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Introduction
The development and governance of wages has always been of fundamental importance for the
functioning of economies and societies. Even though there is wide agreement in academic and
political debates that industrial relations structures and mechanisms, i.e. industrial relations
systems, are key for the governance of wages, there is less agreement which systems are able
to govern wages in today’s complex and highly changing economies. The question on which
systems are needed to govern wages is especially difficult in the European Union (EU) since
the European Single Market is characterized by the presence of multiple and highly diverse
industrial relations systems in the different member states.
One main characteristics of the European Industrial relations system is that it consists of many
nationally shaped industrial relations systems with different actors. In fact, the European
industrial relations systems consists of a myriad of heterogeneous industrial relations actors
embedded in different structures which makes it highly complex to govern wage developments
from a European perspective. Over time, the complexity and number of industrial relations
actors increased since industrial relations structures became increasingly decentralized. This
trend towards decentralization also implied that the governance of wages was given to a myriad
of different actors and therefore wages developed differently for different workers in different
companies, sectors, countries and regions. Although wage setting and therefore the governance
of wages became increasingly decentralized, different and complex in recent decades a common
and transnationally coordinated governance of wages became increasingly important in recent
years at the European and national level. Changes in economic governance, in particular within
the European Semester, prompted discussions on more coordinated and European wage
policies.
Furthermore, questions on the efficacy and “performance” of different industrial relations
systems in different EU member states as well as the idea of a “strategic” and transnational
economic governance in the EU became increasingly important for economic policy making in
recent years. In this context the financial and economic crisis which arrived in the EU in 2008
intensified discussion about the governance of wages and the role of industrial relations systems
since it became clear that industrial relations systems are of inherent importance for the
functioning of the European Monetary Union (EMU) (e.g., Arpaia and Mourre, 2019; Ball,
2014; Blanchard et al., 2014; Broughton and Welz, 2013; Doerflinger and Pulignano, 2014;
European Commission, 2014; Heyes and Lewis, 2014; Höpner and Lutter, 2017; Marginson,
2015, 2016). The COVID-19 outbreak in early 2020, which lead the world into the most severe
5

economic crisis for centuries (e.g., ETUC, 2020; Eurofound, 2020a; ILO 2020a; b; ILO and
OECD, 2020; OECD 2020c), can be expected to intensify discussions on the governance of
wages and the role of industrial relations systems even further. The reason why the governance
of wages and the role of industrial relations systems can be expected to become of utmost
importance is that many public policies that are taken by governments within the EU in order
to combat the impact of the COVID-19 crisis are directly related to the labour market and
wages, i.e. to typical domain of industrial relations (e.g., Eurofound, 2020b; OECD, 2020a; b;
d; e).
Hence, the governance of wages is not only of key importance now but can even be expected
to increase and therefore it is of upmost importance to have a comprehensive understanding of
how wages can be governed. However, there are still uncertainties in academic and political
debates about how wages can be governed and in particular what the role of industrial relations
systems are as well as which industrial relations systems are better suited to face challenges of
today’s transnational and integrated economies in the EU. Against this background, this
research project investigated in detail how and wages can be governed in the EU and what the
role and effects of different industrial relations systems are. More specifically, in the research
project the prerequisites of industrial relations structures and mechanisms, in particular of social
dialogue and collective bargaining systems, were identified in order to be able to plan, control,
and implement national and European wage policies or strategies successfully. The research
conducted in the project augmented previous studies (e.g., Eurofound, 2017) by widening the
number of countries which are analysed substantially in order to be able to draw some
generalizable conclusions which then can contribute and foster informed public policy making
upon how industrial relations structures and mechanisms, i.e. wage setting systems, might be
changed in order to increase their capacity and efficacy.
In this research report the results of the research project are outlined and discussed accordingly.
The structure of the report is as follows: in the next section the methodology and empirical
strategy is explained in detail. This presentation of the methodology explains the idea behind
the use of both a qualitative and a quantitative approach and how both approaches are combined.
In addition to the presentation of the empirical approach used, a critical reflection on the data
and information is included as well even though the quality of the data can be considered to be
exceptionally high. Since the idea of the project is to outline ways on how wages can be
governed in the EU, we then given an overview of the development of wages in the EU and
will discuss both actual wages and collectively agreed wages. This section is followed by the
presentation and discussion of the development of the industrial relations and collective
6

bargaining structures and institutions in the EU. Within this section various relevant dimensions
and aspects with respect to the governance of wages are portrayed. On basis of the former
sections, then the governance of wages and the relationship between industrial relations and
wages is explained both from a theoretical perspective as well as from a public policy making
perspective. Hence, in this section different aspects and the complexity of the relationship
between industrial relations and wages are outlined and what the implications for the
governance of the EU labour market are. This section is then followed by a detailed discussion
on European governance of the labour market and the European Semester in particular. We then
present the results of the study and show the analysis of different ways and policy options to
govern wages in the EU. In this section the results of the quantitative and qualitative analysis
are integrated and explained. This section also includes five country case studies which are
examples of different ways of how the labour market and wages can be governed. Of course,
since all these different cases also show that different ways of governance have different
advantages and disadvantages, a critical reflection upon these differences is included. The
report ends by giving a summary of the research project and the results as well as provides
conclusions and an outlook.
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Methodology and data
In order to be able to analyse the governance of wages in the EU, in the project both quantitative
methods (standardized questionnaire surveys) and qualitative methods (semi-structured
interviews) were used to collect unique data in order to enable not only generalizable results
but also to investigate the complexity of the governance of wages in depth. Both methods
complement each other and are combined for a comprehensive analysis which is presented in
this research report.
As regards the qualitative part of the study, we have conducted semi-structured interviews with
6 (or more) interviewees with employers’ organisations, trade unions and governments in 5
countries in order to analyse and understand the governance of wages and the idea and
functioning of wage strategies. More specifically, usually two representatives from an
employers’ organisation, two from trade unions and two from a governmental body were
interviewed. In addition to this, three further interviews at European level with representatives
from European trade union and employers’ associations have been conducted. The interviews
allowed an in-depth analysis and understanding of how the actors involved in wage
determination interpret the bargaining situation and wage determination in the EU context,
particularly on policy topics related to the European Semester and the EMU. The interviews
helped us to understand how the actors involved interpret, rationalise and justify their actions,
policies and room for manoeuvre within their national system of industrial relations.
Furthermore, we asked in the interviewees what the criteria for wage setting are and how they
are influenced by other actors within their country as well as beyond. This means that in the
interviewees also a transnational, i.e. European, dimension was covered which is new in
literature. Furthermore, the semi-structured questions allowed different country actors to add
individual contextual data which was necessary to collect in order to understand wage setting
in different EU countries fully. The basic interview guide which was the basis for the interviews
can be found in the Appendix.

The rationale and sources of the case studies

The semi-structured interviewees formed the main basis for the case studies in which we
explored and explained the causal mechanisms behind the functioning of wage setting systems
on the basis of concrete and “real life” cases, i.e. on basis of 5 countries. As regards the selection
of countries we oriented ourselves on the principle that typical country examples from different
8

industrial relations regimes according to European Commission (2009: p. 51). This includes
one country with the “Nordic”, “Mediterranean”, “Continental European”, “Liberal”, and “New
Member States” regime have been selected. Even though the categorization of countries along
these five systems is widely accepted in literature different names for the different categories
exist. While for the Nordic regime no other name was found, for the Mediterranean also the
term “Southern” is used, for the Continental European the name Centre West is used, for the
Liberal regime the name West is used and for the New Member states regime the term Centre
East is found in literature. While previous names and labels refer more to the socio-economic
roots of the regimes the alternative one refers more to the geographical location of the countries
and systems. Since both the socio-economic and geographical characteristics are related with
each other we also use in the report both terms and will make use of the different names when
we want to emphasize more the geographical or the socio-economic aspect.
However, regarding the selection of the case studies, an in-depth case will be wage setting in
Austria. The reason for this is that the Austrian case is interesting in ways. First, it is a typical
country with a Continental European system and collective bargaining is certainly highly
important in Austria. Since almost all employees in Austria are covered by a collective
agreement the role of industrial relations is highest in EU. Second, Austria is small and open
economy and wage setting in other countries, i.e. especially in Germany, is of major importance
so that the transnational dimension is immanent (Traxler et al. 2008, Ramskogler 2012). As
regards other countries we selected the Finland, Poland, Spain and the United Kingdom (UK)
which are all typical and are characterized by distinct features which makes them interesting to
analyse. For example, the UK is highly liberal country and distinct to other European countries
for political reasons anyway. Hence the analysis of the UK also enables us to look at a kind of
“counter example” or an “outlier” country. Finland, similar to Austria, is a country which is
highly exposed to the European economy but has its distinct Nordic system which is unique in
comparison to others. Furthermore, the development of industrial relations has been reported
(e.g., European Commission, 2009; 2011; 2013) to be different to other European countries.
Spain was selected because it not only is a typical country for the Mediterranean system of
industrial relations but it is also highly interesting as industrial relations were transformed and
“reformed” in recent years. Hence, it also enables us to analyse the implications of change.
Finally, Poland was chosen as it is a typical example of a New Member States industrial
relations system as well as is characterized by a distinct economic development which makes
it interesting to analyse. As will be explained in detail in the case studies, the distinct country
characteristics of the 5 countries do matter and give some unique insights and clearly show that
9

institutions matter (North, 1990). In any case, the 5 countries chosen also reflects notable
institutional variations in their wage setting systems and also differences in terms of their
economic challenges and their membership to the Eurozone which can make use of monetary
policy to “correct” for imbalances.

Selection of interviewees and the use of videoconferences

The interviews were conducted with key representatives from relevant organizations or state
authorities who are in a position and have the knowledge to answer questions on wage setting
and wage strategies. While the particular job titles of these representatives from different
organizations in different countries differs substantially due to differences in the hierarchical
structure and cultural differences across organizations and countries, all interviewees are high
level representatives within their organization.
As regards how interviews were conducted the initial plan to do face to face interviews was
revised after the outbreak of COVID-19. Because of the COVID-19 outbreak and lockdowns
as well as further travel restrictions interviews were conducted via videoconferences or
(exceptionally) via telephone between April and December 2020. As regards the software of
videoconferences, the preferences of the interviewees were considered but predominantly were
done by using Teams, Skype, Skype Business, or Zoom. However, there is no indication at all
that the use of different software of the videoconferences have had an impact on the interview
as such, as the basic structure and features all software solutions are (very) similar, i.e. all
videoconference technologies enabled an eye contact and visual expressions of both the
interviewees and the interviewer are possible and supported by all software providers. Hence,
as regards any potential framing effects with respect to the way interviews were conducted,
videoconferences can be considered to be more closely related with face-to-face interviews
rather than with telephone interviews which do not allow any visual interaction between the
interviewer and the interviewee. However, the semi-structured interviews, averaging 45
minutes, followed an interview guide (see Appendix), were recorded using the recording
function of the videoconference software and then subject to an iterative, manual thematic
analysis.
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The questionnaire surveys

In addition to the qualitative interviews, in the quantitative part of the research project detailed
and unique data on wage setting and the industrial relations systems in all 27 current EU
member states and the UK which was still in the EU when the project was collected using
questionnaire surveys which included predominantly standardized questions and some open
questions. The consideration of all member states enables our analysis to cover a broader range
of institutional variety and to draw conclusions relating to the whole EU.
Conceptually, the questions in the survey built upon Traxler et al. (2001) but augments and
widens it because the questionnaire in the ENTIRE VIEW project include much more detailed
questions on wage setting, the governance of the labour market and industrial relations.
Furthermore, the questionnaire survey used in this project also covers a range of questions on
the transnational dimension of governance as well as formal and informal governance, i.e.
coordination, mechanisms. The detailed questionnaires can be found in the Appendix. In order
to identify changes and trends over time, data on a yearly frequency for the period of 1998 to
2019 was collected (which corresponds with the data provided by Eurofound on collective
agreed wages, i.e. Aumayr-Pintar et al., 2014; Eurofound, 2018) even though some information
might not be available for the past in some countries as well there are missing values for some
variables because of a lack of availability of data.
One unique aim of the data collection and therefore of the analyses in the project is to use
transnational comparable data. For this reason, the questions in the survey were designed
accordingly so that the standardized questionnaire survey corrects for any different meanings
and definitions of concepts in different countries. Furthermore, the questionnaire survey was
sent to country experts who have the expertise and knowledge and are also independent, i.e. the
country experts do not take any position from either side of the employment relationship nor
the government. However, in addition to that, further questions were sent to actors, i.e. social
partner organizations, directly to collect data without the direct involvement of the country
experts. In the project the questionnaire directly sent to country experts was labelled as expert
survey and the questionnaire sent directly to industrial relations actors such as trade unions and
employers’ organizations was labelled as actor survey. The idea of sending a questionnaire both
to the experts and in addition to this to social partner organizations directly is that time can be
saved because country experts needed to ask social partner organization sometimes to get some
information as well as enabled us to double check the data.
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Data collection through the two standardised questionnaire surveys therefore guaranteed
maximum comparability of the data since all country experts deliver data on the basis of a
homogeneous, i.e. standardized, questionnaire as well as allowed us to check the data from
different sources. In addition, all answers given can be considered to be highly consistent,
homogeneous and meet the demands of intersubjective standards. This is rarely the case when
drawing data from independent case studies and different sources and the quality of the data
collected in the ENTIRE VIEW project is therefore unique in its quality. The intensive
interaction between the project team, social partner organizations (i.e. industrial relations
actors) and country experts is time consuming but ensured the creation of a database with the
highest quality standards to date in the field of comparative industrial relations.
Furthermore, the data collected from the questionnaires was also combined with data from other
sources such as Eurostat and Eurofound. As regards the latter, especially Eurofound’s
EurWORK (2019) was used. However, the list of data sources that are not directly from the
questionnaire survey or the interviews is indicated in the respective analysis in the report.
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The development of wages in the EU
In the past two decades, i.e. since 1998, nominal wage increases in the EU remains lower than
it was in previous decades even though in some countries and in some period nominal wage
growth was relatively high since the start of the new century. As regards the development of
wage growth, one important break was caused by the economic crisis which arrived in the EU
in 2008. Since then, wages grew in the majority of the EU member states slower than before.
This development of nominal wages is not unique to the EU, but largely in line with nominal
wage growth throughout the industrialized world (e.g., IMF, 2017).
Even though there are many reasons for this stylized fact in the development of nominal wages,
one important factor can be found in the dynamics of the productivity of labour as well as
inflation pressures. However, as shown in literature (e.g., Adler et al., 2017) not all of the wage
dynamics can be explained by developments in labour productivity and by inflation
(expectations), but changes and developments in technology and in the employment
relationship, i.e. in the development of industrial relations and collective bargaining. In the
ENTIRE VIEW research project - and therefore in this report - the role of industrial relations
systems and collective bargaining for the development of wages is analysed in detail.

The development of nominal wages in the EU

When looking at wage level across the EU member states, one striking characteristic is that
wages are very different. More specifically, e.g. by using nominal compensation per employee
as an indicator for a comparison of wage levels, wages are highest in Luxembourg followed by
the Netherlands, Belgium, Denmark, and France. On the other end of the comparison of wage
levels across the EU member states, wage levels are lowest in Bulgaria, followed by Romania,
Hungary, Poland, and Lithuania. Although in all EU member states wage levels have increased
over the past decades in general, the differences between the countries persisted. However, in
the development of wages in the past two decades the financial and economic crisis which
arrived in the EU in 2008 was certainly an event which has led to a decline in average wages in
some countries for some years. The characterization of these developments is in line with other
recent reports on the development of wages within also the reasons for the development of
wages are seen in the development of inflation and labour productivity (e.g., Eurofound, 2018;
European Commission, 2018; 2019). However, in the following figures, the development of
wages in the EU is shown by differentiating the discussion of the development of the EU
13

member states on basis of different industrial relations regimes which are later investigated in
detail upon their influence on wage developments.
In Figure 1 the development of nominal wages per employee is shown and it can be seen that
different categories of countries are characterized by different developments as well as different
levels of wages. More specifically, one main feature of wages and wages developments in the
Nordic countries is, that for all countries, wages are higher than the EU average. It can also be
seen that only in one EU member stat, i.e. Sweden, there was significant decline in wages after
the economic crisis of 2008 but from which wages recovered soon afterwards. Basically, this
development is similar to Norway (as an example of non-EU country) where wages are
declining in recent years and therefore differ from the development in the Nordic EU member
states. However, another main characteristic of the Nordic EU member states is that with
exception of Sweden, in all countries the development is also relatively smooth and continuous.
Such a continuous and smooth development can certainly be considered to have positive effects
for both employees as well as employers as it also enables both sides to plan ahead knowing
that the source of income on the one side and the costs on the other side is steady.
As regards the development of nominal wages in the continental European countries, i.e. the
Centre West countries, some similarities with the Nordic countries can be seen. First of all,
almost all countries with exception of Slovenia are characterized by above EU average wage
levels. Second, also with a few minor exceptions in the very recent years, in almost all countries
wages are also developing in a smooth and continuous way. The crisis of 2008 had no
substantial effect on wages and there are only very minor changes in the development.
However, as regards the recent development, there is a substantial decline in Luxembourg and
some minor declines in Belgium and Germany. Whether this decline sustains or not is yet
unclear and against the background that the Covid-19 pandemic will have severe effects in the
future any prediction on the development remains to be seen.
Different to the previous countries, in the Southern European countries there is a variation
among the countries in terms of the development as well as level of nominal wages. While the
level of nominal wages in Spain is more or less in line with the EU average, wages are higher
in Italy and France and lower in Greece and Portugal. As regards the latter, one main
characteristic is also that in Portugal wages declined significantly after 2008 and in Greece
wages remained on a constant level. This development can certainly be explained by the fact
that the two countries were hardly affected by the economic crisis of 2008 and both countries
faced severe reforms of the labour market which leads to “internal depreciations”, i.e. to
decreases in wages.
14

The similar development as in Greece and Portugal with respect to the decrease of nominal
wages after the economic crisis of 2008 can be seen in Cyprus, which is characterized by a
different industrial relation regime, i.e. is categorized as a liberal or Western system of
industrial relations. However, also Cyprus was highly affected by the economic crisis and
underwent the same or very similar reforms as Greece and Portugal. Hence, the development is
somehow different to other countries with a liberal system of industrial relations. Overall, when
looking at the development of nominal wages in this category, it is striking that the development
is quite different among those countries. While the development in Malta is also smooth, in
Ireland, there was a also a substantial decline in wages after 2008 but which was followed by a
sharp recovery. This is different to the UK which is certainly the country with the highest
volatility in the development of nominal wages. Also, in the UK there was a sharp decrease of
wages in 2008 which was followed by a sharp recovery, but which was fallowed again by a
decrease in 2016. Hence, the development of wages in liberal countries is not only very
heterogeneous but can also be very volatile over time.
Finally, when looking at the development of nominal wages in CEEC one main characteristic
is that wages are lower than the EU average. Also, that in the majority of countries there was a
decrease in wages in 2008 but which was not that severe as in other EU member states and
which was followed sooner or later by a phase of recovery. Although this development presents
itself as a stylized fact for CEEC there are variations among countries both in terms of the
development of the level of wages as well as how severe the decline and recovery after 2008
was.
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Figure 1. Development of nominal compensation per employee

The development of real wages in the EU

Although much of wage setting and (collective) wage agreements results into nominal wages
that are paid by companies to employees, what actually matters for both sides in the
employment relationship is the level and development of real wages, i.e. if wages are adjusted
to price developments. Against the background that price developments, i.e. inflation, as well
as nominal wage developments are different in different EU member states, the development
of real wages can also be expected to be more complex. When looking at the development of
real wages in the EU member states this expectation is confirmed. In Figure 2 the development
of real wages is shown for all EU member states by differentiating again between countries
with different industrial relations regimes.
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Figure 2. Development of real compensation per employee

One main characteristic by comparing the development in the different systems is that real
wages in the Nordic countries are closer to the EU average as nominal wages are. This is
different to CEEC where we find the reverse characteristic. The countries in the other regimes
are in between these two categories of countries. For example, we see that in Finland real wages
are below the EU average which can be explained by the high price level in Finland. This is
similar to some other Continental European countries such as Luxembourg and Belgium in
which price levels are also high and therefore real wages relatively low.
However, and perhaps more importantly with respect to general trends in the development of
real wages in the EU is that there are a number of countries in which real wages are still below
the level prior to the 2008 economic crisis. Among those countries we find Mediterranean
countries but also Liberal countries. Furthermore, when looking at growth rates of real wages
in some CEEC countries it can be seen that growth rates are relatively higher than in many other
EU member states which also shows that there is catch-up effect in some CEEC countries and
real wages rise.
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The development of real collectively agreed wages in the EU

In this study one main research question is on how industrial relations system, i.e. collective
bargaining systems, allow the governance of wages. Against the background that via collective
bargaining not all wages are set and that deviations from collectively agreed wages are possible,
the development can be different to real wages from before which refer to averages over all
employees in the EU member states. In Figure 3 the development of real collectively agreed
wages is shown for all EU member states for which information on collectively agreed wages
is available.
As can be seen, the development is different for different countries with two CEEC countries
having the highest increases in the past decades. More specifically, in the Czech Republic and
in Slovakia collectively agreed wages increased above the EU average. However, one needs to
be careful when looking at this development for making any conclusions on the role of
collectively agreed wages for the overall development of wages in these countries as in both
countries collective bargaining coverage is relatively low, i.e. only a small share of employees
are covered by a collective agreement and therefore the development shown in Figure 3 only
reflects a small share of employees in these countries.
This is different to other countries in which collective bargaining coverage is relatively high
such as for example in France but also in Austria and the Netherlands. In these countries we see
that collectively agreed wages are more in line with real wage developments shown in Figure
2 even though, also in these countries not a completely similar variation can be expected as
collectively agreed wages form a minimum basis of wages, and for some groups of employees,
actual wages can be significantly higher than collectively agreed wages.

18

Figure 3. Developments in real collectively agree wages

Source: Eurofound (2018) based on EurWORK database 2.0.

As mentioned earlier, the reason for the development of wages is seen in literature as well as
by policy makers in the development of inflation and most importantly in the development of
labour productivity. In fact, in recent years policy makers in the EU as well as in many member
states emphasized the importance that wages should develop in line with labour productivity.
Therefore, it is no surprise that the development of wages with labour productivity is also
reflected by the CSR within the European Semester. Especially since the economic crisis of
2008 and 2009 some CSR demanded from some countries that wages should grow in line with
labour productivity. Apart from that the fact that the development of nominal unit labour costs
are one key indicator within the macroeconomic imbalance procedure (MIP) scoreboard shows
how important wages are for policy makers in the EU. More specifically, as outlined and
explained in more detail by Eurofound (2018) nominal unit labour costs represent the
proportion of nominal compensation in relation to real labour productivity which are integrated
and monitored as a measure of wage-related competitiveness of countries within the EU.
Furthermore, as explained by Eurofound (2018), within the MIP scoreboard, the three-year
percentage is observed and any deviations of more than nine percent for EMU countries are
allowed and for the other EU countries of twelve percent.
19

However, the important question is how this development of wages along the development of
productivity can be guaranteed or how can policy makers govern wage setters that the
development of wages is in line with this policy making goal. In this research project we
analysed this question and investigated the role and importance of the industrial relations
system and tried to solution on which industrial relations system is able to deliver on this
economic policy making goal. For this reason, different industrial relations systems and the
developments are investigated and portrayed and then analysed.

