and Local Govt work better due to greater capacity in these sectors.

· CBI view is that the BPC is 'not brilliant' though getting better. It is valued as a forum which is complementary to continuing informal contacts and lobbying. Appreciative of the opportunity to raise matters in public. Believes Assembly's Economic Development Committee to be weak.

· Both CBI Wales and WTUC are dismissive of the 'social economy partners' and don't think they add value to BPC discussions.

· WAG use a Business Partner Adviser as an 'ambassador' to promote better liaison with the social partners. 

· WAG provided examples of BPC successes: recent transport strategy announcement met with little criticism following discussion in BPC; Economic Development Strategy improved and approved by social partners following initial hostility. 

The Wales Social Partners Unit http://www.wspu.co.uk
Business Wales and the Wales TUC have now established the Wales Social Partners Unit Ltd.

The WAG's statutory requirement to consult has considerably increased demand on the social partners resources. In addition, current ESF programmes place extra demands on the social partners to contribute through working groups, committees and partnerships.

When the Business Partnership Council took stock of the situation in December 2000, it was clear that social partners were not fully equipped to provide the quality of input required. The Wales Social Partners Unit was set up in response.

The Wales Social Partners Unit is a company limited by guarantee, jointly owned by Welsh employer organisations and the Wales TUC. Felicity Williams of the Wales TUC is its Chair. The Welsh Assembly Govt has agreed to provide grant funding of £200,000 a year for the next 3 years in support of the unit.

WPSU has recruited three Executive level staff (& one administrator) and is designed to provide:

· A monitoring & information service advising on policy issues/developments within the Assembly and other public sector organisations of interest to social partners, preparing concise summaries on developments in the Assembly, 

· Weekly briefings highlighting issues of relevance to social partners which have or will be discussed in the Assembly, 

· Advice to Assembly policy divisions and other public sector organisations on how best to consult with and involve social partners on policy development and implementation 

· Briefing for social partners involved in European Structural Fund programme committees and dissemination of outcomes to members.  An information service on private sector involvement in the programmes in partnership with the WEFO Private Sector Unit 

· A joint secretariat to the Business Partnership Council (with WAG officials)

· SPU will also manage a new network of 8 Private Sector Facilitators who will help businesses apply for Objective 1 money

Main points emerging from the visit,

· WAG envisage that the SPU will be judged on whether or not a “higher quality of input from social partners to policy formulation” is forthcoming.

· CBI welcomes SPU & finds briefings useful (though better capacity not the only way to improve engagement with WAG). Would like SPU to brief and advise on WAG agencies' corporate plans. 

· CBI/WTUC – Both value SPU role in filtering and summarising WAG consultation material. SPU capacity not yet an issue but if it becomes one, tensions could develop over prioritisation.

· WTUC see SPU as largely driven by Objective 1 money & monitoring committees 

· SPU staff see role as tracking, early warning.  Most info gained through WAG website and meetings with Committee clerks; not much yet from Cabinet minutes. Believe that clients’ needs vary on a number of scales: big/ small business; cross-sector/ sectoral interests; national/ local

Issues for consideration 

· Would the Welsh model of three Partnership Councils - Business, Local Government and the Voluntary Sector - add value in Scotland? And what would be the impact on existing Scottish bodies? (It should be noted that, at present in Wales, the social partners are not represented on the Local Government and Voluntary Sector Councils).

· It is clear that, although the Scottish Executive does not have a statutory duty to consult with social partners, devolution has meant that the social partners in Scotland have the same resource problems replying to consultations etc that exist in Wales. It is possible that a 'Scottish Social Partners Unit' could perform similar functions to those listed above as well as providing support to a wider 'social and economic' partnership.
Social Partnership at UK level

This paper considers previous attempts at social partnership type approaches at UK level i.e. involving the UK national government and also the current arrangements that can broadly be defined as social partnership.

Introduction

Social Partnership has never been highly developed in Britain and the term is rarely used in accounts of British politics or industrial relations which tend to refer instead to 'corporatism' - the system of social organisation in which key economic, political and social decisions are made by corporate groups (essentially trade unions and employer organisations) in conjunction with the state - when describing previous efforts to engineer greater co-operation with the social partners. 