20

The development of the industrial relations and collective bargaining in the EU
In the interim report of the ENTIRE VIEW project a comprehensive overview of the current
state and recent developments of main industrial relations actors and processes in the European
Union (EU) since 1998 was given. It was shown that the past two decades have seen a number
of transformations in industrial relations in the EU28 including some long trends as well as
short-term developments. However, it also showed that in some countries some industrial
relations dimensions remained stable, and it appears to have weathered different storms. While
some stylized facts identified confirm findings from previous studies like for example the
general long-term decline of union density in the EU (e.g., European Commission, 2015) other
stylized facts show that industrial relations some countries can develop very distinctive and
there are a number of country specificities that detour from general trends. Overall, in the past
two decades the context for industrial relations changed and so did industrial relations actors,
i.e. employers’ organisations and trade unions, institutions, and processes, e.g. collective
bargaining. Important in the context of the research project, in recent years industrial relations
processes and outcomes became also a key element in the new system of European economic
governance, e.g. in the Europe 2020 strategy and the European Semester. Both, the new
economic context as well as the new role and prominence of industrial relations in the system
of EU economic governance induced transformation in some aspects and dimensions of
industrial relations never seen for a long time (e.g., Arpaia and Mourre, 2009; Artha and de
Haan, 2011; Blanchard et al., 2014; Brandl and Bechter, 2019; Hayter, 2011; Koukiadaki and
Grimshaw, 2016; Meardi, 2015; OECD, 2017; Tridico, 2013).

Changing structures and institutions of collective bargaining

In all EU member states collective bargaining takes place although in very different forms, i.e.
on very different levels and with different implications for the setting of wages and working
conditions for different types of employees. Furthermore, the share of employees who are
covered by a collective agreement also differs substantially across the EU, i.e. collective
bargaining coverage varies across the member states. The main reasons for differences in
collective bargaining coverage is that trade unions are differently involved and able to bargain
over wages and working conditions as well as different legal systems exist in different countries
which make it either more difficult or easy for trade unions to bargaining collectively over
wages. As regards such legal differences that impact the ability to regulate wages collectively
21

are the provision of legal ways to extent collective agreements to employees outside the domain
of the actual members of social partners.
Our analysis has shown that the extension of collective agreements to a wider domain is
possible in the majority of the EU Member States. However, the extent and scope of the
extension as well as the practice in making use of existing extension mechanisms differs in the
EU28 (Schulten et al., 2016; EurWORK, 2019). In the ENTIRE VIEW interim report an
overview of extension practices and rules for all EU member states was given. It was shown
that in six countries there are no legal mechanisms for the extension of collective agreements
(Cyprus, Denmark, Italy, Malta, Sweden, and the UK). Furthermore, even though in many
countries legal regulations for the extension exist, extension is uncommon in practice to make
use of the regulation. The reasons for this practice is that in some countries very strict
requirements for extension exist (e.g. in Estonia, Germany, and Ireland) and/or state authorities
are involved which usually do not consider extensions as favourable. Different to these
countries there are other countries in the EU28 such as in particular Croatia, Finland, and the
Netherlands in which it is common that collective agreements are extended and in Austria,
Belgium, Greece, Spain, France, Italy, Luxembourg, Portugal, and Slovenia it is even quasi the
rule to extent collective agreements (almost) automatically. In any case, the existence of a legal
framework which enables a common and pervasive practice of extending collective agreements
is certainly one reason for differences in collective bargaining coverage in the EU (e.g.,
Eurofound, 2013; European Commission, 2015).
As regards the transformation of extension mechanisms in the past two decades our research
has shown that the basic legal framework for the extension of collective agreements remained
stable in the EU28 for a long time even though the practices changed in some countries in some
periods of time. More specifically, in recent years, this started to change as in some countries
fundamental reforms of the legal framework were introduced. Since 2008 reforms were
introduced in Greece, Portugal, Slovakia, and Spain. Even though the reforms are very different
in all these countries, all reforms led to a cut back in the extension of collective agreements. As
highlighted in the interim report, in Greece the extension of collective agreements was
suspended by a governmental (i.e. ministerial) which aims to affect negatively the number of
employees which are covered by a collective agreement. In Portugal the criteria for the
extension of collective agreements were increased continuously and sharply since 2009, e.g. by
defining a necessary representativeness of more than 50% of sectoral employers’ associations,
which in practice makes the extension of the vast majority of collective agreements impossible.
In Slovakia, the regulations were changed in a way that for extension the consent of the
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employer side is needed which led to no (almost) no extension of collective agreements. In Italy
a similar development can be observed which precedes the economic crisis and materialized by
court ruling (e.g., Marginson, 2015).
Although differences in the legal regulations for the extension of collective agreement are
certainly not the only reason for differences in collective bargaining coverages across countries,
it certainly is one important factor. Therefore, it is not surprising that collective bargaining
differs across the EU. As presented and discussed in further detail in the interim report,
collective bargaining coverage tops in Austria with a coverage of almost 100%. Only a few
groups of employees are explicitly excluded from collective agreements in Austria. Coverage
is also on a very high level in Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Italy, the Netherlands, and
Sweden. In EU28 comparison, coverage is relatively low in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic,
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and the UK. Regarding the development over time
the picture is diverse and there is no clear European trend. In some countries collective
bargaining coverage even decreased. There is a notable decrease in Bulgaria, Germany,
Hungary, Poland, Sweden, Slovenia, Slovakia, and in the UK. The most severe decreases can
be seen in Romania where coverage halved and in Portugal where coverage reached a bottom
level never experienced before. Overall, the developments over time in collective bargaining
coverage reflect rather long-term trends rather than being a recent phenomenon.
As mentioned earlier, there are various reasons for the differences in collective bargaining
coverage throughout the EU as well as for the development over time. One obvious reason why
coverage is different is that no collective agreement is achieved between the actors on both
sides. Another reason is that actors are not representative enough to have the legitimation to
bargain for a collective of employees or companies. Usually, minimum requirements of
representativeness of collective actors are necessary in order to allow them to struck collective
agreements (e.g., Kerckhofs et al., 2016). These criteria were recently increased in some
countries so that an increasing number of unions were not able to engage in collective
bargaining anymore (EurWORK, 2019). However, a further reason why collective bargaining
decreased in recent years in a number of countries is that various ways for companies were
introduced which enabled them derogations from wide ranging collective agreements as well
as offered companies opening clauses and derogation mechanisms, i.e. the possibility to
derogate from higher level collective agreements and to opt out (e.g., Bosch, 2015; Broughton
and Welz, 2013; EurWORK, 2019).
More specifically regarding opening clauses and derogation mechanisms, one stylized fact is
certainly the increasing number of possibilities and ways for companies to strike individual
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collective agreements and thus the possibility to derogate from higher-level collective
agreements (Broughton and Welz, 2013). Nowadays throughout the member states of the EU
opening clauses exist, i.e. in Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Germany, Greece, France, Ireland, Italy,
Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, and Slovenia. In some of the countries these regulations
existed for a long time but the practice of taking advantage changed, with a sharply increasing
number of companies is making use of the option. The number increased since the crisis as an
increased number of companies faced hardship situation even though the economic situation
usually changed for the whole sector, i.e. for all companies in the sector in the same way
(European Commission, 2015). Examples of countries in which changes in the legal option
and/or practice of derogations of higher-level collective agreements lead to a significant change
in the character of collective bargaining are certainly Bulgaria, Greece, Slovenia and Spain. In
all these countries, not all sectors were equally prone of company derogations in collective
agreements (e.g., Eurofound, 2014; European Commission, 2015). However, the most farreaching impact on the practice of opt-out from higher level collective agreements was the
renunciation of the paradigm in some countries that lower-level agreements are not allowed to
deviate unfavourably from the wage and working conditions agreed on higher level. This
paradigm shift happened in France, Greece, Italy, and in Slovakia (Clauwaert and Schömann,
2012) and certainly changed how collective bargaining systems work and what the implications
for workers are.
However, as regards the content of collective agreements in recent years in terms of pay
provision our research has shown that there is a clear European trend in moderate (real) wage
changes. In particular in the public sector, but also in other sectors pay pauses and freezes
became a common rule. As will be discussed in more detail in the next section of the report, in
some countries and sectors real wage decreases became characteristic element for collective
bargaining agreements in times of the economic crisis and might increase in its importance in
the following years after the COVID-19 outbreak. However, regarding working conditions and
work organisation a further European phenomenon was identified in our research on the nature
and characteristics of collective bargaining in the EU that in collective agreements working
time reduction and short time working schemes were increasingly negotiated and agreed
(Eurofound, 2014; EurWORK, 2019) in the past two decades.
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Changing degrees of centralisation and coordination of collective bargaining

In the EU as well as in other industrialized countries, collective bargaining institutions and
structures, i.e. collective bargaining systems, became increasingly decentral (e.g., Dahl et al.,
2013; European Commission, 2009; European Commission, 2015; ETUI 2019; Marginson and
Welz, 2014; Marginson, 2015). Even though there is a high degree of variation in terms of how
decentralization worked in different countries as well by what decentral collective bargaining
systems are actually characterized, one main stylized fact is that collective agreements were
increasingly struck in addition or in expense to higher level agreements such as in particular
sectoral collective agreements (e.g., Brandl and Bechter, 2019). In an increasing number of
countries, it became not only possible for companies to deviate from higher level collective
agreements via so called opening, hardship, or opt out clauses, but also it became a common
practice that wages and working conditions are regulated predominantly on basis of agreements
with a narrow, i.e. company, scope (EurWORK, 2019). Furthermore, along with
decentralization of collective bargaining systems as such, also the number of agreements and
actors involved increased. As the number of actors increased any form of coordination of
individual actions and interaction was hampered.
As explained and shown in detail in the ENTIRE VIEW interim report, currently, in 9 countries
of the EU as well as in the UK, the predominant level of collective bargaining is the local or
company level, i.e. collective bargaining is highly decentralised. Only in very few countries
including most notably Austria collective bargaining on a central level is predominant. In the
majority of countries collective bargaining takes place either at the sector/industry level or the
level alters between the sector/industry level and the company level. From an EU perspective
the development of the predominant levels of collective bargaining is relatively stable as the
aggregate figure does not point to a lot of change (Aumayr-Pintar et al., 2013, p. 37). This,
however, does certainly not mean that for individual countries changes are observable and that
collective bargaining systems did not change. Quite contrary as can be seen by the development
of the predominant bargaining levels over time in Greece, for example. As regards Greece, there
a sharp decentralization process observable since the Greek system was decentralized starting
from a relatively central level in until 2011 to a predominantly decentral level from 2012. A
similar sharp drop is observable in Ireland three years before Greece. Also, in Slovenia a process
of decentralization is observable in the past decades but this process was not that sharp as in
Ireland and Greece as from 2008 to 2013 the predominant level decreased from the central to
the intermediate level including a return to the central level with the period for a short
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intermezzo (e.g., Daouli et al., 2013). In the other direction the predominant level increased in
Finland in 2001 back to the central level which was the predominant level for many years before
2007.
Apart from centralization as one important characteristics of collective bargaining systems, also
the interaction between different bargaining units is important. Most notably, if different
bargaining units are coordinating their activities and strategies with each other or not. Even
though, similar to centralization of collective bargaining, also the way how coordination works
varies substantially across different EU member states but there are some common
characteristics and trends. As also shown in the interim report in greater detail, there are few
countries in which collective bargaining is highly coordinated, e.g. in Austria, Belgium, and
Sweden. In the majority of countries collective bargaining is almost not coordinated. Many of
these countries are New Member States (NMS). In the remaining countries coordination is
intermediate. As regards the development over time there is a higher variation compared to
centralization from before and there is a tendency towards decreasing coordination, in particular
in Germany, Denmark, Greece, Ireland, the Netherlands, and Slovenia. On the other hand,
however, there are also countries in which coordination of collective bargaining increased or
remained quite stable such as Finland and Slovakia.
In academic and in political literature usually differentiates the degree of centralization as well
as the coordination of collective bargaining along three classifications: highly, intermediate,
and low. As mentioned earlier for centralization highly refers to the national level, intermediate
to the sectoral level and low to the company level. However, as our research clearly showed,
this broad classification underestimates that also within these categories differences between
countries exist as well as that the process of change is often not sudden but continuous,
enduring, and sneaking over several years. For details and examples of the nuances in changes
in the coordination and centralization of collective bargaining see the interim report of the
ENTIRE VIEW project as well as the information provided by EurWORK (2019). In both
sources it is well documented on basis of a variety of different changes and reforms observable
in the EU that in almost all countries collective bargaining changed in the direction of increased
decentralization and less coordination. As it is exemplified in the former sources in detail,
changes range for example from relatively minor changes in practices of collective bargaining
coordination such as in Austria because of a split in the sectoral process of bargaining of the
“leading” sector, to more pervasive changes in the number of company level agreements in
Germany. One stylized fact is that the vast majority of these single events and changes in
collective bargaining process and practices are not severe enough by themselves to cause a
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significant transformation of the national collective bargaining system but at the end are
pushing in such a direction.

Changing social partners organizations: national trade unions in the EU

The representativeness, organisational structure and role of trade unions varies significantly
across the EU member states and even though there are common trends in the development of
trade unions in the EU this heterogeneity persisted over the past decades. This assessment is in
line with other studies (e.g., European Commission, 2015; EurWORK, 2019; Schnabel, 2013;
Visser, 2013, 2019) and was explained and outlined in the ENTIRE VIEW report. Most notably,
the research project showed, as regards the current representativeness of trade unions, there are
countries such as in particular Denmark, Finland, and Sweden, in which more than 60% of all
employees are member of a trade union and therefore relatively high, while there are countries,
such as Estonia, France, and Lithuania, in which trade union density is below 10%, i.e. very
low in relative terms. The same heterogeneity can be also observed with respect to the
organisational structure of trade unions in the EU. As regards trade union structure, there are
countries with very concentrated trade union systems, i.e. with a low number of union
confederations and unions per se, and there are countries with very fragmented trade union
systems. As regards the role of trade unions with respect to the wider field of public policy
which includes wage policy, the research project identified a division between countries in
which trade union activities concentrate on their role in collective bargaining, while in other
countries unions are involved in the broader field of public policy making via participation in
tripartite boards and are consulted by state authorities on economic and social policy issues.
More specifically, as regards the structure of national trade union systems, there is a high
variation in the number of trade union confederations which exist within each member state of
the EU. Our data collection showed that in five countries, i.e. in Austria, Ireland, Latvia,
Slovakia, and the UK, there is only one confederation which brings together the different unions
in the country, while in other countries there are two or three trade union confederations.
Examples of the latter are Bulgaria, Germany, Greece, Lithuania, the Netherlands, and Sweden.
Moreover, in some of these countries the system is basically very concentrated as one large
confederation covers the majority of unions. Furthermore, a separation of trade union
confederations along political and/or religious differences exists in many countries (e.g.,
European Commission, 2015; EurWORK, 2019) which increases the heterogeneity and makes
coordination among trade unions potentially more difficult with respect to common wages
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strategies. In any, case, we found in the research project that a political differentiation of the
trade unions system is frequently associated with southern European countries, but this is
definitely not exclusive to southern European countries as also, for example, in Belgium, the
Czech Republic, Hungary, Latvia, and Poland political differences resulted in different trade
union confederations. However, even though different trade union organizations and
confederations exist in some countries the political and religious “rivalries” have weakened in
the past decades (e.g., Fulton, 2013).
Apart from the variation across the EU in the number of national trade union confederations,
there is also a high degree of variation in the number of affiliated unions to the largest trade
union confederation. What is striking however is that there is a European trend for individual
unions to merge in recent decades (EurWORK, 2019). As discussed, and explained in more
detail in the interim report, the processes of merging individual trade unions and by
restructuring the union system is usually motivated by the attempt to increase the cost efficacy.
In addition to that, in some countries the fragmentation of the union system was reduced by the
introduction of new legislations of requirements which enables unions to participate in
collective bargaining and in social dialogue per se.
As regards, union membership, i.e. union density, the data collection by the project showed that
different to the general trend of a declining membership, in many countries trade union density
remained relatively stable and even increased slightly in some periods for some countries. As
was discussed in the interim report in more detail this deviation from the general trend of
decreasing trade union density was explained by the fact that the number of employees
remained almost stable because in some periods of economic downturn no new employees were
recruited, or employees were laid off but employees did not leave unions. In sum, union density
remained relatively constant since 2010 over some years in countries which are heavily affected
by the economic crisis such as Estonia, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, and Spain.

Changing social partners organizations: national employers’ associations in the EU
Similar to trade unions outlined before, employers’ organisations, i.e. their representativeness,
organisational structure and role, differ in the EU28 (e.g., Brandl and Lehr, 2019; European
Commission, 2015). As addressed in the interim report, with exception of density rates, the
development of employers’ organizations is also similar to trade unions. Especially with respect
to the degree of fragmentation. More specifically, by looking back into the early 1990s in many
European countries many pure employer associations existed but in the majority of countries
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the last decades have seen many merger activities between pure employers’ associations and
business interest associations (e.g., Traxler et al., 2007). As regards representativeness, past
literature (e.g., European Commission, 2015) has shown that there are countries such as Austria,
Belgium, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands in which more than 80% of all employees work in
companies which are member of an employers’ association while there are countries, such as
Lithuania and Poland, in which not only every 5th employee works in a company which is
member of an employers’ association. Thus, the country variation in membership is high and
reflects the high variation among trade unions.
As regards the current situation and recent development in the structure of employers’
associations in the EU the data collection showed that in total there are 108 general employers’
associations in the EU28. Thus, the number is significantly higher than on the trade union side.
However, in six countries, i.e. in Croatia, Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Luxembourg and in the UK,
only one single general peak association which represents the interests of employers across
(almost) all sectors exists. Different to that there are countries in which the number of
employers’ associations is considerably high, i.e. very fragmented. For example, in Italy 14, in
Romania 13, and in Hungary 9 associations exist. In Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Slovakia and
Lithuania, all peak employers’ associations are having a cross-sectoral domain. In the majority
of countries with more than one peak employers’ association, general cross-sectoral
associations co-exist with specialised associations for distinct (groups) of sectors and/or
different company types. Our research shows sectoral differentiation of the employers’ system
is prevalent for Denmark, Greece, Hungary, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Romania and
Slovenia. Regarding the existence of employers’ associations specialised for the representation
of interest of small and medium sized there are 13 countries in which they exist (e.g.,
EurWORK, 2019).
As mentioned earlier, although the development in the structural characteristics between trade
unions and employers association is relatively similar, with respect to the representativeness
both types of social partners’ organizations differ in their development. As the research and
data collection has shown representativeness of employers’ associations remained relatively
stable over time from an aggregate, i.e. EU wide, perspective. However, this does not mean that
individual countries experienced the same developments, i.e. the same stability. As explained
in detail in the interim report, in a few countries membership declined over time, i.e. in Cyprus,
Denmark, France, Italy, Romania, and Slovakia. In other countries such as in Finland, Ireland,
Latvia, Sweden densities even increased while in many other countries, such as for example in
Austria, Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands the membership levels remained constant. The
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advent of the economic crisis does not change this picture as this overall stability is observable
before and during the crisis. Nevertheless, on an aggregate level, employers’ association density
remained relatively stable in the past decades which is different to trade union density which
potentially affects the role and legitimacy of social partners to participate in public policy
making on wages and the involvement with the state.
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The governance of wages and the relationship between industrial relations and wages
This research project builds upon previous studies on the efficacy and effects of different
industrial relations structures and mechanisms on wages. However, there is a lack of research
with respect to the role of governability of national wage setting systems. Previous research did
not analyse the governance of wages in greater detail but concentrated predominantly on the
role of different levels of bargaining. For example, the famous assertion (i.e., Calmfors and
Driffill, 1988) that there is a curvilinear, hump-shaped relationship between bargaining
centralization and unemployment has not stood up to further investigation with respect to the
role of governance of actors and the system (e.g., OECD, 1997; Traxler et al., 2001, Brandl,
2012). However, the studies by Traxler et al. (2001) and Brandl (2012) suggest that two
previously overlooked dimensions, “vertical” problems of coordination (i.e. the involvement of
downstream actors in the coordination of wage bargaining) and state imposed coordination,
moderate the impact of bargaining structure on macroeconomic performance.

The effect of collective bargaining on wages

According to economic theory, trade unions want to influence wages and employment via
collective bargaining but there is generally a negatively correlated relationship between wages
and employment (e.g., Layard et al. 1991). Hence, if trade unions can set wages in collective
bargaining, they need to find the right balance in the optimal real wage in terms of consumer
goods and the level of employment amongst their members (e.g., Soskice 1990). Of course,
whether unions are able to achieve the right balance depends very much upon their capability,
i.e. power and strength in the negotiation process, as well as their domain, e.g. whether the
members of the union are workers from one or more companies or sectors. Of course, the ability
of trade unions to set wages according to their interest in collective bargaining depends not just
on themselves, but also the employers side, i.e. the management or employers’ associations,
and their ability to externalize any negative effects since unions are not the only actors in
collective bargaining who influence wages and employment.
However, in much of the economic literature a positive performance, or impact, is usually
defined by the ability of collective bargaining actors to set wages in such a way that employment
is strengthened (unemployment lowered) and firms can keep or even increase their
competitiveness. Since the latter outcome is not compatible with the ability of actors to set
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wages excessively high because of the trade-off between the level of wages and employment,
a positive impact is dependent upon the ability of actors to moderate wages.
However, academic literature on the effect of collective bargaining is characterized by the
presence of different theoretical approaches which, on the one hand, share some common
ground on basic theoretical relationships, but on the other hand, differ with respect to what
factors matter for the efficacy of bargaining. Against this background it is not surprising that
the academic and political debate is characterized by many controversies (e.g., Aumayr-Pintar
et al. 2014; European Commission 2014; OECD 1994; 2018; Traxler and Brandl, 2009).
Nevertheless, as regards the effect of collective bargaining in general, literature distinguishes
between two main kinds of effects of collective bargaining. First, collective bargaining has
implications for the demand side of the economy. This is because wages as well as employment
are directly or indirectly set or regulated in a negotiation process between representatives of
workers and employers and the outcome of these negotiations, i.e. the level and changes in
wages and employment, affect the purchasing power of the workers, and therefore of consumer
demand and prices. Second, collective bargaining also has implications for the supply side,
since bargaining outcomes affect labour costs, productivity and therefore the competitiveness
of companies. Hence, collective bargaining also affects the ability of companies to employ
workers. Moreover, since collective bargaining may also cover many non-wage issues,
additional supply-side effects including skill formation as a factor for firm competitiveness are
affected. The latter impact of collective bargaining on skill formation, i.e. qualifications,
(vocational) training and development of the workforce, should certainly not be underestimated
as skill formation is associated with a fundamental collective-action problem and therefore with
the systematic risk of market failure (Traxler and Brandl, 2009).
Furthermore, the outcome of the negotiations in collective bargaining is likely to have
distributive effects not only between capital and labour (i.e. on the wage/profit share), but also
among the workforce. Independent from within group effects on the worker and employer side,
there can also be a trade-off between demand-side and supply-side goals and interests. The
question of whether the demand-side or supply-side effect has more weight and in particular
which side should be prioritized is largely a question of economic and political perspective as
well as one of power and strength between the two sides in the bargaining process (e.g., Baccaro
and Howell, 2017; Brandl and Traxler, 2011; Crouch, 1993; Freeman and Medoff, 1984).
Ideally, if both sides are equal partners and share mutual interests, collective bargaining can be
a way to synchronize the interests of both sides in order to achieve mutually beneficial
outcomes.
32

Since collective bargaining is a means to synchronize demand and supply side interests it could
enable wage setting in such a way that consumer demand is stimulated fostering economic
growth while also (excessive) wage demands are moderated securing (long term) employment
as well as firm competitiveness and survival. Thus, collective bargaining enables the worker
and employer side to synchronize different demand and supply side interests and goals.
Furthermore, if collective bargaining covers a large domain, i.e. a substantial number of
workers in a sector or country, the implications of the outcomes of bargaining are, of course, of
a wider, e.g. country wide, relevance. However, independent of the range of the domain, the
ability of collective bargaining to synchronize demand-side and supply-side considerations is
usually described as wage synchronization or, as the ability of the bargaining system to
internalize the (negative) consequences/effects of their bargaining outcomes.