The 2 world wars and aftermath of the General strike of 1926 witnessed moves towards establishing greater common ground between capital and labour. In the 1960s and 1970s Conservative and Labour administrations made spasmodic attempts to build a permanent structure for social partnership in the name of economic progress and social peace. However, their failure opened sufficient political space to allow the 1979-95 Conservative government to follow an adversarial approach which relegated social partnership to the historical margins.

Various explanations have been offered for the relative absence of social partnership in Britain:

· Social partnership does not sit well with Britain's essentially liberal political culture: attachment to principles of parliamentary democracy, individual citizenship and equality before the law.

· Social partners themselves – business organisations have generally been suspicious of government intervention and the historical development of trade unions in Britain has been governed by a commitment to free collective bargaining and a voluntary mode of organisation.

· Civil service – never been enthusiastic or adept at proactive intervention.

· No government has been prepared to invest the energy and political capital necessary to implement a system of social partnership.

Previous attempts at social partnership or corporatism

1919 - National Industrial Conference – established by government, employers and unions as 'the official consultative authority to the Government upon industrial relations'. However, the government proved reluctant to take advice from an extra parliamentary body on matters that it preferred to leave to private interests to resolve and some unions remained hostile. Dissolved with full agreement of all partners in 1921.

1927-1928  Mond – Turner talks (named after businessman Sir Alfred Mond and TUC Chairman Ben Turner). Established following the General and Miners' strikes of 1926. 'Mond' group of employers and influential trade unionists like Ernest Bevin believed co-operation offered the best way forward. Failure to make significant progress can be attributed to unrepresentative nature of the Mond group.

Second World War - The Second World War led to the development of the most extensive system of social partnership ever witnessed in Britain. As the economy was mobilised to meet the demands war, mechanisms of central management and direction replaced the free market. There was a proliferation of measures aimed at maximising efficiency in industrial production and minimising labour unrest. Ernest Bevin became Minister for Labour in 1940, inheriting a National Joint Advisory Council (NJAC) including 30 representatives taken equally from TUC and British Employers Confederation (BEC). He then established a smaller, more coherent Joint Consultative Committee. However, wartime social partnership proved to be a temporary expedient and did not lead to a permanent structure of social partnership. 

1945 - Labour Government –  perhaps surprisingly, didn't lead to significant social partnership.  Voluntary consultations with employers continued and trade union co-operation over wages was sealed with the commitment to nationalisation, full employment and the welfare state. 

1957 - Council for Prices, Productivity and Incomes – catalyst was industrial unrest over wages. The Conservative government's attempts to address this issue through the tripartite structure of the Council proved unsuccessful, as the trade unions couldn't be convinced to participate.

1960s/1970s

During the 1960s and 1970s successive Labour and Conservative governments sought a partnership with the trade unions and employers. This was a pragmatic response by government to growing concern about industrial unrest and the relative decline of the British economy. It didn't reflect an ideological commitment to the concept of social partnership.

What was most notable about these various forms of social partnership was the degree to which they were primarily concerned with securing wage restraint from the trade unions. Excessive wage increases were widely held to be responsible for fuelling inflation and generally undermining competitiveness.

The first experiment in social partnership in the 1960s was the establishment by the Conservative Macmillan government of the National Economic Development Council (NEDC or 'Neddy') in 1962. The Conservatives and employers had observed developments in other European economies; were reassured that tripartite planning did not lead to socialism and were encouraged by prospects of economic growth. Neddy comprised representatives from employers, trade unions and the state. Its task was to set targets for production and establish guidelines to influence pay awards. It was followed by the creation of Economic Development Councils (Little Neddys) for specific industries. A National Incomes Commission was created to arbitrate in wage disputes.

Harold Wilson's Labour Government of 1964 – 1969 sought to extend partnership further by introducing a 5 year National Plan for economic development in 1965. Neddy was involved in an advisory capacity and the social partners received the plan with enthusiasm. However, it was shelved less than a year after its launch as deflation took precedence over economic growth. Growing problems between the government and unions over wages ensured that the drift towards social partnership was abruptly halted for the remainder of the decade.

Edward Heath's 1970-74 Conservative governments failed to secure voluntary TUC co-operation on wage restraint and the resulting statutory restraint led to severe industrial conflict. 

1974-79 Labour Governments – 'social contract' between TUC and Labour Party initially held up well with unions accepting wage restraint but by 1977 there were mounting calls for a return to free collective bargaining. Ultimately, trade union aspirations clashed with the government's counter-inflationary strategy.

1979 – 1997 Thatcher/Major Governments

The 1979 general election heralded the end of attempts to create social partnership in Britain. Alongside a battery of legislation to regulate and restrain the activities and powers of Britain's trade unions, the Thatcher-Major governments systematically reduced unions' involvement in all spheres of policy making, thereby making it quite clear that organised labour was no longer to be viewed as a social partner. Specific developments that reduced trade union involvement in policy making during this time included,

· Reduction of ministerial contact with TUC – quantity and quality of contacts diminished. Became informative rather than consultative in nature.

· Downgrading and finally abolition (1992) of NEDC.

· Reduction of trade union representation on other tripartite bodies e.g. TECs

Labour Government 1997 - present

The Labour government sought to dispel any expectations – or fears – that it would seek to revive some kind of tripartite forum. Tony Blair was emphatic that 'the re-creation or importation of a model of the corporate state popular a generation ago is out of date and impractical'.
Instead New Labour urges other, or new, forms of partnership (for example between employers and employees in the workplace) none of which provide the trade unions with a role in national level policy making.

The notion of 'partnership at work' has now become widely embraced in the United Kingdom but often without any acceptance of the principle of union involvement, integral to continental forms of social partnership. Furthermore, New Labour's advocacy of partnership in the workplace, like that of the previous Conservative Government, is one in which managements right to manage is sacrosanct.

Bilateral talks between the labour government and the unions since 1997 fall far short of European style social partnership and as such must have proved somewhat disappointing to the TUC who have repeatedly called for a new partnership between the trade unions, business community and the state in which virtually the whole range of economic, industrial and social policies are discussed and jointly determined.

Current initiatives involving the UK Social Partners 

1.
CBI-TUC Productivity Initiative

The CBI and TUC have been involved in a number of recent projects -  'Partnerships for Prevention' to improve health and safety, TUC initiative 'Changing times' to promote innovative working patterns, Work and Parents Taskforce which examined how best to implement a legislative duty on employees to consider requests for flexible working from employees with young children – but perhaps the most significant was their joint report The UK Productivity Challenge.

In October 2001, the CBI and TUC published a joint assessment of the reasons behind the 'productivity gap' between the UK and its major competitors. This work has led to a proposal for a permanent CBI-TUC Productivity Group [awaiting update from TUC] which the government will consult on policy development.

Commenting on the report, Digby Jones, the CBI director general said: 'the gap between UK productivity and that of our main European competitors has been a serious problem for decades. It is vital we address it. This agenda for reform represents a substantial step forward'. John Monks, the TUC general secretary said: 'The real test will be whether government, unions and employers can now make our proposals a reality and if we can continue to work in the spirit of partnership that has shaped the report'.

2.
Partnership Fund
DTI's 'Partnership Fund' supports the development of workplace partnerships for the improvement of employment relations and competitiveness. Significantly, DTI stress that it is about developing better employment relations within the workplace, not relationships between organisations. 

3.
Low Pay Commission

The Low Pay Commission performs 2 main functions:

· monitors and evaluates the impact of the national minimum wage

· reviews the levels of the national minimum wage and development rate.

The commission comprises representatives from the Government, trade unions and employers.

4.
National Action Plan for employment 

Under the European employment strategy, each year the EU Member States draw up NAPs in response to the annual Employment Guidelines. It is a government document produced in consultation with social partners, not a joint text. It is not signed by the social partners. 

The UK's NAP does not have a high profile in terms of domestic political debate or media coverage. It is seen by the government and the social partners largely in terms of meeting the UK's reporting requirements under the European employment strategy although the TUC would like to see the NAP process developed in order to strengthen the development of social partnership in the UK context. Discussions around the 2002 Action Plan give a valuable insight into current relations between the UK partners.