The hump-shape thesis

The hump-shape thesis developed by Calmfors and Driffill (1988) is certainly one of the most
influential and important theories with respect to the relationship between collective bargaining
and wages. It builds upon the basic idea that the more centralized bargaining is, the higher the
need to internalize any negative costs but, on basis of the assumption of perfect competition in
product markets. According to the theory, both highly centralized and highly decentralized
collective bargaining processes are associated with lower wages, i.e. a higher economic
performance, while all levels in between, i.e. sector-level bargaining, are associated with
(potentially excessive) high wages and therefore a detrimental economic performance.
The reason why highly centralized collective bargaining is associated with a beneficial
performance is because bargaining parties are unable to externalize any negative costs of wage
setting. However, the argument behind the beneficial effects of completely decentralized
bargaining, i.e. company bargaining, is that bargaining parties are unable to externalize any
negative costs onto others because (perfect) competition in product markets does not allow them
to set (excessively) high wages. In other words, if unions in a firm which is exposed to
competition with other firms pushed to enforce excessively high wages, i.e. wages that are
higher than wages of competitor firms, then everything else being equal, the firm would not be
able to survive but be pushed out of the market. This market pressure in wage setting is
irrelevant if collective bargaining takes place at the sectoral level, as sector level collective
agreements establish a sector-specific cartel. This means that a sectoral collective agreement
establishes common wages within the sector so that competing firms are all affected in the same
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way. However, such a wage cartel would also allow bargaining parties to externalize negative
costs to others, especially to firms and workers in other sectors as well as to the public. Under
the assumption that sectoral actors aim to maximize their self-interest it can be expected that
all sector actors try to pass on the costs to others and therefore cause detrimental effects to the
whole economy. This detrimental effect can be expected to be high in a closed economy in
which firms within sectoral cartels do not compete with firms in other sectors.
In the case of open economies, the fact that sector level collective bargaining forms cartels that
allow the costs of wage setting to be passed onto others, e.g. of enforcing excessively high
wages, makes the externalization of costs especially attractive for firms in sectors that are not
exposed to international competition. The public sector is a good example of a sector sheltered
from international competition and in which powerful unions would be able to push and enforce
high wages (and good working conditions) at the expense of firms and workers in all other
sectors (e.g., Garrett and Way 1995; 2000; Traxler and Brandl, 2012). For example, if public
sector workers were able to enjoy (excessively) high real wages, the costs of these wages would
need to be covered by firms and workers in other sectors via higher taxes and through increased
prices (i.e. inflation) because of higher demand for goods and services from public sector
workers. Sectors that are highly exposed to international competition, such as manufacturing,
are especially vulnerable and would need to pay these costs since these sectors need to maintain
their competitiveness in global markets. Thus, the fact that there are differences in the ability
of wage setters in different sectors to externalize the costs of wage setting in an open economy
implies that the hump-shape does not disappear but only flattens.
However, one fundamental problem of the hump-shape thesis is that it does not match with a
number of empirical observations. The fact that the hump-shape thesis was contradicted by key
empirical observations has motivated further theoretical developments which all have in
common that further factors intervene in the relationship between collective bargaining and
wage setting. More specifically, these theoretical developments built upon three kinds of
shortcomings of the hump-shape thesis (Traxler and Brandl, 2009).
The first shortcoming is that the hump-shape thesis only holds under the assumption of perfect
markets and competition which rarely holds in labour markets. Second, one of its core
arguments, that sectors form a cartel only holds for a closed economy context in which the
sector level bargaining parties face a demand curve which is not very elastic. Third, the humpshape thesis focuses only on the level at which collective bargaining takes place but ignores
holistic differences in the organizational functioning of the bargaining system itself. More
specifically, as argued by Soskice (1990), since the hump-shape thesis only looks at the level
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of bargaining, it ignores the fact that the horizontal sectoral coordination of collective
bargaining can work as a functional equivalent to centralized bargaining. This means that sector
level bargaining if horizontally coordinated across all sectors in an economy can be expected
to have (at least) the same beneficial performance effects as national level bargaining. If
bargaining is horizontally coordinated and any negative costs are not externalized, i.e.
bargaining units pursue a wage setting strategy that looks on the mutual interests of all units,
all costs of wage setting have to be internalized. Moreover, as shown by Traxler and Brandl
(2008), Braakmann and Brandl (2020) and Brandl (2012), if horizontal coordination is achieved
via exposed sector pattern bargaining, i.e. the exposed sectors set the pattern for the bargaining
process of all sector bargaining units (e.g., Traxler et al., 2008), then horizontally coordinated
bargaining can even outperform other forms of bargaining.
As regards vertical coordination, in the case of multi-level collective bargaining systems,
Traxler (1995) showed that the effects on wage setting, employment and firm survival can also
be very different. Traxler (1995) argued that depending upon the ability of higher-level
bargaining parties to govern the actions of lower-level bargaining parties, the effects of wage
setting at different levels can be very different. Basically, Traxler (1995) argued that any
strategy on wage setting by higher level collective bargaining units can only work if it is
supported (or not contradicted) by lower-level wage setters. For example, without any support
from the rank-and-file, lower-level bargaining units might bypass or even stand against any
higher-level wage setting strategy if the higher-level strategy fails to reflect the narrow interests
of the lower-level bargaining parties. This means that lower-level bargaining units might also
be able to externalize their costs of wage setting to others and therefore a similar collective
action problem exists as for horizontal coordination. As shown by Traxler et al. (2001), if
bargaining is vertically coordinated, its performance can be economically beneficial, while it is
detrimental if not vertically coordinated. Furthermore, since multi-level bargaining systems
have become increasingly important in recent decades (e.g., Brandl and Bechter, 2018;
Marginson, 2015), so we can anticipate that the role of vertical coordination in the bargaining
process will grow.

The key role of vertical governance of collective bargaining systems

Against the background that any collective agreement beyond the decentralized level can
compete with any lower-level collective agreement, the question arises whether the outcomes
of the agreements conflict or complement each other. A conflict could exist if, for example, a
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sectoral or national collective agreement that set real wages according to the long-term mutual
interests of all parties involved is rivalled by a company collective agreement, e.g. from a firm
in a sector that is not exposed to international competition and that sets wages excessively
higher according to the self-interest of the company. Of course, the same incentives to free ride
exist for companies and sectors to deviate and bypass higher-level collective agreements. Thus,
coordination between different collective bargaining units is of fundamental importance in
order to avoid any free riding by lower-level bargaining units. However, the problem of free
riding and therefore the impact on wages of the level of centralization on the one hand and the
degree of coordination on the other hand is conditional upon horizontal and vertical
coordination which is not unidirectional. While the relationship between the horizontal
coordination and centralization is positive, the relationship between vertical coordination and
centralization is negative.
The reason for the latter negative relationship is that the more decentralized a bargaining unit
is, the smaller its domain and the narrower the interest of its constituents, meaning the more
incentives exist for bargaining parties to externalize the costs of wage setting, i.e. to free ride,
and to deviate from any central wage strategy and agreement. This is because first of all, the
smaller and more decentralized a bargaining unit, the less severe the externalization of costs is
for other units and therefore the more incentives exist to free ride. Second, the more
decentralized a collective bargaining unit, the more difficult it is to influence strategies and
outcomes of the highest level and therefore the more difficult it is to achieve the particular
interests of its constituencies. This means that the higher the level of centralization, the more
important it is that bargaining is vertically coordinated, i.e. governed over all levels. However,
this is different for horizontal coordination for which the relationship between the levels of
bargaining is positive. The reason for this is that both are simply functional equivalents. Against
this background Traxler (2003) formulated the contingency thesis on the performance of
bargaining.
The idea of the contingency thesis is that the effect of the degree of centralization and horizontal
coordination is contingent upon the degree of vertical coordination of collective bargaining. If
the collective bargaining system is vertically coordinated, i.e. vertically governed, the
performance increases with the degree of horizontal coordination and centralization. However,
if the bargaining system is vertically uncoordinated or not governed, the performance can be
expected to decrease and even worsen with the degree of centralization and horizontal
coordination. In any case governability of collective bargaining is of utmost importance for the
functioning of any wage policy in order to achieve goals defined by policy makers.
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The role of the governability of the wage setting system

Traxler et al. (2001) pioneered the analysis of the governability of wage setting systems and
demonstrated that if industrial relations structures and mechanisms have a high degree of
governability it is possible to align wage policies and strategies to mutually agreed goals. Vice
versa, systems which lack governability fail to achieve mutually beneficial goals and are
associated with a poorer economic performance. The same also applies for the transnational
level which was investigated in this research project in further detail. In almost all previous
studies, the benchmark for the performance of wage setting systems and thus the capacity of
wage setting institutions to achieve these goals were directly linked with their ability to pursue
a policy of wage moderation and indirectly with economic aggregates such as the
unemployment rate and inflation. However, as summarised for example by Aumayr-Pintar et
al. (2014) the country recommendations within the European Semester do not all directly aim
to achieve the goal of wage moderation. Some do, but recommendations which ask countries to
align real wages in relation to labour productivity growth (such as for Germany).
As argued and demonstrated by Brandl and Traxler (2012) some wage setting systems have
shown their ability to adjust their processes and outcomes to the changing needs of the economy
and were able to pursue different wage policies. However, within the new system of economic
governance in the EU, various changes in the socioeconomic environment of wage setting can
be observed and there are reasons to believe that previously observed relationships may have
changed. This refers to the efficacy of industrial relations structures and mechanisms within
countries but has transnational implications for the coordination and governance of a “common”
European wage policy (Ramskogler, 2013). Thus, on basis of Soskice (2000), the research
project also investigated the question of the prerequisites of national systems for their ability to
align their wage policy according to European, i.e. transnational, strategies.
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European governance of the labour market and the European Semester
The European Union, i.e. the European Parliament (2021), conceptualizes the ‘new’ economic
governance in a broad way that encompasses a variety of institutions and procedures which all
aim to meet the objectives of the EU such as to promote economic and social progress via the
coordination of economic policies. It is often said that the new economic governance started
soon after the economic crises of 2008 arrived in the EU when it became evident that a more
effective model of economic governance is helpful to overcome the crises and when the
European Semester was established in 2010 (Armstrong, 2012). But in fact, the idea of the new
economic governance as well as the European Semester is much older and rooted in a wider
debate about the role of the EU for each member state Wilkinson (2019).
Even though the roots of the new economic governance and the European Semester are deeply
embedded in the idea and purpose of the beginning of the EU itself, the European Semester
with its annual cycles of economic a fiscal policy coordination is a clear institutionalization
strengthens the cooperation and coordination of the member states much further than before.
More specifically, the European Semester brings together different processes of control,
surveillance and coordination of budgetary, fiscal, economic and social policies and therefore
provides a framework of processes within the EU socio-economic governance. In fact, the
European Semester became an important pillar for the functioning of the Economic and
Monetary Union (EMU). The European Semester is governed by a combination of hard and
soft law for the surveillance, sanctions, and coordination of member states actions.
The European Semester has changed and adjusted since 2010 with an increase of objectives
although all focusing on contributing to ensuring convergence and stability in the EU;
contributing to ensuring sound public finances; fostering economic growth; preventing
excessive macroeconomic imbalances in the EU; and implementing the Europe 2020 strategy
(Bekker, 2015, Copeland and Daly, 2018). However, The European Semester was also
criticized from many sides (Schulten and Müller, 2013) not least because it was not always able
to meet the expectations and the rate of the implementation of the recommendations adopted
during the European Semester was irregular and insufficient and has gradually declined. After
2011 it soon became clear that it is necessary that national social partners are important actors
and that the implementation of many of the country specific recommendations (CSR) depends
on the involvement of social partners (Sabato et al., 2017).
The involvement of social partners’ organizations is a key element not only for the effective
implementation of the CSR as a specific policy goal but is important for the wider EU public
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policy making process. It appears that in the early stages of the European Semester the
involvement of social partners’ organizations was lacking, and less attention has been paid from
EU side but in recent years this has changed and is now also formally documented in the
Guidelines for the Employment Policies of the Member States adopted by the Council of the
EU in July 2018. More specifically, Guideline 7 on enhancing the functioning of labour market
sand the effectiveness of social dialogue now explicitly says that national social partners should
be involved in a timely and meaningful matter in the design and implementation of
employment, social and, where relevant, economic reforms and policies in order to increase the
effectiveness of socio-economic policy making in the EU. Although this recent
acknowledgement of the important role of social partners by the EU is encompassing and
general it refers directly to the European Semester and the CSR on wage policies and wage
determination in the EU member states.
However, one main challenge for the effective involvement of social partners in all member
states of the EU is the fact that social partners organizations and the institutional framework in
which they are embedded is very heterogeneous. The latter includes not only different legal
framework for collective bargaining but also different systems of industrial relations as such.
More specifically, in different EU member states social partners have different opportunities
and structures to implement policies not least since the representativeness of social partners’
organizations is different in different member states. As outlined before in the characterization
of the EU industrial relations system and how it changed over the past decades, in some EU
member states highly representative and centralized social partners organizations exist while in
other EU member states decentralized and only partially representative social partner
organizations exist. In the latter case a common and encompassing formulation and
implementation of (wage) policies is definitely more difficult compared with an industrial
relations system where unified and centralized organizations exist. Furthermore, there are
differences across the EU member states in terms of how much experience social partner
organizations have in the implementation of country wide public policies and how the division
of labour between them and the state works. There are countries in the EU in which social
partners were regularly involved in the past decades while there are others where this did not
exist. In fact, the inclusion of social partners’ organization in public policy making is dependent
upon traditional roles of social partners’ organizations and social dialogue in different countries.
Hence, the initiative by the EU to implement CSR by the integration of national social partners’
at the national level faces different degrees of challenges in different countries. The Eurofound
(2019) report on the involvement of social partners’ organization in the implementation of the
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CSR gives a comprehensive overview which shows that while countries with a Nordic and
continental European system of industrial relations a long history of involvement of social
partners exists, while in CEEC as well as in liberal countries no such history exists. The
Eurofound (2019) report also shows that in Mediterranean countries this involvement is divers
and ranges from successful ad hoc involvement to different forms of long-term institutionalized
tripartite bodies which exist which provide an arena for the implementation of CSR. However,
as regards the latter, whether these arenas are used or not depends on specific circumstances as
well as policy fields.
In this research project we looked into role of social partners and try to identify ways on how
the coordination of social partners and the state can be increased and intensified. We will
analyse how joint governance between employers’ organizations, trade unions (both are the
social partners) and the state can be strengthened and what are the institutional and
organizational prerequisites. As regards the latter we will look into examples from some
countries where tripartite coordination among all three actors worked and what is needed to
augment this coordination on a transnational level.

The idea behind joint governance and policy making and the variation of tripartite bodies

Since wages are important to many other (economic) policy areas joint decision making and
joint governance can be important for different actors. These actors include not only trade
unions and employers’ organizations but also state authorities as different ministries and state
departments and, last but not least, central banks. For this reason, it can make sense if the state
involves social partners’ organizations and joint (wage) policies are developed. Of course, also
often the state is forced to include social partners organizations since the implementation of
some policies depends sometimes largely on social partners’ participation. The latter is obvious
some goals and policies of the European Semester.
Trade unions and employers’ organizations are often interested in joint policy development and
their involvement not least because it gives them another important pathway to representation
of the interests of their constituencies. In fact, if social partners are able to influence public
policy making it allows them to advocate and implement the interests of their constituents on a
larger scale. Depending on which side of the employment relationship the social partnership
organization stands, joint policy making on wages enables them to either increase or decrease
wages substantially. Hence, there is every reason why social partners should be interested in a
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joint policy making and joint governance of wages, unless the state authorities are simply using
them to legitimize unpopular decisions, e.g. implement a wage moderation strategy.
Our research has shown that there are significant differences among EU member states as to
whether the state involves social partner organization on wage issues. Our research has shown
that in coordinated market economies an involvement of social partner organizations is
relatively frequent and even institutionalized because social partners’ organizations are
assigned to fulfil specific public functions, in European peripheral economies a closing of ranks
is more often undertaken on an ad hoc basis, while in liberal market economies an involvement
is almost absent. More specifically, our data shows that in many countries in the EU trade
unions and employers’ organisations are involved in different areas of public policy making
and also in wage policies. Either unions and employers’ organisations are directly involved in
the conceptualisation and implementation of wage related polices within various forms of
tripartite bodies, or they are at least consulted on policy issues by state authorities. Our research
shows that the form and practice of involvement of industrial relations actors in public policy
differs significantly among the member countries and ranges between regular and
institutionalized participations to informal and ad hoc participation. In addition to that the
participation varies widely regarding the topics and policy fields. In any case in the majority of
countries institutionalised tripartite bodies of social partners’ interaction with the state exist and
therefore a wide forum exist, which (theoretically) would enable a highly coordinated and
comprehensive wage policy. Institutionalised tripartite committees could be either
predominantly exclusive to social partners like in Austria, Belgium, Finland, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Slovenia and Slovakia; or broader in which various other
organisations such as NGOs are invited to participate as well. Our research shows that many of
these interactions take place on a regular basis and therefore any wage policies are based on a
cooperation that proofed to function on various other issues.
Even though in many EU member states tripartite bodies that could form the basis of a joint
governance of wages exist, these bodies differ significantly in terms of their levels and domains.
As our research has shown, in many central European countries, e.g. Austria, Belgium and
Netherlands, regular tripartite meetings take place on the national with cross-sectoral focus. In
the Nordic countries, such as in particular in Denmark and Sweden, the interaction of social
partners is less formally institutionalised but nevertheless existent in voluntary regular
committees, hearings and consolations, at joint conferences. In most “Mediterranean” industrial
relations systems countries such as in Greece, Italy, Portugal, and Spain institutionalised bodies
of interaction exist but the formal practice of involvement is rather irregular and based on ad41

hoc issues. As regards the New Member States of the EU (NMS) in almost all countries
institutionalised tripartite bodies exist but the practice is that meetings take place on a rather
irregular basis, if at all.

The role of different criteria for wage determination

Based on the ideas formulated by Traxler et al. (2008), Ramskogler (2012), Lehr et al. (2015),
and Brandl and Lehr (2018) in the project the role of different criteria of wage determination of
the actors involved was analysed. More specifically, in the project it was analysed how
important wage norms, collective bargaining in other countries, wage guidelines from national
governments, etc. are for wage determination of actors. We further explored the transnational
scope and range of the interaction of industrial relations actors by investigating which actors
are “influenced” in wage determination and collective bargaining by which other actors (within
the country but also in other countries). These influences are of crucial importance for the
governance of wages in Europe and in this sense, the research goes beyond previous studies on
the (potential) effect of coordination and diffusion of wage policies among actors (and
countries). This means that in the project we also analysed the extent of (implicit) coordination
via “simple” imitation of wage setting of other actors.
The results showed that for many actors who are directly involved in collective bargaining the
main criteria are found in the current economic situation of the domain they are bargaining for.
For example, if a sector is the domain for collective bargaining, then economic factors as the
average productivity of the sector is important as well as the national inflation rate.
Furthermore, actors take forecasts of the economic situation in the future into account.
However, depending on the tradition and the institutional framework of collective bargaining
in the country and in the domain other criteria are used. For example, also the development and
wage developments of other sectors in the country are used as reference criteria. Very
interestingly, especially for collective bargaining for domains in sectors which are highly
exposed to international markets, also the situation abroad is important. Furthermore, in some
industries and sectors, bargaining parties make comparison with comparable sectors or domains
and fairness issues are also important wage setting criteria. For example, if wages increase in
the same sector in other countries, this is a strong orientation and signal for wage developments
in the bargaining unit. Hence, nowadays, bargaining parties do not only look and orient
themselves on the outcomes and developments in their own country, but are increasingly
looking and observing what is happening abroad in comparable sectors and domains in other
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countries. Usually, these references in other countries are more or less important depending on
the international exposure of the sector to international markets as well as how comparable
wages are in other countries. As regards the countries which are considered to be important a
complex landscape appears which is “driven” by perceived similarity and proximity. Very often
this refers to geographical proximity, but it is certainly not able to reduce it to this. However,
this means that since social partners are now using far more wage setting criteria than in
previous decades, the determination on how wages are set is also more complicated and any
policy orientation more difficult than decades ago. However, on the other hand it also shows
that wage setting becomes increasingly influenced by transnational, i.e. European, criteria
which means that even though national wage setting becomes more complex and
heterogeneous, from a European level it could mean that it becomes more similar and wages
are aligned to similar European criteria.
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Different ways and policy options for the governance of wages in the EU
The case studies on the role of wage setting and governance

The following case studies aim to provide a detailed picture on how wages are governed in
different countries in the EU. More specifically, by focusing on five countries each representing
a typical country for an industrial relation system in the EU, the mechanisms behind the
functioning of wage setting and the governance of wages is explained. The following
presentation of the case studies is mainly qualitative and based on six semi-structured
interviews per country which concentrate on the wage strategies of national and European
employers’ organisations, trade unions and governments. For all case studies at least two
representatives from an employers’ organisation, two from trade unions and two from a
governmental body have been interviewed. Furthermore, information from other sources
including academic and policy relevant studies has been used. Depending upon the nature of
the five countries these sources differ as the availability of data and studies is also divers for
each country. In addition to this, further interviews at European level with representatives from
EU actors have be made which inform the case studies. As mentioned earlier, typical countries
for different industrial relations systems have been selected for the case studies. This means
that one country with the “Nordic”, “Mediterranean”, “Continental European”, “Liberal”, and
“New Member States” regime was chosen.

Case study of a Nordic coordinated system of wage setting: the case of Finland

Wage levels and developments in Finland

Wage setting is a key macroeconomic mechanism for employment and economic growth as it
largely determines how the economy is able to respond to shocks, while adjustment of nominal
interest rate or setting exchange rate are not possible for an individual country in a monetary
union. For a small country in a monetary union, maintaining cost-competitiveness is a key target
in laying out the foundation for the success of the competitive sectors of the economy. If
maintaining cost-competitiveness is used as a starting point for wage setting, it must take into
consideration not only productivity and price developments but also developments in the labour
costs and labour share of key competitor countries. When domestic labour costs grow faster
than productivity or labour costs in other countries, cost-competitiveness suffers. This may
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jeopardise the success of the competitive sectors on international markets and erode the
potential for long-term growth (Juvonen et al., 2019). Productivity in Finland grew very rapidly
from 1970’s onwards even through the big recession of the early 1990's and it was actually one
of the fastest in Europe during this time, but this development came to a halt at the time of the
financial crisis in 2008 and the difference has subsequently increased again (Finnish
Productivity Board 2020, 19).
According to a study by Kauhanen and Laine (2019), pay differences in Finland have
traditionally been smaller than in most other European countries as full-time wage and salary
earners in the highest income decile were paid an average of 2.73 times more than those in the
lowest income decile between 2007 and 2015 – the latter being the most recent year from which
EU-SILC data is available. Similarly, the Gini coefficient shows how only in Belgium,
Denmark, Romania and Slovakia were pay differences smaller than in Finland during this time.
To illustrate this, the share of low-paid workers (those earning less than two-thirds of the fulltime wage and salary earners median pay) in Finland was the fourth lowest in Europe during
this time at 11.6 per cent. This disparity in incomes is linked to minimum salaries, trade union
density and coverage of collective agreements.
When it comes to gender differences, the labour market in Finland has traditionally been
strongly segregated with women being more often employed in the municipal sector and men
in the private sector. Equal occupations are professions in which both men and women hold at
least 40 per cent of the jobs and in 2017 only 8.9 per cent of wage earners could be categorized
in working in these professions. There have not been any significant differences in employment
rates based on gender in a long time, with the latest 2019 figures showing that the employment
rate was at 73,3 per cent for men and at 71,8 per cent for women. However, women are
employed in part-time and fixed-term jobs more often than men and men have longer working
weeks than women (Finnish Institute for Health and Welfare - Centre for Gender Equality
Information 2020). The gender pay gap has been slow to decrease in Finland with the average
earnings of women in 2018 being 84 per cent of the amount earned by men throughout the
labour market. This can be attributed to many factors starting from segregated labour market to
women working more often in lower paid public and service sectors with the latest studies
showing that 86 per cent of men and 60 per cent of women work in private sector (ViitamaaTervonen, 2019, p. 14). Wage development has also been stronger for men who on average
achieve their peak earnings at a younger age because women’s longer family leaves and part
time work. However, digging deeper it has been noticed that average weekly working hours
differ significantly between men and women, explaining some of the gender pay gap.
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As regards the development of collectively agreed wages in the past decades, on average,
increases remained for the most part between 2 and 2.5 per cent annually, with some notable
exceptions in 2000-2001 at the height of the technology bubble. In 2008 the agreed pay in some
non-competitive sectors exceeded the wage increases in competitive sectors like technology
industry. On the other hand, the 2015 and 2016 numbers were severely below what had become
a norm due to the Competitiveness Pact.
Regarding wage setting targets and the importance of their different aspects, there is a clear
difference between sectors and in their emphasis. In the public sector, maintaining
competitiveness has not traditionally been as high on the agenda as in the private sector, where
this is essential for keeping jobs especially in export-driven industries. Our interviews showed
that in the public sector, especially in predominantly female-dominated sectors, maintaining
purchasing power and promoting gender equality through wages were more important than the
level of pay increases as such. Yet, in recent years there has been a clear aim to secure wage
increases that would be at the same level with those in the export industries just like has been
the case in Sweden, tying the increases to the competitiveness the same export industries. This
is also something that the employer side has underlined, though at the same time stressing that
this is the absolute upper limit. The most important aspects in wage setting for employers’
organisations according to our interviewees were improving cost competitiveness that can be
achieved through wage setting that affects unit labour costs, taxation and streamlining the
regulatory environment since there is little that can be done directly to enhance productivity.
Similarly, in recent years, more emphasis has been given to a high employment rate. The
rationale here has been that lower wages lead to increased employment, while also leading to a
weakened household purchasing power and a decline in domestic consumption demand
(Juvonen et al., 2019).
Cross-sectoral coordination of wage setting exists mostly on the employee side and is generally
done by a group of economists representing the trade unions that are affiliated to the biggest
trade union confederation - Central Organisation of Finnish Trade Unions SAK - before the
negotiation rounds. This is not binding and the actors can secede from it at any time. In some
cases, like in the health care and welfare sector coordination and finding a common ground can
sometimes be difficult due to the fact that there are public and private service providers in the
field that are directly competing against each other. This separation started during the 2007
bargaining round that will be described more in detail later, but mostly there is a consensus on
the aims and targets of coordination.
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The industrial relations system and developments in Finland

In coordinated labour markets such as in Finland, wages are determined via collective
bargaining between trade unions and employer organisations, resulting in the implementation
of wage levels and pay systems across the entire sector. Collective bargaining is also a political
arena where the power relation between central actors is negotiated. In addition to social
partners, Finnish government and political party ideologies have also been embedded in the
macroeconomic context of wage setting.
Like in other Nordic countries also in Finland the trade union density has traditionally been
high (currently around 70 per cent with collective bargaining coverage at around 90 per cent),
albeit it has been on the way down gradually in the 21st century due to the shift from
manufacturing economy to service economy and alongside its emergence of a more precarious
labour market. There are three trade union confederations in Finland: Central Organisation of
Finnish Trade Unions (SAK), Finnish Confederation of Professionals (STTK), Confederation
of Unions for Professional and Managerial Staff in Finland (Akava) and public sector
confederations Local government employers (KT), Commission for Church Employers (KiT)
as well as Office for the Government as Employe VTML). Under these are 67 sectoral trade
unions as of 2020. On the employer-side The Confederation of Finnish Industries (EK) was
founded in 2005 following a merger of the Union of Industries and Employers (TT) and
Employers of the Service Sector (PT) and it represents almost the whole private sector in
Finland through its 43 sectoral associations. EK does not actively take part in collective
bargaining but is tasked with ratifying agreements in order to oversee the overall situation.
According to a comparison by the World Economic Forum (2015) wage formation in Finland
is highly centralised. In addition, the articles in the local agreements bind mainly organised
employers. Locally agreed salary increases are less common in Finland compared to Sweden
and Germany and this has actually is decreased even further in recent years (Obstbaum and
Vanhala, 2016). From 1968 until 2007 (and briefly in 2011, 2013 and 2016 although in
somewhat different form), collective bargaining structure in Finland was highly top-down with
the tripartite national level general incomes policy settlements by the confederations producing
recommendations to bargaining at industry level that could be implemented locally at the
company level. The government often played a role in these national-level negotiations through
favourable tax solutions or social security reforms, depending on the outcome of the bargaining
rounds.
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In 2007, EK ended this system of centralized agreements unilaterally by refusing to engage in
negotiating a new general incomes policy settlement and instead shifting the focus to the
industry level, where greater flexibility could be achieved that would better take into
consideration specific situations of different industries and companies. This was made
permanent in the following year when EK told it would not return to centralized bargaining
anymore. During the bargaining rounds in 2009 and 2010, EK still retained some coordinating
responsibility and amid the financial crisis there was a brief return to a national two-year
framework agreement in 2011. The Pact for Employment and Growth in 2014-2016 and the
Competitiveness Pact in 2016 were also essentially central level agreements. During the 2014
bargaining round 84 per cent of the wage earners received only a general increase, whereas only
two percent of wage earners gained additionally a local increase allowance. For more than a
tenth of all employees the size and allocation of these increases had to be decided at company
level, but the agreement included a fall-back option of shifting back to general increases the
parties could not reach an agreement locally.
As a result of long discussions about the need to improve competitiveness in Finland, labour
market organisations signed the “Competitiveness Pact” in June 2016. It included an extension
of the annual working time by 24 hours without an increase in pay, a significant cut in
employers’ social security contributions and a reduction of holiday pay for public sector
employees. It also included a collective zero wage increase in 2017 that entered into force
gradually starting in the last quarter of 2016 in accordance with the sequencing of sectoral wage
negotiations. Starting from the beginning of 2017, the government introduced a reduction in
labour income taxes to compensate workers for the decline in purchasing power brought about
by the reduction in the hourly wage. The effect of the competitiveness pact was to decrease the
hourly wage rate and the hourly labour cost bringing down unit labour costs.
Currently, during every bargaining round industry level negotiations set rates and basic
conditions for each industry, providing a minimum standard, which in most cases is universally
binding in that industry, whether or not they are members of the employers’ associations which
agreed the settlement. Contrary to explicit wage norm that can be found in Sweden
(Industriavtalet / Agreement on industrial development and wage formation), Finland has an
implicit wage norm where per tradition export industries i.e. technological, forest and chemical
industries are pacesetters followed by other sectors. This export-led wage formation aims at
guaranteeing that the non-competitive sectors do not surpass the competitive ones as was the
case in 2007 when the public sector negotiated significantly higher pay increases than the
private sectors (11.4 per cent over three years) and on top of that registered nurses’ trade union
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TEHY threatened with industrial action and mass resignations if their demands of earmarked
pay increases above this would not be met (Henttonen et al., 2013). The aforementioned 2007
collective bargaining round took place just before the 2008 financial crisis, which hit Finland
hard and was evident especially by the loss of competitiveness that was related primarily to the
huge drop in productivity in the wake of the crisis. The general lack of adjustment in the
previously negotiated collective agreements was also relevant as Finland was stuck with these
high wage increases. Although in reality wage demands by TEHY had only a small role in
pushing up the wage demands of others just before the crisis and thereby accentuating the
competitiveness losses in the wake of the crisis, to this day registered nurses’ industrial action
has been widely seen in the public mind and in the media as the main reason for the loss of the
competitiveness of the country's economy that eventually led to the 2017 Competitiveness Pact
and widespread industrial actions against it (Koskinen-Sandberg and Saari, 2019), even though
statistics show that the real reason for loss of competitiveness i.e. rising labour unit costs was
decreasing productivity.
In 2020, the Finnish Forest Industries Federation (FFIF) informed that based on its long-term
goal of the structural development of collective agreements it would not participate in collective
bargaining anymore but would instead only bargain at the company-level after the end of the
current agreement in 2022. This is because, according to them, a nationwide or even sectoral
agreement system could not respond to the competitiveness needs of companies operating in
global markets anymore. While other sectoral employers’ associations are yet to follow FFIF’s
lead, there is some pressure for this to happen especially in the export industries as has been a
trend for a couple of years already; although more ad hoc. Currently, company level bargaining
takes place within the framework of industry level agreements rather than as stand-alone
agreements, although during the last couple of bargaining rounds in the technology industries
individual companies have been allowed to adjust the wage increase agreed for the industry as
a whole to reflect their own financial circumstances. Unlike trade unions, employers’
organisations are not directly involved at the company level bargaining but rather can help out
by providing references from other negotiations to the negotiators. The main motivation for
employers’ organisations to move towards local negotiations has been to fix pay inequality
though the means of flexible individual pay as the wage levels are easier to allocate correctly
when agreed at the company level and, hence, it is easier to take into consideration productivity
and individual competence development. To avoid wage dumping, the main agreement in the
technology industry is still providing a fall-back in case the company level negotiations were
to fail.
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Even though collective bargaining has become somewhat more de-centralized in recent years,
moving from national incomes policies to sectoral bargaining and recently in some sectors
towards company level bargaining, there is still tripartite coordination in the form of advisory
working groups. While some are more permanent in nature, others are established ad hoc by
the government to tackle certain issues that can be connected to wage and cost developments
with the aim of finding a common ground that suit the overall situation of the economy. There
are also working groups that are tasked with issues on competitiveness and employment as well
as unemployment and pension schemes. The most established group is the Economic Council
of Finland that is chaired by the Prime Minister and is composed of not only the key government
ministers, the Governor of the Bank of Finland, main trade union confederations and
employers’ associations but also the agricultural and forestry producers. The Council is tasked
with facilitating tripartite co-operation between the Government, the Bank of Finland and major
interest groups on economic and social issues that hold key importance to Finland’s prosperity
like economic development, use of national resources, competitiveness, employment policy,
the role of the public sector and welfare. Another permanent working group is the Information
Committee on Cost and Income Developments (TUKUSETO) that consists of members from
the social partners, the Government and the Bank of Finland and is tasked with forming a
consensus on the timely economic outlook as well as of cost and income developments and how
they relate to collective agreements. TUKUSETO’s role has, however, lost importance in recent
years and the Committee will be terminated in 2021 as a result of EK’s withdrawal from the
group. Already currently as TUKUSETO’s role has been decreasing, the social partners have
relied to a greater extent on the Bank of Finland’s assessment on the macroeconomic situation
and forecasts as neutral information before collective bargaining rounds. The primary objective
of the Bank of Finland as a part of the Eurosystem is price stability, and in this capacity, it is
generally interested in macroeconomic dimension of the collective bargaining system with the
emphasis on maintaining Finland’s long-term competitiveness (Kajanoja, 2017). In recent years
this has mainly meant advocating structural reforms to improve productivity as well as wage
flexibility and wage moderation so that real wages do not exceed labour productivity and
competitiveness do not deteriorate.
Similarly, before every collective bargaining round a group of economists from the trade unions
affiliated to SAK gather to coordinate negotiation targets so that competitiveness or the
employment situation will not suffer because of the results of the negotiations and these
decisions are finally agreed among the chief negotiators. In recent times employment situation
has increased importance in the coordination over competitiveness while emphasizing
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macroeconomic realities over short term gains for the social partners. There are no similar semiofficial structures on the employer side because the EK has next to no control over the collective
bargaining. Individual sectoral employers’ organisations rely mainly on internal trend forecasts
and forecasts provided by Bank of Finland to assess cyclical economic developments that will
have an impact on the targeted bargaining goal framework and gather data from individual
companies on their situation to back this up.

The transnational integration of the economy and wage setting

Finland is a small open economy, where fluctuations in exports and imports have importantly
but not alone shaped the main developments in the economy throughout the history with the
pillars of Finnish exports being forest, machinery and metal industries. The most important
trading partners (import and export) for Finland have traditionally been Germany and Sweden
followed by a number of other countries including the Netherlands, China, Russia and United
States. In the 1990’s, Finnish policy makers adopted policy ideas that emphasized technological
change, innovation and education as a means to gain competitive edge and these goals were
pursued through coordination between all relevant stakeholders. This allowed Finland to adopt
an export-led growth model and specialize in technologically sophisticated high-quality
products and services. This changed in the aftermath of the financial crisis as the forest and
electronics (including mobile technology) industries encountered difficulties (Bank of Finland,
2015). Kaitila (2018) claimed that there has been a shift in emphasis of the competitiveness
strategy with factors enhancing productivity growth gaining less attention and cost
competitiveness measured in unit labour costs becoming more important in trying to improve
national competitiveness. In the discussion about Finland’s export problems after the financial
crisis, labour costs have been identified as a key variable and this was reflected in the adoption
of the Competitiveness Pact in 2017. It included an increas in annual employee working time
by 24 hours without wage increases, liability transfer of some employer contributions to the
employee, a wage freeze in 2017 and a temporary suspension of the holiday bonuses of public
sector employees. This was not a strategic shift but rather a response to the loss competitiveness.
The Bank of Finland’s assessments on the development of cost competitiveness based on a set
of indicators using internationally comparable data have gained a lot of attention in the follow
up of competitiveness developments in Finland.
When it comes to transnational comparison of wage setting by labour market organizations,
there is some form of monitoring of what happens in other Nordic countries and how the trade
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unions or employers’ organisations there have reasoned their bargaining targets. This can
include comparisons of indicators based on unit labour costs as was the case before the
negotiations on the Competitiveness Pact in 2016. In general, trade unions are aware of the
European collective bargaining databases like Eucob@n or EPSU@, but do not use them
actively for coordination purposes, since the international comparative data can be obtained
directly from the trade unions in countries that are important for Finland. Employers’
organisations do not have similar databases but are also actively involved in information sharing
through their European peak organisations, but this is not explicit. As the industrial relations
systems differ so much between countries, hence, limiting these discussions to broad European
issues like minimum wage. Rather, more important is being involved directly with Nordic and
German colleagues to obtain statistics and data especially on changes in unit labour costs and
cost-competitiveness. After the financial crisis the competitiveness of Finnish export industries
fell behind and as a result, the employers’ organisations decided to strive for improving this by
targeting expanded flexibility in wage setting that could be achieved through bargaining at the
company level instead of sectoral level. Although the objective has been to move towards
company level bargaining, the employers’ organisations still see coordination as a tool to
control the rise of unit labour costs.

European Union Governance, European Semester and the involvement of social partners

The role of trade unions in the EU governance has been explored through the theoretical
perspective of multilevel governance systems (e.g., Gumbrell-McCormick and Hyman, 2013)
and, related to this, Visser (1998) presented four specific dimensions of European industrial
relations of which the supranational had evolved to strengthen the European integration. One
of the most significant tools in this multilevel governance process is the European Semester
that provides a socioeconomic governance structure to co-ordinate national policies without
transferring full sovereignty to the EU level (Verdun and Zeitlin, 2018), meaning that in the
complex interaction between the EU level and the national level, trade unions and other social
partners are provided with an opportunity to influence the policy making process at European
and /or national level. Whether these opportunities are materialised depends partly on key
resources and strategies of the actors, but also on the European and national polito-institutional
context (Pavolini and Natili, 2020; Spasova et al., 2020).
In general, the Finnish trade unions and employers’ organisations are highly committed to the
European agenda with permanent representation in Brussels and are actively involved in their
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respective European sectoral organisations as well as among others in the European Economic
and Social Committee (EESC). On the employee side, FinUnions is the EU office of two
Finnish trade union confederations (SAK and STTK after Akava withdrew from it in 2017)
representing over 1.4 million workers in Finland. However, all three of them can also rely on
the intermediation of the ETUC as they are its members, whereas employers’ EK also has had
permanent EU offices since the 1970’s and hold a seat in BusinessEurope. In general, Nordic
trade unions, including the Finnish ones, are not in support of binding resolutions at the
European level but rather want to emphasize the finding compromise solutions that both the
Commission, member states and the employers’ organisations also can support. As long as the
structure of the national industrial relations systems varies so much between countries and
workers’ rights are not equal everywhere, it is impossible to conduct European collective
bargaining. However, there is going to be discussions on this alongside the discussions on the
development of the European Monetary Union. Already now, there are issues like European
minimum wage and minimum income on the agenda. But before that to happen there need to
be framework agreements.
Larsson (2015) identified two ways for national trade unions to influence EU policies and the
same could also be applied to the employers’ organisations: Either through a national route or
a Brussels route, as well as choosing between different channels to enable access to the EU
institutions. Finnish social partners have relied on both routes in their quest to influence EU
policies and depending on the political tides of the national government have been successful
in different degree. In Finland, the EU Cabinet Committee has established 37 sectoral bodies,
known as EU sections, where most EU issues including the European Semester are being
discussed. Trade unions have formal access to decision-making via them (Kangas, 2019, p. 13).
Likewise, at the EU level, the most important channel has been the meetings between the
European Semester officer and the trade unions. Our interviews showed that the trade unions
have mostly been satisfied with the process as the main themes in the European Semester
coincide with those in the national social dialogue and therefore help form a backboard on
which to rely on in the national bargaining rounds. Kangas (2019) observed that Finnish trade
unions’ direct influence on macro-economic issues has been low to moderate, while the indirect
influence has been moderate. When it comes to social policy and labour market issues, they
deemed their influence to be strong on employment-related social policy and labour market
issues and whereas on economic issues it was moderate. Similarly, the interplay between the
trade unions and the EU has been important in labour protection legislation especially in times
when Finland has had a right-wing government as was the case from 2015 to 2019.
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Summary and conclusion on the future development and on idea of European coordination and
governance and policy recommendations

There has been a strong tendency towards decentralization of collective bargaining in Europe
with wage setting having moved closer to company level. Whereas centralized collective
bargaining systems have traditionally been seen to reduce wage inequality (e.g., Blau and Kahn,
1999; OECD, 2004), decentralization means that collectively bargained wages may better
reflect company and individual-specific characteristics, which may increase wage dispersion
(Kauhala et al., 2020). Decentralization may also lead to smaller wage increases for occupations
for which demand is declining.
Since the end of the national tripartite income policy settlements in 2007, the gap between
employers’ organisations and trade unions preferences has widened with the employer side first
striving for sectoral bargaining and now lately company level bargaining, whereas the trade
unions have maintained their position that at minimum bargaining should take place at the
sectoral level. Although the sides generally share the importance of striving for certain
macroeconomic aspects like competitiveness and high employment rate, there are differences
on the means how to get there. This has been evident especially regarding coordination, where
in recent times employers’ organisations have tried to move away from the competitiveness
aspect whereas trade unions still see it as an important tool in collective bargaining. Recent
OECD studies (e.g., OECD, 2018; 110) have shown that coordinated collective bargaining
systems are associated with higher employment, lower unemployment and less wage inequality
than fully decentralised systems, although the overall empirical literature on coordination has
not been as unanimous on wage setting systems impact on macroeconomic development. It has
been argued that moving from completely decentralised system towards a more centralized one
trade unions bargaining power increases, leading to increased wage pressure and rising
unemployment. In centralised bargaining trade unions are more likely to take into account rising
unemployment and higher inflation as part of the wage increases that can restrain wage pressure
(Obstbaum and Vanhala, 2016).
These systems also help to strengthen resilience of the economy against economic downturns.
The rationale behind this is that in principle economy-wide (downward) wage adjustments in
response to shocks should be possible in a coordinated bargaining system and these would
buffer the increase of unemployment in downturns. In the aftermath of the financial crisis
centralised wage formation has been seen to hamper economic adjustment and increase
unemployment as it may reduce the flexibility of companies to adjust pay in line with
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macroeconomic shocks, even though it was previously believed that centralised systems would
be able to respond well to financial disruption. Two-tier bargaining where macroeconomic
stability is combined with microeconomic flexibility i.e. situations where local wage
compensations have been used to complement centralised wage increases has similarly showed
to be less flexible than local bargaining (Obstbaum and Vanhala, 2016). Instead, wage
coordination that can be implemented even in decentralised systems has been shown to have a
positive effect on employment rate.
However, the effects of local bargaining on wages, productivity and employment rate depend
on how it has been implemented and on the institutional ramifications. Pacesetting export
industries, wage coordination, use of opening clauses and universally binding collective
agreements have a significant effect on the link between employment and the contract system.
Technological development and globalisation have led to a more diverse and rapidly changing
operational environment where disruptions are more local, meaning that there is increased
pressure towards local bargaining and wage setting that is based on unit labour costs at the
company or plant level. The goal should, hence, be to find a balance between these two aspects
and help the national industrial relations systems to adapt to the changing world.

Case study of a continental European coordinated system of wage setting: the case of Austria

Wage levels and developments in the country

In Austria, wages developed in the past two decades similar to other continental European
countries in the sense that both nominal and real wages increases are not “excessively” high or
low when comparing it with the average of countries such as Germany, the Netherlands, or
Belgium. The reason why this holds true for both real and nominal wage increases is that also
inflation and productivity changed in a similar way as in many other continental European
countries. These countries are also the main trading partners, and the Austrian economy is
highly connected with these countries. Furthermore, because of the geographical proximity, the
Austrian economy is also highly integrated with neighbouring countries such as in particular
Italy (as an example of a larger economy) as well as smaller CEEC such as Hungary, Slovakia,
and the Czech Republic.
As regards other related aggregates, Austria is characterized by a relatively low rate of
unemployment compared to other countries in the EU. However, unemployment rates are
increasing over the past decades not least since the 2008 economic crisis caused some major
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disruptions to the Austrian economy. However, the Austrian economy is highly dependent and
interconnected with the German economy and both changes and developments in the German
economy are reflected in the Austrian economy. This not only refers to business cycle
fluctuations but also with respect to the development of wages (e.g., Brandl and Leoni, 2013).
More specifically, as shown by Traxler et al. (2008), wage developments in Austria in the past
decades were in line with wage developments in Germany not least because of an implicit
coordination as German wages served as a reference for wage setting in Austria.

The industrial relations system and developments

Austria is typically categorized as a country with a highly coordinated systems of wage setting,
and collective bargaining is of utmost importance. More specifically, as explained by Adam
and Allinger (2019), collective agreements are regulating wages and working conditions for
almost all employees in the countries even though the conclusion of collective agreements is
formally confined to the private sector but for the public sector a functional equivalent exists.
In fact, collective agreements are bargained almost without exception, at multi-employer
sectoral level and sectoral collective agreements cover the whole country. The importance of
collective agreements is strengthened by law and therefore all collective agreements are legally
binding. However, similar to many other European countries, since the 1980s a trend towards
decentralization is observable and encompassing collective agreements became increasingly
differentiated within subsectors and very occasionally for large companies. Nevertheless, the
predominant level of collective wage bargaining is the multi-employer sectoral level.
Furthermore, peak social partner organisations have the right to conclude inter-sectoral general
collective agreements, but such national level collective agreements are not often found and
therefore exceptionally. Nevertheless, such highly encompassing and coordinated collective
agreements are possible and therefore open a way for a direct implementation of wage strategies
and policies from the top. As regards the latter, of course, even though this is formally possible,
it would mean that lower level, i.e. sector level, actors are potentially bypassed and therefore a
practical implementation and use needs to be investigated further.
As regards the influence of the government or any other state authorities, wage setting is almost
entirely in the hands of social partners’ organizations. Hence there is no formal influence by
the state or any other state authority such as the central bank in wage setting apart from the role
of the state in wage setting in the public sector. However, as discussed by Brandl and Leoni
(2013) as well as Brandl and Traxler (2011) there is an informal interaction and coordination
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between social partners, the government and the central bank when it is about achieving mutual
economic goals. There are a number of examples in the past in which a coordinated approach
by different actors was found in order to overcome economic crises and challenges.