With regard to the extent to which the social partners' views are represented in the NAP, the CBI's view is that 'by and large' the organisation's views were properly taken account of by the NAP. The TUC's views were reflected in the NAP 'up to a point': the TUC said that it was able to influence the tone and drafting of the NAP and add to its content but the main thrust of the NAP remained unchanged. The TUC believes that the UK cannot realistically be portrayed as a 'social partnership economy', arguing that the CBI-TUC productivity initiative and the Low Pay Commission are the only real examples of social partnership at national level.

The UK has not developed a 'comprehensive partnership' with the social partners for the implementation, monitoring and follow-up of the European employment strategy in the sense of having a single institutional framework for their involvement. The TUC sees this as a weakness, arguing that the 'main problem in terms of social partner engagement is that the UK lacks the institutional arrangements between the social partners on the one side and between them and the government on the other side to take all the various elements of the employment guidelines process forward'.

The CBI sees no need for an overarching framework, arguing that, while the 2 organisations are consulted on a wide range of issues, the precise mechanisms vary according to the issue concerned (e.g. other stakeholders may need to be involved) and that some issues are potentially more fruitful for joint action than others. However, the CBI acknowledges that there can be value in joint dialogue, for instance where this leads to recommendations on policy issues and points out that the amount of joint CBI-TUC activity has increased over the past 5 years.

The CBI appears generally more satisfied than the TUC about its involvement in the process of drawing up the 2002 NAP. This is consistent with the views reported by the 2 organisations in respect of the 2001 NAP, perhaps reflecting the greater importance trade unions attach to active labour market planning and to formal tripartite structures for consulting the social partners on government policy development.

Social Partnership in the European Union

Key Points

· Through the 1990s the social partners acquired an increasingly important consultative role in EU policymaking.

· Despite prominence given to EU 'social dialogue' little has been achieved and genuine social partnerships are more likely to evolve at local, regional and national level.

· Unrealistic to believe that common ground for institutionalised social partnerships can be reached at the European level. There are too many problems: different traditions of collective bargaining and welfare provision, representativeness of European social partners, linkage to core national issues etc.

· UNICE and CEEP face many challenges to their position as employer representatives.

· Agreement between European social partners has tended to focus on issues on which there is already common ground. The social dialogue has proved less effective as a means of handling more contentious matters such as European Works Councils.

Background

The concepts of social partners and social partnership have undoubtedly been sustained by the strong support received through the European Union. It is possible to identify four main phases in the development of thinking on Social partnership at the European level:

· The original Treaty of Rome (1957) established an Economic and Social Committee with representatives from employers' organisations and trade unions; these include representatives of agricultural, commercial, artisan and consumer interests. It must be consulted on proposals over legislation in the social field. A large and unwieldy body (currently with over 200 members) it was given the power to issue opinions on its own initiative under the 1991 Maastricht Treaty. Campbell Christie, ex-STUC General Secretary, is currently a member of this committee.

· Standing Committee on Employment created 1970 to ensure that 'there shall be continuous dialogue, joint action and consultation' between the institutions of the community and the social partners.

· Val Duchesses Dialogue - The Single European Act of 1987, which amended the treaty of Rome in order to facilitate rapid economic integration, specifically stated that the 'Commission shall endeavour to develop the dialogue between management and labour at European level which could, if the 2 sides consider it desirable, lead to relations based on agreement'.

· The agreement between the 3 'social partner' organisations (Commission, ETUC & UNICE) in October 1991, on the eve of the Maastricht summit, which was to approve further revisions to the Treaty. UNICE abandoned its longstanding opposition to the principle of negotiating European level agreements with the ETUC, leading to the inclusion in the social chapter of the new Maastricht Treaty of a clause providing that any agreement reached between management and labour at community level could be directly implemented as EU law by a decision of the council. 

The Social Partners at EU Level

The European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC) has been a persistent protagonist of strong EU regulation of social and employment issues. Its enthusiasm for social dialogue is tempered only by the concern that discussions with its counterparts on the employers side should yield concrete results, rather than acting as a means of delaying action by the community.

The Union of Industrial and Employers Confederations of Europe (UNICE) was founded in 1958 and comprises national business and employer confederations from all western European countries. It has loose links to the sectoral business organisations (FEBIs) which have uneven coverage of the EU economy. 

Centre europeen des entriprises a participation publique (CEEP) was formed in 1965 and covers nationalised firms and other enterprises which are at least partially in the public sector.