The transnational integration of the economy and wage setting

The Austrian economy is highly integrated in the European economy. As a small and open
economy, Austria was exposed to all kind of factors and shocks in other countries. Among the
most important countries for wage setting in Austria, Germany always played a key role. The
export and import share with Germany is exceptionally high. Furthermore, there has always
been a flow of work and labour across the border with Germany. This key role of Germany was
underlined in all interviews with all interviewees.
While representatives from the employer side underlined the importance of what happens
economically in Germany on cost competitiveness in the sense that they mentioned that wages
are not allowed to be higher than in Germany, representatives from trade unions rather
mentioned that wages in Austria needed to be in line with wages in Germany for reasons of
fairness. Either way, wage setting in Austria is traditionally aligned with Germany even though
representatives from different sectors had different views on how important the transnational
component is. Not surprisingly, social partners from sectors which are highly exposed to
international competition mentioned in the interview a higher importance than social partners
from less exposed sectors. However, all agreed that Germany is an anchor country for wage
setting even though the European market gained importance as such.
Apart from Germany, the transnational connectivity with other countries was highly dependent
upon the sector and determined by trading volume and countries in which this sector is of higher
importance. Furthermore, what was clearly expressed in the interviews is that transnational
cooperation between social partners in other countries often happens on a very decentral basis.
For example, in the construction industry where employees from many countries in Europe
work on one project. Transnational cooperation in wage setting as well as with respect to many
other labour market related issues are of utmost importance for transnational projects such as
European railway infrastructure. It was also mentioned by the interviewees that for the
transnational cooperation on wage setting Austrian actors often started initiatives and are the
driving force behind any transnational social dialogue. The reason for these higher activities
are manifold and also sector dependent but one common feature was that Austrian social
partners do have the (financial) capacity for their activities.
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European Union Governance, European Semester and the involvement of social partners

In the interviews, social partners in Austria underlined their commitment to European policies
and do have an understanding of the importance of European policies. Basically, in all
interviews representatives from social partner organizations showed awareness of transnational
and European issues and also favour a common, i.e. European, response to some challenges.
However, all representatives from social partner organizations also mentioned that there is little
or almost no direct communication or interaction with European level organization when it
comes to the CSR and the European semester.
However, this position by national social partners is somehow ambiguous as on the one hand
they mention that they are not always or rarely involved in the implementation of targets or
goals defined by the CSR and on the other hand, they mentioned that they do not know many
of the CSR. Hence there is a lack in communication. All representatives mentioned in the
interviewees that all European issues are “filtered” to them via representatives in Brussels and
then goes via the peak level representatives on national level to the actors directly involved in
collective bargaining. Especially this chain of communication was suspected by actors to be
suboptimal as some information might get lost but it was also mentioned that there is no
alternative way as European issues are too complex for lower level, i.e. sector level, actors.
Furthermore, as regards wage policies and their realization in wage bargaining, actors also
mentioned that they would need more information on how and why these policies matter and
are relevant for their constituencies, i.e. members. At this occasion it is worth mentioning that
one representative from national trade union mentioned in the interview that for him (and his
colleagues) in the trade union some CSRs are often very useful when they are in line with their
demands as this strengthens their bargaining position. As example it was mentioned that wages
should be brought in line with productivity developments as well as that the gender pay gap
should be reduced. However, as regards the gender pay gap, it was also mentioned that even
though this goal does directly refer to wage setting, it is difficult to deal with in collective
bargaining since collective agreements do not differentiate between gender but have the same
wages for all. Hence, collective bargaining is seen to be not suited to address the problem of
the gender pay gap.

Summary and conclusion on the future development and on idea of European coordination and
governance and policy recommendations
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Wage setting in Austria is highly influenced by collective bargaining. The direct actors in wage
setting in Austria are sectoral trade unions and employers organizations. However, sectoral
actors are formally independent from each other, they are integrated within peak level
organizations for each side in the employment relationship. Peak level organizations have
formally the role to integrate and coordinate different interests and foster the mutual interests
of actors. More importantly, sectoral wage setting parties are using similar criteria for wage
setting. Most notably, in Austria, there is the norm of pattern bargaining where the metal sector
starts with negotiation over wages every year and other bargaining parties from other sectors
follow the pioneering agreement in the metal sectors. This pattern setting collective bargaining
systems ensures that wage setting is de facto coordinated over all sectors and therefor also over
the whole country.
Formally, the government or any other state authority such as the central bank do not have any
influence in wage setting via collective bargaining in the private sector. State influence is
limited to the public sector. However, there is a tradition of cooperation and exchange of wage
setting parties with state authorities and the government in order to identify any mutual interests
and strategies that serve the interests of constituencies of all parties involved. There are many
examples in the past decades where social partners and state authorities found common ground
and developed wage strategies which are in line with fiscal and monetary strategies to overcome
crises situations.
Hence, in Austria there are structural institutions and actors in place which allow the
implementation of wide-ranging wage strategies and policies. These policies could, of course,
include targets from the CSR from the European semester. In fact, the implementation of some
CSR are not only dependent upon social partners. However, these strategies and policies need
to be in the mutual interest of constituencies and agreed on a voluntary basis. This means that
no policies can be imposed by any European actor alone, but any common policy and strategy
needs to be negotiated and agreements have to be made. However, since the Austrian industrial
relations system is based on the idea of compromise and cooperation one could expect that a
reasonable compromise can be found, and European wage policies can be implemented and
realized via collective bargaining.
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Case study of a Mediterranean system of wage setting: the case of Spain

Wage levels and developments in Spain

Since 2015, workers in Spain had experienced a gradual recovery in real earnings after the cuts
during the 2008 financial crisis. This has come to a halt with the COVID-19 crisis. Negotiated
wage increases in collective agreements have already exhibited a decline in 2020 in relation to
2019. Many companies have started to implement wage freezes. In some cases, they have opted
out from sector-level collective agreements (benefiting from the spaces opened by the 2012
labour market reform). In other cases, they’ve also used the possibility to suspend the validity
of collective agreements, also relying on the 2012 reform. Under the current circumstances,
trade unions have also prioritised maintaining jobs and postpone the demand for higher wage
increases (including recovering the increases not applied in 2020) when the situation allows it
(CCOO 2020: 11).
The IV Peak Agreement for Employment and Collective Bargaining signed by CCOO, UGT,
CEOE and CEPYME in 2018, provided the general setting for collective bargaining in the
2018-2020. This agreement established a wage increase of 2% plus a variable 1% to be
negotiated in every collective agreement, for the three years of validity of the agreement. Based
on the available data, it can be said that the 2.3% average negotiated increase for 2019 is in line
with the objective of the agreement, but the one for 2020 would be stay below the 2% increase
recommended.
The negotiation of the minimum wage increases for 2021 has been a clear reflection of the
tensions currently affecting the Spanish labour market and its impact on wages and wage
setting. So far, attempts to reach a negotiated wage increase for 2021 have failed due to the
fierce opposition of employers to the implementation of any increase. Moreover, parts of the
current government have also opposed claims made by trade unions in order to increase
minimum wages for 2021. Trade unions have recommended their delegates to suspend wage
increases already agreed with companies for 2021 in order to avoid further layoffs.
In the case of the public sector, the government decided to grant a 0.9% increase for 2021, after
the 2% implemented in 2020, to public sector employees. This has been precisely used by trade
unions in order to reclaim to have a positive increase for all the other workers in the private
sector of the economy. Moreover, trade unions sustain that the recovery will require boosting
demand and the minimum wage is a mechanism to do it.
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The industrial relations system and developments

Industrial relations in Spain exhibit three distinctive features compared with other EU countries.
First, a fragmented and weak trade union movement from an associational point of view.
Second, the pervasive role of the state in regulating industrial relations and collective bargaining
(Molina, 2014). Finally, a collective bargaining system with high coverage levels due to the
automatic extension of agreements and the predominance of sectoral negotiations.
The trade union movement that emerged during the transition to democracy in Spain is an
attenuated duopoly of two large national confederations (UGT – Unión General de Trabajadores
and CCOO – Comisiones Obreras), along with a number of small professional and/or regional
confederations. CCOO was close to the Communist Party (PCE – Partido Comunista de España)
in the transition to democracy, while UGT maintained close links with the PSOE (Partido
Socialista Obrero Español). The two confederations account for 70 per cent of elected
representatives in works councils and define themselves as class-based trade unions, covering
all sectors of the economy.
The crisis has aggravated some of the structural weaknesses of trade unions, while posing new
challenges for them (Barranco and Molina 2014). In this vein, some authors have pointed out
that trade unions have lost both the muscle and the social legitimacy to force governments to
involve them in the policymaking process. This is explained not only by their declining
membership, but also, by the identification of trade unions as part of the political system, and
hence the causes of the economic crisis, not as part of the solution to it. These two faces of the
crisis have put trade unions in a different scenario compared with previous crisis episodes as
their monopoly in channelling social discontent has been contested. New social movements and
other civil society actors have played a more prominent role in gathering and organizing antiausterity movements. In doing so, they have relied upon mass protests and demonstrations from
which trade unions have often been excluded, played a marginal role or have themselves been
the target of protests as part of the political status quo. Increasing membership and regaining
social legitimacy constitute major challenges for trade unions nowadays and they are trying to
develop strategies to recruit members and gain representativeness.
The state’s role is also a distinctive feature of the Spanish industrial relations system (Molina,
2007). The consolidation of democratic institutions and the opening up of spaces for
autonomous self-regulation and interaction among the social partners have characterized
industrial relations developments since the early 1980s. However, this process has been
characterized by a comparatively higher degree of state intervention in order to overcome some
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of the coordination problems among social partners that appeared in the early years of the return
to democracy. This is a differentiating trait of the Mediterranean or Mixed Variety of Capitalism
(Amable, 2003; Molina and Rhodes, 2007). In return for cooperation in the early stages, the
state has often provided the social partners and especially the trade unions with institutional
compensation, including their participation in public policymaking, extension mechanisms for
collective bargaining and so on. Because of this, the social partners have achieved institutional
and political power that far exceeds their real influence in terms of membership or companylevel representation. Moreover, a production structure that makes it difficult for the unions to
reach many workplaces has hindered the development of a strong bargaining coordination
capacity. Laws extending collective agreements have accordingly played a key role in
governing industrial relations. We can accordingly expect the state to face greater incentives to
adopt a unilateral approach to policymaking in Spain, particularly in the context of economic
crises. Even though the social partners feel they enjoy considerable autonomy in relation to
collective bargaining, they nonetheless agree on the need to consolidate and enhance this
autonomy, as will be explained later.
In relation to collective bargaining, Spain is characterized by a multi-level bargaining structure,
with a historically weak articulation between levels (Martin Artiles and Alos Moner, 2003). In
the early years after the transition to democracy, collective bargaining occurred at several
levels, with negotiations at territorial (provincial) sectoral level being the most significant in
terms of workers covered. However, negotiations took place in several bodies, and the issues
were often renegotiated at lower levels, hence leading to cascading negotiations. The hierarchy
principle in the Labour Code (Estatuto de los Trabajadores) made it very difficult for companylevel agreements to dilute the conditions negotiated at a higher level. Peak agreements in the
early 1980s contributed to maintain a formally high level of centralization, but after its
abandonment since the mid-1980s, a process of gradual decentralization has occurred due to
the lack of a clear articulation between bargaining levels. The limited presence of unions at
enterprise level hindered the efficacy of collective negotiations at higher levels because only
occasionally could they reach workers in small and medium-sized establishments. Therefore,
collective bargaining was very sensitive to changes in actors’ strategies, preferences and power,
which undermined its stability and became a permanent source of conflict, as shown by the
comparatively high conflict rates.
Peak cross-sectoral agreements since the mid-1990s have helped to govern and coordinate
collective bargaining in Spain and to maintain a formally high level of centralization. Despite
this, a process of decentralization has been in place since the early 1990s, because of changes
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in collective bargaining regulations. The trend towards collective bargaining decentralization
has accelerated in the context of the crisis, especially since the 2012 reform of collective
bargaining, and has adopted a clear bottom-up, disorganized character. This has eroded the
regulatory capacity of sectoral agreements. We may expect this to reduce the incentives for
governments to engage in tripartite concertation with the social partners because of their lower
capacity to steer industrial relations developments.

The transnational integration of the economy and wage setting

The main trading partners of Spain in the EU in order of priority continue to be France,
Germany and Italy, followed by Portugal and the United Kingdom in terms of exports. While
the main suppliers are Germany, France and Italy, followed by Portugal. In the case of France,
relations are characterized by being close and multifaceted due to its geographical proximity
and the traditions of economic, commercial, cultural and tourist ties. France continues to be
Spain's main customer, especially in the automotive industry, the chemical industry and
agricultural products. Likewise, the products with the highest imports also come from the
automotive and chemical industries, with fashion and garment in third place. The relationship
with Germany is characterized by a high intensity of trade flows, being Spain's second customer
and the main supplier, while Spain ranks 11th among German customers and 13th among
suppliers. Exports to this country are led by capital goods, automobiles and semi-manufactures,
and it is the same sectors that constitute almost three-quarters of Spanish exports to Germany,
which means that they have forged a bilateral intra-industry trade. The third main trading
partner is Italy. The commercial relationship with Italy has been growing in recent years and
has reached an adequate level, taking into account its socio-economic characteristics and
country size. Italy remains the third customer in the ranking with exports of automobiles, fuels
and lubricants and women's clothing. And it also ranks fourth as a supplier of automotive
equipment, components and accessories, fuels and lubricants, and products for the automotive
industry. These are consistent with information coming from interviews, where it has been
noted the importance of Italy and France, and to a lesser extent Germany.

Transnational Integration and Wage-setting: the role of Peak Cross Sectoral Agreements

A look into the text of the main agreements coordinating wage-setting and collective bargaining
in Spain since the mid-1990s reveals important changes in the reference made to international
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developments and their domestic influence. The first of these cross-sectoral agreements was
signed in 1997, in the context of the run-up to EMU. Compared to the agreements that ensued,
this first agreement was more concerned with contributing to simplify the structure of collective
bargaining, rather than to set a general framework for wage bargaining. It is in the second ANC
(2003-2005) that an explicit reference to maintaining unit labour costs stable was included,
especially in those sectors / companies more exposed to international competition. The same
reference was also included in the third ANC (2007-2009), right in the peak of the housing
bubble and the deterioration in the competitive position of the Spanish economy but making
clear that unit labour costs not only depend on wage evolution, but on other factors affecting
labour productivity.
In the middle of the financial and economic crisis, social partners negotiated the first AENC
(2010-2012). This agreement set for moderate wage increases over the following three years in
order to try keep the ECB price stability target. The same reference was again included in the
second AENC (2012-2014). But in this case, an additional criterion was added. More
specifically, this pact included the following reference: “If the annual variation rate of the
general Spanish CPI for the month of December were higher than the rate of annual variation
of the harmonized CPI of the Euro Zone in the same month, then the latter will be taken to
calculate the excess. If this occurs, the amount resulting would be applied in one go. If the
international average price in euros of the Brent oil in December is 10% higher than the
average price of the previous December, to calculate the excess cited, the reference will be
taken the aforementioned inflation indicators, excluding fuels.”
The degree of detail for international wage references contained in the AENC 2012-14 contrasts
with the general references contained in the AENC 2015-17 and the AENC 2018-2020. In the
former case, there was a very general reference to wage increases at company and sectoral level
to safeguard international competitiveness, especially in the most exposed sectors and/or
companies. In the latter case, there is no reference whatsoever to any international indicator in
order to monitor wage increases.

Collective bargaining and wage-setting in the Manufacturing sector

Manufacturing has been at the core of Spanish industrial relations with strongly organised
unions, well-organized employers’ associations and a long history and tradition of social
dialogue but also industrial conflict. The sector is characterised by a high fragmentation and a
large number of small size companies. These firms are embedded in local economies that exist
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alongside larger, mostly multinational subsidiaries. Collective bargaining in the manufacturing
sector has a multi-level structure. At the highest level, there is the national collective agreement
for the metalworking sector. But there is a dominance of province-based sectoral agreements
and some company level agreements in the larger firms. According to a representative of the
metal employers Confemetal, this was due to the peculiarities of the sector, which mirrored the
economic structure of the country (which was based on a preponderance of small and medium
sized companies). It is a sector - in line with the rest of the Spanish industry and the Spanish
economic structure - which is dominated not only by SMEs, but particularly by microcompanies. 92% (of the Confemetal members) are SMEs which are very tiny with less than 10
workers, and who expect a certain protection through provincial agreements.
In the case of the Automotive sector, there is a national sectoral agreement that establishes
minimum conditions, but according to the interviewees, the most significant level for the
regulation of working conditions is the provincial or regional. This has important implications
for the role of international clauses in collective agreements. As pointed out by our
interviewees, by negotiating at the provincial or regional level, the inclusion of international
clauses / consideration is less important, and priority is given to the adaptation of the collective
agreement to the specific circumstances of the region. The main locus for the establishment of
wage premia or performance-related pay are the collective agreements at sectoral level, and in
particular, those at provincial level. These collective agreements provide a bottom floor for
earnings and they also provide the general characteristics of wage premia or productivity
incentives.
There are no references in the national collective agreement of the metal sector to international
developments / trends in wages. According to the persons interviewed, only in transnational
companies with their own collective agreement we could observe some reference to
international developments through the consideration of practices in the Mother Company or
subsidiaries. Moreover, the emphasis placed on linking wages with productivity, not to wage
developments in other countries also needs to be considered when explaining the lack of
references to international wage developments in multi-employer bargaining (CCOO 2012).
International references in wage-setting nonetheless seem play a role in single-employer
collective agreements of larger companies. In these companies, there is some influence both
through the European Works Council, but also more directly, through home country effects.
However, the interviewees admit that these effects are not as significant as those variables
linked to productivity at company level or other sector related variables.
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Collective bargaining and wage-setting in the Public sector; transnational influences

According to the interviewees, public sector wages are largely isolated from transnational
influences. Pay determination in the public sector is to a large extent determined by budgetary
considerations. However, two mechanisms have been pointed out by interviewees as examples
of influence of transnational developments in public sector wage-setting. The first operates
through the interaction between private and public sector wages. The second, more direct
especially during the 2008 crisis and post-crisis years, operates through the European Semester.
Wages of public sector employees have important effects on the economy. A high public sector
wage premia can exacerbate crowding out effects on the private sector, therefore having
negative impact on productivity, whilst a negative premia can have a negative impact on the
productivity and efficiency of the public sector. In addition to this, two macroeconomic effects
of public wages are usually considered. First, a direct demand effect of the public wage bill.
Secondly, an indirect effect through its influence on private sector wage developments. The
overall effect of changes in public sector wage bill is the outcome of a trade-off between direct
(negative) demand effects and indirect (positive) effects that occur through the labour market.
However, these effects are uncertain and critically depend on how public wages are determined,
and more specifically, on their levels and evolution in relation to private sector wages. Rigid
public sector wages lead to perverse effects on private employment, while flexible public wages
may lead to a stabilizing effect. Thus, the extent to which more public employment or public
sector wages translate into a positive impact for the economy as a whole, depend to the degree
of anticipation and deliberate design by the government of these policies. Alternatively, there
could be unforeseen and undesired effects created by the combination of the policy and the
institutional framework within which it is implemented.
The analysis of public sector wage setting has focused to a large extent on explaining publicprivate pay gaps. Several studies show how differentials tend not to be entirely explained by
the individual attributes of workers and are found to be heterogeneous across countries both in
terms of their size and their sign, even though positive gaps tend to prevail, thus signalling the
existence of a so-called public-private pay gap. Public and private sectors workers can be paid
differently because of several reasons. Explanations for public-private pay gaps can be grouped
into a) those stressing institutional factors (including different density levels in the public sector,
or the degree of centralization in public sector pay bargaining) and b) those that focus on the
monopoly power of government (size of government or public employment) and link outcomes
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to different political motivations and objectives, including electoral cycles and redistribution
goals (Hospido and Moral 2013).
Several studies have showed how Spain, together with Southern European countries and Ireland
exhibit higher public sector premia than other countries (Giordano et al. 2015). Looking at
OECD countries Campos et al. (2017) highlight three factors that explain the public-private pay
gap in Spain: a low exposure to international competition, a relatively large public sector and
labour market institutions, including non-competitive wage setting in the public sector. This
pay gap has narrowed down significantly during the recent financial crisis, this decrease being
explained by the widespread process of fiscal consolidation rather than by changes in the
previous factors.
The other important aspect in the analysis of the relation between private and public sector
wages is the existence of interactions between public and private wages. These interactions can
take many forms, including the existence of spill over effects across sectors, pattern bargaining,
signalling effects or leadership. Even though it is difficult to capture these types of interactions
quantitatively, some of the interviewees point out how this leadership role would be particularly
strong in Southern European countries, including Spain. There are some factors that increase
the probability of finding public wage leadership. These include the degree of government
involvement in collective bargaining as well as collective bargaining centralization. What is
clear, is the existence of strong cross-sectoral linkages in wage setting, with Spain exhibiting
bi-directional links. However, Pérez and Sánchez (2010) suggest that the signalling effects of
public sector wages might have lost prominence in the 1990s and 2000s for Spain.
The second mechanism whereby transnational developments affect public sector wages is EU’s
economic governance, and more specifically, the European Semester. The interviewees point
out how austerity measures implemented during the crisis years, and included in the NRP, have
had a strong impact on public sector workers’ working conditions. Wage cuts and increases in
working hours were implemented for all public sector workers in Spain. In addition to this,
public sector employees in all sectors and levels lost other rights, including the possibility of
choosing days off work, in addition to holidays. There was also a decrease in the number of
public sector employees due to the imposition of a zero-replacement rate for retirees in the
public sector.
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The European Semester, references to wage-setting and the role of social partners

The analysis of European Semester documents in Spain (including National Reform
Programmes [NRP] and Country Specific Recommendations [CSR]) since 2011 until 2020
shows very limited references to transnational developments in relation to wage-setting. In the
case of NRP in the crisis years there was emphasis on mechanisms facilitating wage flexibility,
and more specifically, downward adjustment. The emphasis on wage moderation during the
crisis years (2011-2014) led to place the emphasis on mechanisms to restore competitiveness,
including the extension of opting-out clauses. Similarly, in relation to the minimum wage, the
increases were linked to labour market conditions, not to international developments.
Particularly relevant in this regard is the 2012 NRP, that points out to wage rigidities caused by
the collective bargaining system as the reason for the increase in unemployment registered since
2008. In this case, it is argued that wage increases have directly caused an increase in the
inflation rate in relation to the EU. Linking wages to productivity rather than to inflation is
pointed out as a priority of government policies those years. The only reference to wages in
CSR dates back to 2011, in the peak of the sovereign-debt crisis. It was then recommended to
introduce greater flexibility in wage-setting mechanisms in order to allow downward
adjustment of wages. This recommendation was fully endorsed by the Rajoy government,
which implemented unilaterally a major reform of the labour market and the collective
bargaining in 2012.
In the post-crisis years, the NRP highlighted the role played by the 2012 labour market reform
and the peak cross sectoral agreements in order to achieve wage moderation and contribute to
export-led recovery. Thus, in the 2012 bi-partite peak cross-sectoral agreement, the most
representative trade unions and employers abandoned the use of any form of indexing with past
inflation in collective agreements and instead introduced a complex formula, including the ECB
inflation target. This opened the door to a law proposal to de-index other instruments that had
so far used past inflation as a key ingredient to update tariffs and other princes, including public
procurement processes. The main objective of this rule was to prevent certain second round
effects in the price formation process (including wages). This new reference seeks to neutralize
the effect of variables that do not depend on the fundamentals of the economy on successive
rounds of price and wage formation that can affect the competitiveness of the Spanish economy.
In this way, limits the influence on the Spanish economy of major disturbances of prices of
exogenous origin and inflation is closer to the fundamentals of the economy itself. The Law
was finally approached in March 2015.
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When it comes to the involvement of social partners in the European Semester, they coincide
in pointing out to a marginal role in this process that has experienced very little changes over
time. Both trade unions and employers are particularly critical of the limited time they have to
provide meaningful input to the process, not to mention a real involvement of social partners.
Trade unions and employers criticize that their involvement is limited to providing their views
on the documents produced by the government and the European Commission. These views are
not really discussed not to mention negotiated. They’re in most cases included as annexes to
the NRP. In 2019 the government and social partners tried agreed on a protocol to enhance this
involvement. However, because of a change in the government, the protocol hasn’t really
implemented and very little has changed in the last two rounds. In this vein, trade unions admit
that, even though social dialogue has been revitalised since 2018, especially with the new
Centre-Left coalition government, this has not translated into a more significant participation
of social partners in the European Semester process.

Case study of a Central and Eastern European system of wage setting: the case of Poland

Wage levels and developments in Poland

In the last two decades, wages in Poland have been growing significantly in all sectors of the
economy and reflected uninterrupted and unprecedented economic growth in the country. In
the period 2000-2019, average wages increased from EUR 480 to EUR 1150, which means an
increase by almost 240%. Average wages have been growing faster after the accession to the
European Union and in post-crisis recovery period - especially in the recent three years. Parallel
upward trends can be observed in regards to the statutory minimum wage, which increased from
EUR 160 to EUR 523 in this period (almost 330%). In recent years, the government announced
an even higher dynamics of the minimum wage increase, arguing it with the aim of avoiding
the middle-income trap and the transformation of the economy model based on low labour costs
into the model of the economy with high added value. The economic crisis caused by the
lockdown of certain sectors during the COVID-19 pandemic is likely to reduce the growth rate
of the average wage in the country and has also become an obstacle in the implementation of
the policy of abrupt increase of the minimum wage.
Due to the higher dynamic of the minimum wage growth than the dynamic of the average wage
growth, the share of former to the latter increased form 33,6% in 2000 to 45,5%. According to
some estimations the share in 2020 was approximately 50%, which is the recommended level
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in the currently discussed directive on adequate minimum wages in the European Union.
Despite significant increase of average wage and minimum wage, the share of wages in total
gross domestic product has been decreasing since the 90ties. In 2000 wages constituted 56.7%
of GDP, while in 2015 – 47.2%. In the recent years a backward trend might be observed mostly
due to labour shortage and significant increase of minimum wage. According to Eurostat, the
gender pay gap has been decreasing in the first decade of the century, while in the second decade
started to raise again, but still are at lower level as compared to the level in 2000.
Minimum wage setting in restricted to national minimum pay and minimum hourly wage. The
national minimum wage is set annually in accordance with the Minimum Wage Act of 2002.
The Social Dialogue Council (RDS) determines the wage for the next year based on a proposal
formulated by the government. The decision has to be made unanimously by the social partners
and the government. The figure proposed by the government cannot be less than the current
minimum wage, adjusted to the Consumer Price Index (CPI) forecast for the next year. If the
RDS fails to reach consensus, the government takes the decision unilaterally, but the wage
cannot be lower than the original proposal. Since 2016 minimum hourly wage for freelance
workers (those employed on the basis of civil law) has been in existence. According to national
statistics data, the share of the employed earning no more than the minimum wage amounts to
13% (some 1.5 million in real numbers) as of 2018.
The respondent representing the automotive sector assessed that until recently the regulations
concerning the minimum wage were irrelevant for determining the wages in his factory. The
minimum wage constituted approximately 45% of a production worker’ salary back 15 years
ago, while now it is about 90%. The level of the minimum wage begins to gain importance in
the wage bargaining mechanism in this company.

The industrial relations system and developments

Industrial relations system in Poland has not changed significantly since 1998. It still retains
pluralistic nature, with company-level dominating and highly decentralised collective
bargaining. Union density levels have fallen, albeit seem to have stabilised at relatively low
level since around 12 %, according to survey research. Employer organisations have not made
any significant progress in terms of density. Furthermore, with multi-employer collective
bargaining virtually absent (see Czarzasty 2020 for details), employers organisations are hardly
distinguishable from business associations. What has changed within the given time perspective
is organisation of tripartite structures. Tripartite social dialogue went through a cycle of ups and
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downs. Relatively short periods of fairly well functioning (e.g., 2001-2003, 2009) were
interrupted by long phases of dragging or complete stalemates. No social pact was signed in
Poland after 1998.

Collective bargaining system in Poland is highly decentralised, that is, takes place primarily on
an enterprise level and the dominant type of collective agreement is single-employer collective
agreement. Multi-employer bargaining is almost absent, with a very low number of multiemployer collective agreements present. While there is no consolidated database on collective
agreements at the national level, based on the figures available from the government
administration (scattered), we can assess collective bargaining coverage at no more 20%
(Czarzasty, Mrozowicki 2021, forthcoming).
Collective agreements are legally binding. Collective bargaining is run according to two key
principles: 1) ‘freedom of contract’, except for provisions threatening the rights of third parties;
2) ‘favourability’, which means that collective agreements cannot introduce less favourable
provisions for employees than those secured by law. Polish law allows no ‘closed-shop’
bargaining. Multi-employer agreements can be extended by government decree to employers
that are not affiliated to the signatory employers’ organisations following a joint request of an
employers’ organisation and a multi-employer trade union. However, this legal opportunity has
never been used in practice as multi-employer collective agreements are very rare in Poland.
There is a legal possibility of derogation: both single and multi-employer collective agreements,
or their parts, can be suspended by signatories for a period no longer than three years due to
economic difficulties of the employer, yet the scale of such practices has been small for many
years. There is no central mechanism of wage bargaining coordination in Poland Minimum
wage is the only instance where the government makes impact in wage-setting as a party to the
Social Dialogue Council (RDS) – central-level tripartite body – which sets the statutory
minimum wage rates.

The transnational integration of the economy and wage setting
Poland’s economy is often depicted as a case of Dependent Market Economy (DME), using the
term by Noelke and Vliegenthart (2009). Yet the Polish case is slightly different than other New
Member States from the Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), which are also described with the
same label. Mostly due to the size of internal market, Poland is less export-dependent than for
instance the remaining V4 countries, the economy, including the industrial base is also more
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diverse than in the Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovakia. Germany has been Poland's biggest
trading partner for the past two decades. Exports to Germany accounted for 27% of Poland's
foreign sales, while German goods and services in the country's imports constituted 28% in
2019, according to the Polish Ministry of Development data.
The respondents in the national case study presented slightly different positions with regard to
the assessment of the impact of international factors on collective bargaining in their
workplaces.
Respondents representing the public sector - public higher education - indicated that the
spectrum of factors influencing wage dynamics can be boiled down to domestic factors only.
The frequency and amount of the increases depends on the public subsidy allocated by the
government. The subsidy mechanism is strictly regulated by law and depends on the parameters
characterising each university. The number of students was indicated as the most important
parameter impacting the amount of the subsidy. The rector's representative in the study
suggested that this mechanism could be discriminatory for younger universities located mainly
in academic cities other than Warsaw, Cracow or Poznań. The space for manoeuvre while
dividing subsidy at university level is small. At the university that was the subject of the study,
wage negotiations follow a well-established and relatively classical pattern. The mechanism
consists of several rounds of negotiation meetings encompassing two representative trade
unions and representatives of the rector's office, during which various solutions for funds
allocation are presented with the financial consequences of given variants. The model of
conciliatory dialogue has been developed in the university in the last decades, in which dialogue
was always concluded with an agreement. However, this is not a model characteristic of other
universities in Poland, which tend to be more often conflictual in nature. Although trade unions
belong to regional, national and international structures associating employees of public higher
education, they do not have any impact on the course of collective bargaining, including wage
negotiations at this university. The employer does not belong to any employers' organization
that could influence the course of collective bargaining. Social dialogue is conducted only at
the company level.
A slightly different assessment was presented by a respondent representing the private sector automotive production, which is considered to be highly internationalized. The interviewee
indicated some impact of international factors on wage setting, although only to a limited extent.
He considered the most important macroeconomic factors to play the key role in this respect,
i.e. GDP growth, inflation, unemployment level (including at the local level), average salary in
relation to the average values for Poland and Europe. The macro-indicators from other countries
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around the world play a certain, albeit smaller, role. In extraordinary circumstances, the impact
of external factors such as the COVID-19 pandemic (the company stopped for two months because there was no demand for products from other companies, even though the factory could
operate without interruption) or tsunami in Japan, which had an impact on the dynamics of
employee wages growth in Poland. Wage negotiations depend to the greatest extent on the
position of a given company in the international supply chain. If the flow of this global chain is
disturbed (interruptions in work, changes in the level of demand for manufactured parts, strikes,
climatic and epidemic factors, business cycles, etc.), the consequences are felt in both financial
performance, work organisation and in the end wage negotiations. In the respondent's opinion,
trade unions are a rather passive observer of international factors. There is no cross-border
coordination of wage negotiations within the concern, apart from behind-the-scenes talks. This
applies to both company-level trade unions in other countries and organisations at the national
or international level.
The policy advisor to the major national-level trade union confederation stated, the organisation
had been involved in the EU-level debate on wages, where it stressed out the need for raise in
pay in Poland. The interviewee explained that as far as wage dynamics were concerned, the
confederation was regularly monitoring the situation in other countries of the Central and
Eastern Europe (CEE) cluster, mainly in the Visegrad (V4) countries but also in the Baltic
States. According to the advisor, such system of wage setting is needed that would ensure
decent pay and competitive advantage at the European level. While the CEE countries are the
main frame of reference, other factors are taken into account as well such as the Green Deal
and its impact on wages and global supply chains. The confederation has also become involved
in the debate on the European minimum wage, which is exemplified by the fact that already in
November 2020 it prepared a position (largely positive albeit with some reservations regarding
lack of any definitive measure/indicator in favour of “soft” recommendations) on the Proposal
for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council on adequate minimum wages in
the European Union.
The policy advisor to major national-level employer organisation, the relationship between the
wage dynamics and productivity growth should be closely watched to ensure that the two curves
will not spread too far, and competitiveness of the national economy will not suffer as a result.
International division of labour is a process that brings both benefits and losses to any country.
Workers in the automotive sector in Poland (and other CEE countries) may be working hard
for a pay that could be seen as not satisfactory, but they have jobs due to relocation processes.
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European Union Governance, European Semester and the involvement of social partners

Since 2018, Country reports for Poland prepared under the European Semester process include
direct reference to the issue of social dialogue and to the elements of industrial relations system
in the country. The Country report for 2018 refers to the issue of omitting Social Dialogue
Council in consultation process of significant legislative proposals, institutional weakness of
social dialogue in the country (low union density and low collective bargaining coverage),
almost no coordination in wage bargaining, which takes place predominantly at the company
level. The Country report for 2019 notifies positive developments: extending powers of Social
Dialogue Council and granting all workers the right to join a union regardless a form of
employment. It also repeats the structural challenges for social dialogue form the previous year
and highlights the issue of representing migrants’ rights by unions. In the last years report for
2020, except repeating the statement on institutional weakness of social dialogue in the country,
the document stresses deterioration of social dialogue in particular in relation to legislative
processes with no or short consultations.
Moreover, in the last Country Specific Recommendations (CSR) report for 2020 there is also a
reference to social dialogue. The recommendation number 26 states that social dialogue has
deteriorated I the past years, in particular due to no or very short consultations. Therefore,
ensuring sufficient time for consultations, improving the uptake of stakeholders' opinions on
laws and policy documents and minimising the number of laws exempted from consultations is
recommended in order to strengthen the involvement of social partners and to help to improve
the quality of law-making.
The issues indirectly related to the social dialogue have been covered to a wider extend in the
Country Reports and CSR reports. The European Commission have been repeating
recommendation to unify pension system for all professional groups - this especially regards
the specific pension system for the miners – which was welcomed by the employers’
organisations and refuted by the unions. The European Commission highlighted also the issue
of tackling labour market dualization due to widespread of civil law employment and (bogus)
self-employment (these two categories constituted 15.8% of total employment in 2018), which
was supported by most social partners. The dual labour market impacts the bargaining position
of the workers employed under unstable contracts as compared to the workers in the core part
of the labour market, impedes unionisation, participation in collective bargaining – especially
in the context of wage bargaining.
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The European Semester have never included recommendations for Poland related to collective
bargaining, unlike in the Southern European countries and some CEE countries (ie. Romania)
during the economic crisis 2008+, probably due to the fact that the country system is already
highly decentralised and plays marginal role in economic governance.
In general, social partners assess the European Semester process as of moderate importance for
the country – mostly due to the fact that Poland is located outside the Eurozone, where the
Semester mechanism plays a key role for monetary and industrial policy. Social partners
complain that their role during the meetings with the representatives of the European
Commission and the government is marginal (it serves the role mostly for the EC and the
relevant ministries). The thematic team established by the Social Dialogue Council dedicated
to consult Semester-related issues is not very active.

Case study of a Liberal system of wage setting: the case of the UK

Wage levels and developments in the UK

Wages levels in the UK are above the European average which can be seen in terms of nominal
wages, real wages as well as collectively agreed wages. However, as regards the latter,
collectively agreed wages are only relevant for a relatively small number of employees in the
UK as collective bargaining coverage is relatively low. If it is relevant for a significant share of
employees, then it mainly refers to the public sector. All these aspects of the role of collective
bargaining in the private and public sector sectors will be discussed in the following in more
detail. What is also characteristic and special about the development of wages per se in the UK
is that the volatility over time is relatively high. Hence there is no continuous or smooth
development but the development over time is characterized by substantial and severe ups and
downs. Especially since the financial crisis in 2008 wages dropped significantly but recovered
soon in the following year.
This means that nowadays, real wages are above their pre-financial crisis level in recent years,
but the Covid-19 pandemic will likely to cause an impact on wages again. Furthermore, official
statistics might not give an adequate picture of real wages for employees in the UK as real
wages have only returned to pre-crisis levels recently when calculated using the government’s
preferred measure of inflation. As was expressed in interviews, especially trade unions make
the government aware of the methodological problems in reporting real wages as it
underestimates the real purchasing power wages have for employees in the UK. Trade unions
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also mention when it is about a characterization of wage levels and the development of wages
in the UK that the government has imposed a pay squeeze in the public sector which has already
lasted longer than any pay squeeze in 20th century before.

The industrial relations system and developments

The pay and working conditions of most employees in the UK are not the result of collective
bargaining but are set individually in the UK. When bargaining occurs in the private sector, its
most important level is at the company or individual workplace. There is still industry level
bargaining in some private sectors such as e.g. print and graphical sector and agriculture in
Wales. Industry-wide agreements are more common in the public sector (e.g., education, health,
the police sector). In the UK, collective bargaining is only possible where an employer
recognises either one or more trade unions for collective bargaining purposes. However, the
law allows unions to make hostile employers recognise unions. The trade union can apply to
the Central Arbitration Committee (CAC) for statutory recognition if employers do not agree
to recognise them voluntarily. CAC will accept the trade union’s application for recognition if
it meets the requirements if they have at least 10 per cent union membership within the proposed
bargaining unit, and a majority of employees are in favour of recognition (GOV.UK, 2021).
Thus, high trade union density offers an important incentive to employers to recognise a trade
union for collective bargaining.
Where industry level agreements exist, they are not legally binding on the parties who sign
them. Employers are not bound by an agreement signed by an employers' federation even if
they are members of it. A collective agreement is usually concluded in a climate of co-operation
between the employer and the trade union and is binding the parties in honour only. In order
for a collective agreement to be legally enforceable there has to be some intention by the parties
to enter into a legal relationship. Collective agreements are presumed not to be legally
enforceable unless the agreement is in writing and contains a provision stating that the parties
intend that the agreement should be a legally enforceable (Trade Union and Labour Relations
(Consolidation) Act 1992).
The proportion of employees who are member of a trade union has been declining since 1995.
A significant reason for the general decline in membership densities is the failure of
membership levels to keep pace with the increase in the total number of employees in the UK
over the period (of around 25 per cent). While union membership levels among employees have
remained relatively stable in periods since 1995, unless the sharp falls in membership levels
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between 2007 and 2011, and 2015 and 2016, overall employee numbers have increased steadily
in most years (National Statistics, 2019).
Comparing private and public sector memberships, the overall proportion of employees who
are members of trade unions is significantly higher in the public sector relative to the private
sector. In 2018, 13.2 per cent of private sector employees belonged to a trade union, compared
to 52.5 per cent of public sector employee. The likelihood of belonging to a trade union varies
substantially by sector. For example, the proportions of employees who belong to a trade union
were significantly higher in the Education sector (48.7%) than for the UK economy as a whole
(23.5%). In Education, a high proportion of employees (47.8%) had their pay influenced by
collective agreements between their employer and a trade union (ibid).
Since 1995, the percentage of female employees that are trade union members has increased as
a proportion of overall employees (female 27.0% and male 20.1% in 2019). High female
density rates may partly be explained by big increases in the number of employees in Education
and Human Health and Social Care, where female employees comprise just under three quarters
of the total workforce (National Statistics, 2019: p. 8).
Furthermore, the proportion of employees who belonged to a trade union in larger workplaces
was 30.5 per cent in 2019, compared to 15.2 percent of employees who are employed in a
smaller workplace (less than 50 employees). 63.4 per cent of employees working in larger
workplaces had a trade union presence in the workplace, compared to 29.6 per cent of
employees based in smaller workplaces. This affects the coverage of collective agreements. The
proportion of employees whose pay was affected by a collective agreement between their
employer and a union was 37.4 per cent in larger workplaces and 14.6 per cent in smaller
workplaces (National Statistics, 2019: p. 9).
In the UK, the percentage of the workforce covered by collective bargaining fell steadily since
the mid-1990s. Accordingly, the terms of employment influenced by collective negotiation and
the number of employees covered by collective agreement declined. Where collective
bargaining remains in the private sector it has thus been decentralised to company level and,
within some of the larger or more diverse companies, to group or divisional level. Collective
bargaining coverage is higher in public sectors where industry-wide collective agreements are
more common than in the private sector. Data on the proportion of workplaces covered by
collective bargaining show the importance of collective bargaining. However, all data also
shows a continued decline in coverage from the past two decades. Coverage is markedly lower
in the private sector than in the public sector, but in both sectors, it declined since the 1990s. In
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the private sector, unilateral management pay setting has largely replaced collective bargaining
(Gov.UK 2009).
As regards wage setting and coordinated wage policies, collectively agreed pay deals by sector
in the UK are most interesting for the purpose of the study here. More specifically, with respect
to recent developments and events, the LRD (Labour Research Department) pay survey
contains an overview of the 2019-2020 pay round covering 772 pay settlements. Due to the
coronavirus pandemic, the number of pay settlements is fewer than in a normal pay round (e.g.
the 2018-2019 pay survey was based on 1,126 pay settlements). While sometimes settlements
were agreed quickly to avoid prolonged negotiations, it was more common for negotiations to
be postponed. In many sectors workers faced pay freezes or cuts. Thirty-eight settlements had
no pay increase (consolidated or unconsolidated) or a pay cut. In some particularly hard hit
sectors, notably aviation/aerospace and the performing arts, previously agreed pay increases
have been cancelled and in some cases pay cuts have taken place (LRD Survey, 2020).
Collective agreements that were concluded between 2018 and 2020 were aimed at adjusting
wages to inflation. Eighty-two pay settlements (11% of settlements) specified an inflation link,
i.e. the great majority in rail transport, were linked to RPI (Retail Price Index). Sixteen
settlements were linked to CPI (Consumer Price Index) or CPIH (extends CPI to include a
measure of the costs associated with owning, maintaining and living in one's own home, known
as owner occupiers' housing costs (OOH), along with council tax), but nine of these settlements
paid more than CPI/CPIH. These settlements took into account that the CPI inflation has been
downwards during both the 2018-2019 and the 2019-2020 pay rounds, although volatility has
increased since the onset of coronavirus (LRD Survey, 2020).
On the issue of inflation, the UK Statistics Authority has called for the publication of the RPI
“be stopped at a point in future”, a move that has been condemned by the TUC (Trade union
Congress). It has to be mentioned in this context that the Advisory Panel on Consumer Prices
provided advice to the National Statistician on the composition of the Retail Prices Index (RPI)
in light of the House of Lords Economic Affairs Committee Report Measuring Inflation,
published in January 2019. Furthermore, critiques argue that the Carli formula, as used in the
RPI, produces an upward bias. But expert opinion on the shortcomings of the RPI differs often.
However, trade unions, including Unite, have opposed discarding the RPI since the attacks
began in 2012. The TUC sets out the position in its submission to the Economic Affairs
Committee of the House of Lords who in its report said that the UKSA had basically failed in
its “statutory duty to promote and safeguard the quality of official statistics” and that with
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improvements the RPI “would be a viable candidate for the single general measure of inflation”
(LRD Pay Survey 2019‐2020).
Collective agreements included Performance-related pay increases. Sixty-nine pay settlements
(9% of all settlements) included a performance link. In 23 settlements that included a
performance link consolidated pay increases dependent on individual performance. Such
agreements excluded staff whose performance was considered to be unsatisfactory from the
generally agreed pay increase and those agreements which offer unconsolidated performance
related bonuses.

European Union Governance, European Semester and the involvement of social partners

Against the background that collective bargaining in the UK is predominantly based on the
company level for the private sector and specialized unions are mainly negotiating with the
management, any involvement in the European Semester is not possible. Hence, there are no
actors in the private sector which allow a coordinated implementation and realization of wage
policies from any higher level. However, this is slightly different in the public sectors as in the
UK any governance of wages is limited to the public sector and the relevant pay review bodies.
More specifically, pay review bodies exist in the UK and are independent non-departmental
public bodies who issue annual reports based on remits set by Ministers. They are supported by
a secretariat, the Office of Manpower Economics, a non-departmental body sponsored by the
Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy. The Pay Review Bodies are issued
remits by Ministers and asked for recommendations on pay awards. The Pay Review Bodies
commission research and receive evidence and make their recommendations in annual reports.
The final decision on pay awards is made by the relevant Ministers. Hence, there is a potential
and coordinated link with transnational actors even at the European level.
As a matter of fact, the Pay Review Bodies are by themselves highly coordinated actors which
allow also a differentiation of different kinds of employees which could be coordinated. More
specifically, there are currently eight Pay Review Bodies that cover approximately 45% of the
public sector (The Office of Manpower Economics, 2013): Armed Forces’ Pay Review Body,
Review Body on Doctors’ and Dentists’ Remuneration, NHS Pay Review Body, Prison Service
Pay Review Body, School Teachers’ Review Body, Senior Salaries Review Body, Police
Remuneration Review Body, National Crime Agency Remuneration Review Body. For
coordination of these different bodies, often the time when they act is important. However, the
timetable for this process of pay determination can vary. In recent years, remit letters have been
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sent to Pay Review Bodies around November and pay awards have been announced in July and
implemented in September. For some parts of the public sector, including the armed forces,
prisons officers and NHS staff, pay awards are supposed to come into effect in April. In such
cases, pay has had to be backdated. Hence there is no clear and stable pattern at the moment,
but this can be changed. Furthermore, there are also other differences which make a
coordination potentially more difficult as, for example, the NHS Pay Review Body (NHSPRB)
is independent. Its role is to make recommendations to the Prime Minister, the Secretary of
State for Health and Social Care, the First Minister and the Cabinet Secretary for Health and
Sport in Scotland, the First Minister and the Minister for Health and Social Services in Wales,
and the First Minister, Deputy First Minister and Minister for Health in Northern Ireland, on
the remuneration of all staff paid under Agenda for Change and employed in the National Health
Service (NHS). However, what is interesting for pay determination is that in reaching its
recommendations, the Review Body is to have regard to the following clear criteria including
inflation targets, equal pay target and have to consider expenditure limits. Hence, pay setting is
relatively transparent and aligned to objective criteria.