The role of the employers' organisations in the social dialogue is more problematic than that of the ETUC for 2 reasons:

· UNICE in particular has been very reluctant to envisage concrete outcomes from dialogue, until 1991 resisting the very principle of negotiating agreements at European level. This was consistent with its policy commitment to the liberalisation of European markets, including labour markets, and hence its opposition to most proposals for Community-level regulation.

· UNICE and CEEP face many challenges to their position as employer representatives.

Maastricht

Initially the main aim of the social dialogue was to agree joint opinions on issues of economic and employment policy. 

In 1991, UNICE softened its position and accepted the principle of collective bargaining and this was written into the Maastricht Treaty as a route to European collective legislation. To date, 3 agreements have been achieved: 

· on parental leave (December 1995)

· part time workers (June 1997)

· fixed term contracts (March 1999)

All 3 agreements were subsequently introduced as EU directives but are narrow in scope and technical in content. Moreover, all covered matters in which virtually every EU member state were already subject to statutory regulation; hence for some critics, the agreements merely asserted a lowest common denominator among already existing regulatory principles. (The UK, given its traditional absence of extensive statutory employment rights, was the one country lacking the legal protections instituted by these agreements).

Consultation in the EU policy-making process

In the 1990s the social partners have acquired an increasingly important consultative role in EU policymaking; in the process, ESOSOC, increasingly regarded as large and unwieldy, has been marginalized. The Treaty amendments at Maastricht and Amsterdam reinforced the requirements for the Commission (and Council) to involve the main social partners organisations in the formulation of policy: they must be consulted before legislation is drafted and then over the contents of any specific proposals. In addition, the 1990s have seen an expanding role for the European Social Fund (ESF), which according to the Treaty is administered by the Commission 'assisted...by a Committee... composed of representatives of governments, trade unions and employers' organisations'.

The past decade has seen significant formalisation of the relationship between the Commission and the social partners, with the establishment in 1992 of a Social Dialogue Committee (SDC) to replace the former steering group. The SDC in turn has created thematic working groups, including one on vocational education and training which has produced a number of joint reports. The concern of the EU authorities to encourage the modernisation and reorganisation of work has been reflected in a range of attempts to involve the social partners in policy making. The review of the social dialogue which the Commission launched at the end of 1996 resulted in a series of changes in 1998 designed to strengthen consultation. These include holding a quarterly 'liaison forum' with the European social partners at sectoral level and improving dissemination of information. Consultation would be extended beyond the range of issues where this is specifically required in the Treaty. The structure of tripartite advisory committees covering specific policy areas would be maintained.

Therefore, trade union and employers' organisations have become privileged actors within the Brussels policy debate – notwithstanding the fact that many other national and sectional interests are also involved and can often exert veto power over any initiative. This in turn generates pressure on ETUC, UNICE & CEEP to seek where feasible to agree common demands in order to maximise their capacity to influence policy outcomes. Perhaps the clearest example is in the development of employment policy.

The employment strategy and the macroeconomic dialogue 

The involvement of the social partners in EU policy was significantly enhanced by the adoption of a European Employment Strategy, giving heightened emphasis at the Amsterdam Council in June 1997 and forming the basis for important Treaty revisions. One innovation was to establish an Employment and Labour Market Committee (ELC) of the Council, charged with monitoring the employment situation and employment policies in each member State and with offering policy recommendations. In undertaking this task, the Committee is explicitly required to 'Consult management and Labour'. In 1997 the 3 main social partners themselves jointly presented proposals in response to the Commission's initiative for a Confidence Pact for Employment and for discussion at the Luxembourg employment summit in November, in December 1998 they submitted a common declaration on the 1999 employment guidelines and affirmed their wish to be fully consulted. Following Luxembourg the Council agreed to meet formally twice a year to discuss employment issues with the 3 organisations. In the process they have largely bypassed the original Standing Committee on Employment, reformed and effectively downgraded in 1999 after being criticised by the Commission as a 'ritual with no obligation to achieve as a result'.

The Consultative relationship has been taken a step further with the launch of the 'macroeconomic dialogue' at the Cologne council in June 1999. This involves a twice-yearly meeting, immediately before the formal meeting of the European Council, between representatives of the social partners, the Commission, the council and the European Central Bank.

PAGE  
1