The transnational integration of the economy and wage setting

While the British economy is highly integrated in the European and international economy its
collective bargaining system is detached from this integration because of its structure, i.e.
because collective bargaining takes place at the regional and company level. Having said that,
international companies from abroad as well as British companies being active in Europe
sometimes are trying to establish transnational labour relations in the sense that (collective)
agreements for branches in different countries are valid. However, such agreements are rather
small scale in its scope and not suited for any transnational coordination or governance.
However, the example of the UK as a country with a liberal industrial relations system with a
decentral collective bargaining system in the private sector shows, that any transnational wage
policies or strategies are dependent upon the integration and participation of a high number of
heterogeneous actors. In fact, this high number of heterogeneous actors make any coordination
certainly challenging and likely to be too ambitious.
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Conclusions
This report is based on the findings of the “European, National and Transnational Industrial
Relations: Visible and Invisible Hands in European and National Wage Setting”, i.e. ENTIRE
VIEW, research project. The research project aimed to analyse if (and which) some industrial
relations structures and mechanisms are (better) suited to serve as policy instruments to govern
wage developments. More specifically, it looked whether different industrial relations systems
are able to bring wage and productivity developments in line. The motivation for this research
question was derived from important CSR within the European Semester. However, from a
wider perspective this goal of the European Semester is not independent from other research
questions and policy goals the therefore the project also allows some conclusions upon the
question which national industrial relations structures and mechanisms are able to meet various
other demands of European and national policy makers to implement diverse and different
policy strategies. Such policy goals also include the ability of different industrial relations
structures and mechanisms to align towards a common, i.e. transnational coordinated, wage
policy.
In addition to that, in the research project and therefore also in this report recent transformation
of industrial relations actors and processes during and before the crisis were investigated and a
comprehensive overview of the current situation in all member states of the EU was given.
Thus, the report continued the tradition of the Industrial Relations in Europe Reports of the
European Commission. Specifically, in order to identify any crisis induced changes, the period
before and after the advent of the economic crisis in Europe were investigated and portrayed
and compared. By doing so, the research project was able to reveal transformations in industrial
relations which root in long-term trends which continued in recent years, and transformations
which are either crisis induced and/or accelerated by the economic crisis. More specifically, it
was shown that some dimensions and aspects of industrial relations actors’ characteristics and
processes transformed in the EU28 in a rather different way as in the past. The findings also
point to various detrimental developments since the economic crisis hit Europe than before. As
regards the representativeness and organisational structure of actors a phase of stability has
been reached in some countries or the decline has haltered for some time. In some of the EU28
countries the long-term trend of declining union representativeness has slowed down or has
even settled down on a constant level or a more moderate decline. As regards the
representativeness of employers’ associations a similar stability is observable which however
was characteristic on the employers’ side already before. This stability in the representativeness
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and organisational structure of industrial actors coincides mainly with the years after the
economic crisis and the situation on the labour market which came along. Even though a
recovery of the European economy followed in many EU countries the situation on the labour
market remained problematic. Thus, the future prediction of the relevant contextual factors for
industrial relations actors’ development signals a continuation in the representativeness and
organisational structure of actors in the near future. Against the background that the Covid-19
outbreak caused considerable economic and social challenges for the next years ahead, a similar
development in industrial relations as after the crisis in 2008 might be realistic in the future.
The result of our analysis shows that highly coordinated collective bargaining systems offer the
opportunity to realize different wages policies. Such wage policies could include wage led
growth strategies as well as wage moderation strategies. The analysis showed that it is not
necessarily important what the goal or the target from the European Semester is, what is
important is that actors need to understand the mutual and long-term benefits. If this is known
many actors made clear that they are willing to implement policies. However, it would, of
course, also be beneficial if national social partners who are responsible for the implementation,
are also involved the preparation and design of the policies. The latter was mentioned to be of
special importance as not everything can be implemented and realized by social partners. For
example, the gender pay gap is not something that can be solved and addressed with collective
bargaining, but other goals formulated in the country specific recommendations within the
European semester are. Most notably the orientation and alignment of wage developments to
productivity and competitiveness indicators.
However, the research project showed that even though there is scope for improvement for all
collective bargaining, i.e. industrial relations, systems and all systems need to be legally and
organizationally strengthened in order to increase their efficacy and functioning, Nordic and
continental European systems show to be better suited than other systems. Basically, completely
liberal and deregulated systems are not equipped with the capacity to implement higher level,
i.e. European level, wage policies at all and other systems in Southern Europe are often fragile
and contested by different interests.
The research project as such did not cover fully the years since the Covid-19 outbreak arrived
in the EU in early 2020. For this reason, any conclusions on what the impact of the outbreak
will be on wages and industrial relations are difficult to draw upon the research report. However,
the Covid-19 outbreak and the lockdown of the economy throughout the EU over many months
in 2020 as well as in early 2021 will bring an enormous economic challenge which causes a
substantial shock to the labour market in the EU. Compared to the shock on the labour market
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in 2008 the current implications will be even more severe. Nevertheless, some analogous effects
might be reasonable to expect. First of all, even though all countries in the EU are affected by
the Covid-19 outbreak, the impact of the economic crisis can be expected to be unequal in the
EU member states again. It looks as some countries such as for example Italy, Portugal and
Spain economic growth will be highly negatively affected and other countries such as Austria,
Germany, and Sweden economic growth might be faced with a less severe impact.
Nevertheless, the economic situation in all countries can be expected to be strained as (un)employment levels might not catch up with improving economic growth. Furthermore, since
in 2020 governments in all EU member states increase public expenditures to help the economy
going also the levels of (public) debt can be expected to excerpt a shadow on a sustainable
economic recovery. Having this economic situation in the back the European labour market will
change again considerably as it died during the 2008 economic crisis with skyrocketing youth
unemployment rates in various countries and with shifts in the job structure among different
occupational groups and sectors as well as with an increase in “precarious”, “a-typical”
employment relationships and an increase of temporary employment (Eurostat, 2013; European
Commission, 2014; 2015; ETUI, 2019). This new economic environment will change the
context for industrial relations and put pressure on industrial relations actors and processes in
order to set wages in order to get back on a sustainable and fair recovery of the Covid-19
induced crisis. The governance of all wage setters in the EU will become of major importance
and throughout the EU wage setting actors and processes can be expected to become challenged
and contested.
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Appendix

INTERVIEW GUIDE
(Guide for semi-structured interviews)
INTRODUCTION
This interview is about the wage setting in collective bargaining in the European Union (EU).
Specifically, we want learn more about the criteria and goals that are relevant in wage setting,
and what influences wage setting. This will help us to better understand wage developments in
the EU. We are particularly interested in knowing more about how various organization and
actors influence, guide or constrain wage setting. This includes for example national and
international peak-level confederations, and political organizations including state authorities
and the EU. With the aid of your information about these influences, we aim to get a clearer
picture of how wages are governed and coordinated.
FURTHER INFORMATION/DETAILS (please explain to interviewee if needed)
This project has received funding from the European Commission, DG Employment, Social
Affairs and Inclusion under Agreement No VS/2018/0017. More information can be found on
our website: www.entireview.uk
If you have any questions or if you need any further information, please contact:
Contact: Bernd Brandl (bernd.brandl@durham.ac.uk)
Durham University Business School, Mill Hill Lane, Durham, DH1 3LB; t: +44 (0)191 33
45756/45364
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS ON WAGE SETTING GOALS AND CRITERIA:

Questions on wage setting goals (what they want to achieve in wage setting):
Information for interviewer: This question aims to address what the most important goals of the
organization that the interviewee represents are in wage setting through collective bargaining.
Such goals could be very narrow goals and focus on the particular interests of some groups (e.g.
workers the organization directly represents), or could be wider in the sense that any
macroeconomic, nation-wide or socio-political goals are targeted.
Question 1:


What are generally the most important goals that your organisation
generally aims to achieve in wage setting?
o Why are these goals important?
o Did the relevance of these goals to your organization change
over time (in the past 3 decades)?
o To what extent is there agreement within your organization
on the relevance of these goals?

IF NEEDED HELP INTERVIEWEE:
Such goals could also be the following (which might be brought into the discussion with the
interviewee): Increase wages as much as possible; Contain wage growth; Increase employment;
Maintain price stability; Increase competiveness; Increase working conditions/standards; Align
wages with productivity developments in companies; Align wages with productivity
developments in relevant sectors; Align wages with productivity developments in the country;
Increase fairness in wages in general; Achieve equal pay for same work; Reduce gender pay
gap; Decrease wage inequality within companies; Decrease wage inequality between
employees in different companies; Decrease wage inequality between employees in different
sectors; Decrease wage inequality between employees in the country, Etc.
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Questions on wage setting criteria:
Information for interviewer: This question aims to address the criteria that the organization of
the interviewee generally are used to evaluate the outcomes of wage bargaining by. Often, this
may be inflation, unit labour cost and productivity developments, but may well include other
criteria.
Question 2:


When you are involved in wage setting, you may evaluate the
outcomes against certain criteria. What are generally the most
important criteria your organisation uses in evaluating the outcomes
of wage setting?
o Why are these criteria important?
o Did the relevance of these criteria to your organization change
over time (in the past 3 decades)?
o Do you mainly orient yourself on at past, present, or expected
future figures?
o To what extent is there agreement within your organization
on the relevance of these criteria?
Specific question on the role of the minimum wage:
o How important is the minimum wage for wage setting?

HELP INTERVIEWEE IF NEEDED AND EXPLAIN:
Very often two criteria are used in collective wage bargaining for setting wage increases:
Inflation, unit labour costs and productivity developments.
However, criteria could also be the following (which might be brought into the discussion with
the interviewee): Productivity developments in (some) other companies; Productivity
developments in the sector; Productivity developments in the country; Working
conditions/standards in (some) other companies; Employment security in (some) other
companies; Employment growth in (some) other companies; Unemployment in the country;
Inflation in the country; Business cycle developments, etc.
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Information for interviewer: This question specifically addresses the influence that wages and
wage setting by others have on the organization of the interviewee in wage setting. This may
be other companies or sectors in within their country. The influence may arise either because
they have information about the bargaining processes of others, or simply because they are
influenced by the outcomes of wage setting by others, i.e. wages.
Further questions on wage setting criteria with focus on (trans-)national influences:
Question 3:


How important are wages and wage setting of others when setting
wages or when bargaining on wages? In other words, are you
influenced by others when setting wages?
(Explicitly explain/mention: others could be wage setting
units/organisations in the same country and/or in other countries)

IF ANSWERED THAT INFLUENCED BY OTHERS:
o What are the reasons of why others are important?
 What is the role of:
 Geographical distance
 Trade
 Competition on goods and/or services as well
as employees
o Are you only looking at the outcomes of wage setting of
others, such as wages, or do you also use information about
the wage setting or negotiation process?
o Are you more influenced by the wage levels of others, or
changes to the wage level?
o How do you decide when to let wage setting of others influence
you? In other words, who are you influenced by, and why?
o How large would you say this influence is, compared to other
criteria like we the ones we discussed before?
o What does “orientation” and “influence” exactly mean to
you?

IF THEY ANSWER NOT INFLUENCED ASK:
 In an international environment, many organizations and businesses
are depending on each other and are (knowingly or unknowingly)
influencing each other. Why is wage setting of your organization
independent (i.e. not influenced) from others?
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IF THE INTERVIEW HAS NOT ALREADY TOUCHED UPON THE TRANSNATIONAL
DIMENSION:
Explain that we have found evidence in our research project that nowadays (in an international
economy) many wage setters are orienting themselves on what is “going on” (i.e. on how high
wages are, how wages change) in other companies or industries. Mention, that we also found
interesting evidence that many negotiators are also looking at wages and wage developments
in other countries.
Therefore ask:
Question 4:


How important is the international economy for your sector/industry?
 In other words, how important are international
economic markets, i.e. the influence of the global
economy, for the determination of wages for you as
wage setter?


Specifically, how important are wages and wage
setting of others in other countries?

o Why are other countries important?
o What
are
the
most
important
points
of
references/benchmarks?
 Ask [IF RELEVANT] which countries and let the
interviewee give an ordered list.
 Also ask if it is the whole country or some
sectors or companies in other countries!
o Did the role and relevance of these reference points change
over time (in the past 3 decades)?
o As regards the developments or situation of others, are you
orienting yourself (looking) at past, present, or future
figures?
o Are the reference points the same for your negotiating party?
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IF ANY INFLUENCES FROM OTHERS:
Questions on how this interaction (e.g. influence by others) is characterized. Specifically,
questions on the interaction in wage setting with “others” (information sharing, coordination,
etc.):
Question 5:


With regards to the influence by others, are you “just” observing
(looking at) wages and wage setting of others or are you interacting
with others?
o Please explain how you observe and/or look at others?
o What is the information (data) that is interesting to you?

Question 6:


Are you even taking part in any coordination activities on wages or
wage setting processes with others?
o Please give us more detail on this coordination? How does the
coordination work?
IF COORDINATION:
o Who is involved in the coordination (and why are these
involved)?
o How regular is this coordination?
o How binding are coordination activities?
o What are you coordinating or agreeing on?
 Guidelines for bargaining (strict targets or vague
recommendations)?
 Guidelines for bargaining outcomes (strict targets or
vague recommendations)?
TRYALSO TO TOUCH ON:
o Did the coordination change over time (in the past 3 decades)?
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(Brief) Questions on the role of other criteria/influences for wage setting:
The interviewee should be informed that the questions can be brief to the following questions
but if the interviewee wants to elaborate on the following question further please allow the
interview to do so.
Question 7:


If existent and relevant for you, how important are wage setting
guidelines and/or recommendations from:
[Please read to the interviewee]
o Peak employers’ confederation in your country
o Peak trade union confederation in your country
o An employers’ organization in your country
o A trade union in your country
o An international or European employers’ organization
o An international or European trade union organization
o The government/state
o The European Union
Any other? (please specify)

IF ANYTHING INDICATED ASK:
 Can you elaborate further on why these are important to you and how
this changed over time?
IF RELEVANT: Try to elaborate also which trade union or employer
organization is important.

101

(Brief) Questions on the role of transnational coordination and the influence of international
organizations for wage setting:
The interviewee should be informed that the questions can be brief to the following questions
but if the interviewee wants to elaborate on the following question further please allow the
interview to do so.
Question 8:


What is your opinion on the following statements?
[Please read to the interviewee and let the interviewee give details if
needed]
 There should be more active sharing of information about wages
across countries
 European organizations should play a more important role in the
sharing of information about wage determination
 International organizations should play a more important role in
the sharing of information about wage determination



There should be more coordination of wages within countries
There should be more coordination of wages across countries



National governments should have more capacity to influence
wages and wage setting
European organizations should have more capacity to enforce the
coordination of wages across countries
International organizations should have more capacity to enforce
the coordination of wages across countries
It should become possible to extend collective agreements on
wages to include other countries
European organizations should play a more important role in the
sharing of information about wages across countries
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS ON GOVERNANCE OF WAGE SETTING:
IF NEEDED HELP INTERVIEWEE FOR THE QUESTIONS ON GOVERNANCE:
Please note that national trade unions are asked about the role of
National/European/international trade union confederations and national employers’
organizations are asked about the role of National/European/international employers
organizations.
Please make the interviewee clear that the term “influenced” is broadly defined in this study.
More precisely, influence ranges from orientation (as discussed in previous parts of the
interview) of some vague and non-binging guidelines and recommendations to binding and
specific targets and standards. The interviewees should be encouraged to think about the whole
spectrum of possible influence and elaborate on that.
Questions on the role and influence of national confederations (how national trade
union/employers’ organizations influence wage setting):
Question 9a:


Is wage setting of your organization influenced by any national
confederation?
o How is wage setting influenced?
o IF THEY ANSWER NOT INLUENCED ASK: In an
increasingly interlinked economy, some organizations are
coordinating their activities (e.g. wage setting) with higherlevel organizations in order to strengthen their position. Why is
wage setting of your organization independent (i.e. not
influenced or coordinated)?



TRY TO TOUCH ON:
o What is your role within any national confederation?
o What role does a national confederation have for your
activities?
o Are national confederation powerful/powerless?
 Why?
 Should they have more/less power? (Why?)
o What should the role of national confederations be?
o Should the activities of confederation be restricted to specific
areas (e.g. non-wage issues)?
 Which areas? Why?
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AS BEFORE BUT IFF INERVIEWEE IS FROM A NATIONAL CONFEDERATION:
Question 9b:


Is your organization influencing wage setting of any other
organization, i.e. of your members?
o ASK: How are you influencing wage setting?
o IF THEY ANSWER NOT INLUENCING ASK: In an
increasingly interlinked economy, some organizations are
coordinating their activities (e.g. wage setting) of lower-level
organizations in order to strengthen their position. Why is wage
setting of your organizations independent (i.e. not
coordinated)?



TRY TO TOUCH ON:
o What is your role for the member organizations?
o Are national confederation powerful/powerless?
 Why?
 Should they have more/less power? (Why?)
o What should the role of national confederations be?
o Should the activities of your member organizations be guided?
 How? Why?
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Questions on the role and influence of European confederations (how European trade
union/employers’ organizations influence national wage setting):
Question 10:




Is wage setting of your organization influenced by any European
confederation?
o How is wage setting influenced?
o IF THEY ANSWER NOT INLUENCED ASK: In an
international environment, some organizations are
coordinating their activities (e.g. wage setting) with higherlevel organizations in order to strengthen their position. Why is
wage setting of your organization independent (i.e. not
influenced or coordinated)?
o
TRY TO TOUCH ON:
o What is your role within any European confederation?
o What role does a European confederation have for your
activities?
o Are European confederation powerful/powerless?
 Why?
 Should they have more/less power? (Why?)
o What should the role of European confederations be?
o Should the activities of European confederation be restricted
to specific areas (e.g. non-wage issues)?
 Which areas? Why?
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Questions on the advantages and disadvantages of coordination of wages:
Question 11:


Do you think that wages should be coordinated with others?
o ASK IF NO:
 Why should there be no coordination?
o ASK IF YES:
 How should it be coordinated?
 Could it be coordinated?
 What are the obstacles?
 With whom should it be coordinated?
 Should the state/government be involved?
 How strict should coordination be?
 How could coordination work?
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Final questions:
Question 12:


This was our final question and therefore we would like to ask you
is there anything else you would like to let us know that is missing
in our research or add before we end? Are there any important
questions we have not asked or is there anything we need to know
to understand the answers/issues?

Thank you for your time.
END OF INTERVIEW
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Expert Questionnaire

Expert Questionnaire
The Institutional and Organisational Dimensions of National Employment Relations Systems
This questionnaire survey is part of the ENTIRE VIEW project which has received funding from the European
Commission, DG Employment, Social Affairs and Inclusion under Agreement No. VS/2018/0017.
© 2018, ENTIRE VIEW, European, National and Transnational Industrial Relations: Visible and Invisible
Hands in European and National Wage Setting.
www.entireview.uk
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The aim of this questionnaire is to collect cross-nationally comparable data on the institutional and organisations
structures and processes, i.e. dimensions, of national employment relations systems in general and of collective
bargaining and wage determination systems in specific. To help clarify the questions being asked, specific
"concepts" precede the questionnaire's main sections, and, if necessary, more detailed definitions are attached to
the specific questions. If you have any questions or require additional support to complete this questionnaire,
please use the contact details at the bottom of this page and we will be happy to help.
It is estimated that this questionnaire will take a few hours to complete. This is a guide only as to answer some
questions you may need to complete wider research which will take more time, for example searching for specific
information or contacting trade unions or employers organisations. You may want to start preparing your answers
with use of the paper survey that has been sent to you, then once you have collected all the information needed
begin to submit your answers here (this is just a suggestion and you should complete the questionnaire in a way
that is practical for you). All information will be kept strictly confidential and the responses only used for research
purposes. It is possible to return to the questionnaire after you have started it by using the same link that was sent
to you.
Please note the following aspects when completing the questionnaire survey:
In the case of certain questions, it may be very difficult or even impossible to collect precise data. In such cases,
we would like you to make a (rough) estimate in your role as an expert rather than leave the question blank. Please
indicate when your answer is based on an expert estimate and if you think that the reliability of an estimate is
doubtful, please make also a note. There will be space to inform us of your estimates on each page.
We are aware that this survey could be time consuming and we appreciate your efforts in advance as we also have
a deadline for the project report. If you foresee any delay or if you are not able to answer the questionnaire, please
let us know as soon as possible. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact us.
Once you have started the questionnaire, you are able to leave and return to it at a later time and your responses
will be saved. Please make sure you progress to the end page to submit your answers upon which they will be
logged. You will be able to navigate the questionnaire by using the menu functionality on the left side of the page.

If you have any questions or require additional support when completing this questionnaire, please get in touch
with us:
Contact: Aarron Toal, Research Assistant (aarron.toal@durham.ac.uk)
Project Coordinator: Professor Bernd Brandl (bernd.brandl@durham.ac.uk)
Durham University Business School, Mill Hill Lane, Durham, DH1 3LB; t: +44 (0)191 33 45756/45364

Note: During this questionnaire, there will be opportunities for you to highlight where you would like to provide
extra comments.
If you would like to add further comments on a particular item that appears within a question, please highlight this
by clicking on the button called "Further comments (add below)" and then adding your comments in the text boxes
that follow the questions.
The will also be the option to select N/A (not applicable) if the question or topic does not apply.
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SECTION A. Part One: Trade Unions

In this section, we are interested in gathering information about trade union confederations or associations (or
large trade union organisations). They are defined by:
Union confederations are “associations of unions” which in turn are not a subordinate member of another union.
Subordination means a hierarchical relationship and must be distinguished from horizontal links among
confederations; the latter include alliances, ad hoc coalitions etc. To include a union confederation into our data
collection, its membership domain (i.e. the demarcation of potential members) should be national: that is, the
territorial domain should cover the whole country.
The concept
Collective (wage) bargaining on behalf of the employees represented one main activity of any trade union.
(Peak) Associations or confederations of trade unions may not necessarily conduct collective bargaining directly
but may be indirectly involved in collective bargaining or any other form of wage determination and are relevant
for the questionnaire. However, in our data collection, we want to include only employee organizations, i.e. trade
unions, which are either directly or indirectly (through their member organisations) engaged in collective wage
bargaining. Employee organisations which are not involved in collective bargaining at all are not relevant.
Borderline cases may appear with regard to the public sector in those countries where public sector employees
are not entitled to conclude collective agreements. In such cases, organisations of public sector employees will
be classified as relevant for us when either of the following two conditions exists: (i) the organisation organises
employees in both the public and private sector and either directly or indirectly conducts collective bargaining on
behalf of the latter; and (ii) the organisation exclusively organises public sector employees and substantially
participates in determining their working conditions even though these working conditions are formally fixed by
unilateral decisions taken by the state. An indicator of such substantial participation is informal (but nevertheless
recurrent and institutionalized) negotiations of the employee organisation with the state over wages and working
conditions.

The system of union confederations
In the sections that follow, list the name of each union confederation, its aggregate membership, their respective
share in total union membership in terms of employed persons (excluding retired members, etc.; if these data are
not available, please refer to reported members, indicating that you used these data), and the number of its direct
member associations (i.e. confederal affiliates). This means that unions indirectly under the confederation's
umbrella (i.e. through membership of these unions in confederal affiliates) should be excluded. If there are
unions unaffiliated to any national union confederation, please estimate their aggregate membership.
The aim of this section is to collect information on the three biggest confederations (if applicable - if not then
please provide information on the largest trade union organisations).
You should identify and provide information on the three largest confederations or associations in terms of
members/membership numbers of the trade union or how many employees are covered by these confederations
or associations.

1.1.1.

Confederation/organisation 1:

Insert the name of the union confederation under consideration (also giving any abbreviation of that name, along
with the full name in the native language and English translation).

1.1.2.

Is this a trade union confederation or trade union organisation?



Confederation
Organisation
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Organisational properties of union confederations
The following questions refer to additional organisational properties of the above listed union confederation. If
you have supplied the name of an organisation, then please answer the following questions about this
organisation.

1.1.3. How is the formal membership domain demarcated according to the federation's constitution? Can you
outline the sectoral composition of the organisation in some detail?
In particular can you address the following questions: Is the organisation covering all sectors of the economy? If
not all sector which sectors fall under the domain of the organisations? Are there any “key” sectors which are
more important than others? Etc.
Note any significant change during the period under consideration (1998-2018). Please specify:

1.1.4.





Membership in the confederation and its affiliates is (select whichever is applicable):
Voluntary
Legally compulsory
Don't know
N/A (Not applicable)

1.1.5. What is the share of members (%) who work in companies/establishments which are owned by foreign
companies? Please also explain if there have been any changes during the period under consideration (19982018):
Note: We are aware that this is a particularly difficult question to answer. If you are providing an estimate,
please explain how you came to make it.

1.1.6. Is the union confederation a member of any European confederations (e.g. European Trade Union
Confederation)?





Yes
No
Don't know
N/A (Not applicable)

1.1.6.1. Please list these European confederations, separating each confederation with a comma (,):

1.1.7. What level of involvement (if any) does the trade union confederation have in strategic decision making
(e.g. on the development of wage policies and strategies) of any European confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.1.8. What level of involvement (if any) does the trade union confederation have in operational aspects (e.g.
how the European confederation is managed) of any European confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A
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1.1.9. What level of involvement (if any) does the trade union confederation have in the development of any
agreements with European/foreign union confederations?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.1.10. What level of involvement (if any) does any European confederation have in strategic decision making
(e.g. on the development of wage policies and strategies) of the trade union confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.1.11. What level of involvement (if any) does any European confederation have in operational aspects (e.g.
how the trade union confederation is managed) of the trade union confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.1.12. What level of involvement (if any) does European/foreign trade union confederations have in the
development of any agreements with the trade union confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.1.13. How important/relevant are agreements between European/transnational trade union confederations and
employers confederations for wage determination for the trade union confederation?








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

1.1.14. How important/relevant are policies by the European Union Commission in/for the trade union
confederation? (for example country specific recommendations - CSRs)
Note: different policies may have different importance. Here we are interested in the overall, broad importance
of policies.








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A
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1.1.15. How important/relevant are policies by the Government in/for the trade union confederation? (for
example increased competitiveness of the economy).
Note: different policies may have different importance. Here we are interested in the overall, broad importance
of policies.








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

1.1.16. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

1.1.17. Since 1998, has the union confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at:

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

Equal pay adjusted for differences in price levels
(purchasing power parities) for equal work in
other countries
Equal pay adjusted for differences in price levels
(purchasing power parities) for employees with
equal qualifications in other countries?
Equal pay for equal work in other countries
(independent for differences in price levels)
Equal pay for equal qualification in other
countries (independent for differences in price
levels)
Strictly equal pay regardless of any differences
Equal working conditions and standards for equal
work in other countries
Equal working conditions and social standards
for employees with equal qualifications in other
countries

1.1.18. Since 1998, has the union confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at
maintaining/increasing jobs or employment:








Completely in their home country
Primarily in their home country with influence from other foreign countries
In their home country and other foreign countries equally
Primarily in other foreign countries with influence from their own country
Completely in foreign countries
Don't know
N/A
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1.1.19. Since 1998, has the union confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at
maintaining/increasing wages:








Completely in their home country
Primarily in their home country with influence from other foreign countries
In their home country and other foreign countries equally
Primarily in other foreign countries with influence from their own country
Completely in foreign countries
Don't know
N/A

1.1.20. Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

1.1.21. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

1.1.22. National confederal tasks (This refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for each task):

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

influences national government or parliamentary
bodies with regard to labour market issues
represents members' labour market interests on
national corporatist (i.e. bipartite or tripartite)
institutions
conducts general consultations with employers
confederations
coordinates collective bargaining of affiliates
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
collective wage agreements
negotiates and signs binding collective agreements on
non-wage issues on behalf of its
affiliates

1.1.23. National confederal tasks (This refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for each task):

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

participates in the formulation of public industrial
policy programs
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implements public industrial policy programs or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public regional
development programs
implements public regional development programs or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public
occupational programs (including
apprenticeship) and active labor market policy
implements public occupational training programs
(including apprenticeship) and active labor market
policy, or participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public research and
development programs
implements public research and development
programs or participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of social security
issues
implements social security issues
participates in the formulation of digitisation of the
economy
implements the digitisation of the economy or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of robotisation of the
economy
implements the robotisation of the economy or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of internal
flexibility strategies (e.g. short-term working
schemes or arrangements, Kurzarbeit)
participates in the implementation of internal
flexibility strategies (e.g. short-term working
schemes or arrangements, Kurzarbeit)

1.1.24. other important activity (please specify):

1.1.25. Note: If there were variations in the confederations activities within the period of time under
consideration, please specify them here:

1.1.26. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

1.1.27. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.
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1.1.28. Transnational confederal tasks (This refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for each task):

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

influences European Union organisations with regard
to labour market issues
represents members' labour market interests
on European Union wide (i.e. bipartite or
tripartite) institutions
represents members' labour market interests on any
other transnational institutions
conducts general consultations with union
confederations in other countries
conducts general consultations with employers'
confederations in other countries
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
European (collective) agreements (e.g in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates any
other binding transnational agreements (e.g. bilateral)
on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates nonbinding European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates
any other non-binding transnational
agreements (e.g. bilateral) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on non-wage
issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates
any other binding transnational agreements
(e.g. bilateral) on non-wage issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates nonbinding European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on non-wage
issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates any
other non-binding transnational agreements (e.g.
bilateral) on non-wage issues
participates or is consulted in the formulation of any
public policy programs at transnational or
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European level (including regional
developments, industrial policies, active labour
market initiatives, apprenticeships)

1.1.29. Note: If there were variations in the confederations activities within the period of time under
consideration, please specify them here:

1.1.30. Please use this opportunity to provide more specific detail regarding transnational confederal tasks:

1.1.31. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

1.2.

The following set of questions refers to the second largest confederation in your country.

Although the following questions refers to confederation, if there is no second largest confederation in your
country then please answer the following questions by providing information on the largest trade union or trade
union organisation by number of members.

1.2.1.

Confederation/organisation 2:

Insert the name of the union confederation or organisation under consideration (also giving any abbreviation of
that name, along with the full name in the native language and English translation).

1.2.2.

Is this a trade union confederation or trade union organisation?



Confederation
Organisation

Organisational properties of union confederations or organisations
The following questions refer to additional organisational properties of the above listed union confederation. If
you have supplied the name of an organisation, then please answer the following questions about this
organisation.

1.2.3. How is the formal membership domain demarcated according to the federation's constitution? Can you
outline the sectoral composition of the organisation in some detail?
In particular can you address the following questions: Is the organisation covering all sectors of the economy? If
not all sector which sectors fall under the domain of the organisations? Are there any “key” sectors which are
more important than others? Etc.
Note any significant change during the period under consideration (1998-2018). Please specify:

1.2.4.





Membership in the confederation and its affiliates is (select whichever is applicable):
Voluntary
Legally compulsory
Don't know
N/A
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1.2.5. What is the share of members (%) who work in companies/establishments which are owned by foreign
companies? Please also explain if there have been any changes during the period under consideration (19982018):
Note: We are aware that this is a particularly difficult question to answer. If you are providing an estimate,
please explain how you came to make it.

1.2.6. Is the union confederation a member of any European confederations (e.g. European Trade Union
Confederation)?





Yes
No
Don't know
N/A

1.2.6.1. Please list these European confederations, separating each confederation with a comma (,):

1.2.7. What level of involvement (if any) does the trade union confederation have in strategic decision making
(e.g. on the development of wage policies and strategies) of any European confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.2.8. What level of involvement (if any) does the trade union confederation have in operational aspects (e.g.
how the European confederation is managed) of any European confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.2.9. What level of involvement (if any) does the trade union confederation have in the development of
agreements with European/foreign union confederations?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.2.10. What level of involvement (if any) does any European confederation have in strategic decision making
(e.g. on the development of wage policies and strategies) of the trade union confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.2.11. What level of involvement (if any) does any European confederation have in operational aspects (e.g.
how the trade union confederation is managed) of the trade union confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.2.12. What level of involvement (if any) does European/foreign trade union confederations have in the
development of any agreements with the trade union confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A
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1.2.13. How important/relevant are agreements between European/transnational trade union confederations and
employers confederations for wage determination in/for the trade union confederation?








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

1.2.14. How important/relevant are policies by the European Union Commission in/for the trade union
confederation? (for example country specific recommendations - CSRs)
Note: different policies may have different importance. Here we are interested in the overall, broad importance
of policies.








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

1.2.15. How important/relevant are policies by the Government in/for the trade union confederation? (for
example increased competitiveness of the economy).
Note: different policies may have different importance. Here we are interested in the overall, broad importance
of policies.








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

1.2.16. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

1.2.17. Since 1998, has the union confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at:

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

Equal pay adjusted for differences in price levels
(purchasing power parities) for equal work in
other countries
Equal pay adjusted for differences in price levels
(purchasing power parities) for employees with
equal qualifications in other countries?
Equal pay for equal work in other countries
(independent for differences in price levels)
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Equal pay for equal qualification in other
countries (independent for differences in price
levels)
Strictly equal pay regardless of any differences
Equal working conditions and standards for equal
work in other countries
Equal working conditions and social standards
for employees with equal qualifications in other
countries

1.2.18. Since 1998, has the union confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at
maintaining/increasing jobs or employment:








Completely in their home country
Primarily in their home country with influence from other foreign countries
In their home country and other foreign countries equally
Primarily in other foreign countries with influence from their own country
Completely in foreign countries
Don't know
N/A

1.2.19. Since 1998, has the union confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at
maintaining/increasing wages:








Completely in their home country
Primarily in their home country with influence from other foreign countries
In their home country and other foreign countries equally
Primarily in other foreign countries with influence from their own country
Completely in foreign countries
Don't know
N/A

1.2.20. Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

1.2.21. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

1.2.22. National confederal tasks (This refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for each task):

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

influences national government or parliamentary
bodies with regard to labour market issues
represents members' labour market interests on
national corporatist (i.e. bipartite or tripartite)
institutions
conducts general consultations with employers
confederations
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coordinates collective bargaining of affiliates
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
collective wage agreements
negotiates and signs binding collective agreements on
non-wage issues on behalf of its
affiliates

1.2.23. National confederal tasks (This refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for each task):

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

participates in the formulation of public industrial
policy programs
implements public industrial policy programs or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public regional
development programs
implements public regional development programs or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public
occupational programs (including
apprenticeship) and active labor market policy
implements public occupational training programs
(including apprenticeship) and active labor market
policy, or participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public research and
development programs
implements public research and development
programs or participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of social security
issues
implements social security issues
participates in the formulation of digitisation of the
economy
implements the digitisation of the economy or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of robotisation of the
economy
implements the robotisation of the economy or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of internal
flexibility strategies (e.g. short-term working
schemes or arrangements, Kurzarbeit)
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participates in the implementation of internal
flexibility strategies (e.g. short-term working
schemes or arrangements, Kurzarbeit)

1.2.24. other important activity (please specify):

1.2.25. Note: If there were variations in the confederations activities within the period of time under
consideration, please specify them here:

1.2.26. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

1.2.27. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

1.2.28. Transnational confederal tasks (This refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for each task):

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

influences European Union organisations with regard
to labour market issues
represents members' labour market interests
on European Union wide (i.e. bipartite or
tripartite) institutions
represents members' labour market interests on any
other transnational institutions
conducts general consultations with union
confederations in other countries
conducts general consultations with employers'
confederations in other countries
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
European (collective) agreements (e.g in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates any
other binding transnational agreements (e.g. bilateral)
on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates nonbinding European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates
any other non-binding transnational
agreements (e.g. bilateral) on wages
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negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on non-wage
issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates
any other binding transnational agreements
(e.g. bilateral) on non-wage issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates nonbinding European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on non-wage
issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates any
other non-binding transnational agreements (e.g.
bilateral) on non-wage issues
participates or is consulted in the formulation of any
public policy programs at transnational or
European level (including regional
developments, industrial policies, active labour
market initiatives, apprenticeships)

1.2.29. Note: If there were variations in the confederations activities within the period of time under
consideration, please specify them here:

1.2.30. Please use this opportunity to provide more specific detail regarding transnational confederal tasks:

1.2.31. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

1.3.

The following set of questions refers to the third largest confederation in your country.

Although the following questions refers to confederation, if there is no third largest confederation in your
country then please answer the following questions by providing information on the largest trade union or trade
union organisation by number of members.

1.3.1.

Confederation/organisation 3:

Insert the name of the union confederation or organisation under consideration (also giving any abbreviation of
that name, along with the full name in the native language and English translation).

1.3.2.

Is this a trade union confederation or trade union organisation?



Confederation
Organisation
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Organisational properties of union confederations or organisations
The following questions refer to additional organisational properties of the above listed union confederation. If
you have supplied the name of an organisation, then please answer the following questions about this
organisation.
1.3.3. How is the formal membership domain demarcated according to the federation's constitution? Can you
outline the sectoral composition of the organisation in some detail?
In particular can you address the following questions: Is the organisation covering all sectors of the economy? If
not all sector which sectors fall under the domain of the organisations? Are there any “key” sectors which are
more important than others? Etc.
Note any significant change during the period under consideration (1998-2018). Please specify:

1.3.4.





Membership in the confederation and its affiliates is (select whichever is applicable):
Voluntary
Legally compulsory
Don't know
N/A (Not applicable)

1.3.5. What is the share of members (%) who work in companies/establishments which are owned by foreign
companies? Please also explain if there have been any changes during the period under consideration (19982018):
Note: We are aware that this is a particularly difficult question to answer. If you are providing an estimate,
please explain how you came to make it.

1.3.6. Is the union confederation a member of any European confederations (e.g. European Trade Union
Confederation)?





Yes
No
Don't know
N/A (Not applicable)

1.3.6.1. Please list these European confederations, separating each confederation with a comma (,):

1.3.7. What level of involvement (if any) does the trade union confederation have in strategic decision making
(e.g. on the development of wage policies and strategies) of any European confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.3.8. What level of involvement (if any) does the trade union confederation have in operational aspects (e.g.
how the European confederation is managed) of any European confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.3.9. What level of involvement (if any) does the trade union confederation have in the development of
agreements with European/foreign union confederations?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A
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1.3.10. What level of involvement (if any) does any European confederation have in strategic decision making
(e.g. on the development of wage policies and strategies) of the trade union confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.3.11. What level of involvement (if any) does any European confederation have in operational aspects (e.g.
how the trade union confederation is managed) of the trade union confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.3.12. What level of involvement (if any) does European/foreign trade union confederations have in the
development of any agreements with the trade union confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

1.3.13. How important/relevant are agreements between European/transnational trade union confederations and
employers confederations for wage determination in/for the trade union confederation?








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

1.3.14. How important/relevant are policies by the European Union Commission in/for the trade union
confederation? (for example country specific recommendations - CSRs)
Note: different policies may have different importance. Here we are interested in the overall, broad importance
of policies.








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

1.3.15. How important/relevant are policies by the Government in/for the trade union confederation? (for
example increased competitiveness of the economy).
Note: different policies may have different importance. Here we are interested in the overall, broad importance
of policies.








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A
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1.3.16. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

1.3.17. Since 1998, has the union confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at:

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

Equal pay adjusted for differences in price levels
(purchasing power parities) for equal work in
other countries
Equal pay adjusted for differences in price levels
(purchasing power parities) for employees with
equal qualifications in other countries?
Equal pay for equal work in other countries
(independent for differences in price levels)
Equal pay for equal qualification in other
countries (independent for differences in price
levels)
Strictly equal pay regardless of any differences
Equal working conditions and standards for equal
work in other countries
Equal working conditions and social standards
for employees with equal qualifications in other
countries

1.3.18. Since 1998, has the union confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at
maintaining/increasing jobs or employment:








Completely in their home country
Primarily in their home country with influence from other foreign countries
In their home country and other foreign countries equally
Primarily in other foreign countries with influence from their own country
Completely in foreign countries
Don't know
N/A

1.3.19. Since 1998, has the union confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at
maintaining/increasing wages:








Completely in their home country
Primarily in their home country with influence from other foreign countries
In their home country and other foreign countries equally
Primarily in other foreign countries with influence from their own country
Completely in foreign countries
Don't know
N/A

1.3.20. Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

1.3.21. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.
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1.3.22. National confederal tasks (This refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for each task):

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

influences national government or parliamentary
bodies with regard to labour market issues
represents members' labour market interests on
national corporatist (i.e. bipartite or tripartite)
institutions
conducts general consultations with employers
confederations
coordinates collective bargaining of affiliates
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
collective wage agreements
negotiates and signs binding collective agreements on
non-wage issues on behalf of its
affiliates
1.3.23. National confederal tasks (This refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for each task):

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

participates in the formulation of public industrial
policy programs
implements public industrial policy programs or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public regional
development programs
implements public regional development programs or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public
occupational programs (including
apprenticeship) and active labor market policy
implements public occupational training programs
(including apprenticeship) and active labor market
policy, or participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public research and
development programs
implements public research and development
programs or participates in implementation
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participates in the formulation of social security
issues
implements social security issues
participates in the formulation of digitisation of the
economy
implements the digitisation of the economy or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of robotisation of the
economy
implements the robotisation of the economy or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of internal
flexibility strategies (e.g. short-term working
schemes or arrangements, Kurzarbeit)
participates in the implementation of internal
flexibility strategies (e.g. short-term working
schemes or arrangements, Kurzarbeit)

1.3.24. other important activity (please specify):

1.3.25. Note: If there were variations in the confederations activities within the period of time under
consideration, please specify them here:

1.3.26. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

1.3.27. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

1.3.28. Transnational confederal tasks (This refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for each task):

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

influences European Union organisations with regard
to labour market issues
represents members' labour market interests
on European Union wide (i.e. bipartite or
tripartite) institutions
represents members' labour market interests on any
other transnational institutions
conducts general consultations with union
confederations in other countries
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conducts general consultations with employers'
confederations in other countries
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
European (collective) agreements (e.g in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates any
other binding transnational agreements (e.g. bilateral)
on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates nonbinding European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates
any other non-binding transnational
agreements (e.g. bilateral) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on non-wage
issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates
any other binding transnational agreements
(e.g. bilateral) on non-wage issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates nonbinding European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on non-wage
issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates any
other non-binding transnational agreements (e.g.
bilateral) on non-wage issues
participates or is consulted in the formulation of any
public policy programs at transnational or
European level (including regional
developments, industrial policies, active labour
market initiatives, apprenticeships)

1.3.29. Note: If there were variations in the confederations activities within the period of time under
consideration, please specify them here:

1.3.30. Please use this opportunity to provide more specific detail regarding transnational confederal tasks:

1.3.31. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:
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The largest union confederation
The following questions refer only to that confederation which represents the largest number of union members.
If there was a change in the largest confederation, please answer the question for all confederations which were
largest during any time period between 1998 and 2018. If the largest union confederation changed during the
period under consideration, one has to shift to the affiliates of the new largest confederation, when filling the
questions.

1.4. Insert the name of the largest confederation and specify the time period during which it was recorded as the
largest confederation

1.4.1.
The confederation's four largest affiliates
In the following table, insert the four largest affiliates of the confederation as well as the affiliates' membership
between 1998 - 2002
*include full names translated into English
Name of the confederal affiliate*

Membership of the affiliate

#1
#2
#3
#4

1.4.2.
In the following table, insert the four largest affiliates of the confederation as well as the affiliates' membership
between 2003 - 2007
*include full names translated into English
Name of the confederal affiliate*

Membership of the affiliate

#1
#2
#3
#4

1.4.3.
In the following table, insert the four largest affiliates of the confederation as well as the affiliates' membership
between 2008 - 2012
*include full names translated into English
Name of the confederal affiliate*

Membership of the affiliate

#1
#2
#3
#4

1.4.4.
In the following table, insert the four largest affiliates of the confederation as well as the affiliates' membership
between 2013 - 2017
*include full names translated into English
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Name of the confederal affiliate*

Membership of the affiliate

#1
#2
#3
#4

1.4.5.
In the following table, insert the four largest affiliates of the confederation as well as the affiliates' membership
in 2018
*include full names translated into English
Name of the confederal affiliate*

Membership of the affiliate

#1
#2
#3
#4

1.4.6. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

1.5.
Formal power of the largest confederation vis-a-vis its direct affiliates (formal power meaning rights as
defined by the confederal constitution).
The confederation has the right (select whichever is applicable):

Yes

No

Don’t
know

N/A

to conclude binding collective agreements on behalf of its affiliates (binding
according to the confederal constitution, not necessarily mean that collective
agreements are legally enforceable)
to receive a share in dues collected by affiliates
to have its own strike fund
to veto collective agreements signed by its affiliates
to veto strikes by its affiliates
to participate in demand formulation and/or bargaining of affiliates
the confederation is normally obliged to submit the ratification of collective
agreements to a membership ballot

1.5.1. If yes to "receive a share in dues collected by affiliates" please estimate this share as a percentage of
total dues collectives by affiliates

1.5.2. If yes to "have its own strike fund" please estimate the share of the confederal strike fund as a
percentage of total strike funds under the confederation's umbrella

1.5.3.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018)
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1.5.4.

Formal power of the confederation's direct affiliates.

Affiliates are:

Yes

No

Don’t
know

N/A

entitled to conclude collective agreements on behalf of their members
(binding according to the confederal constitution, not necessarily meaning
that collective agreements are legally enforceable)
entitled to have their own strike fund
entitled to veto collective agreements signed by any lower-level bargaining unit
entitled to veto strikes by any lower-level unit
entitled to participate in demand formulation and/or bargaining of lower-level
bargaining units
normally obliged to submit the ratification of collective agreements to a
membership ballot

1.5.5.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018)

1.5.6. Relevance of union shop floor representatives (shop stewards): shop stewards are union bodies and
must be distinguished from legally established works councils, even when in practice there are shared positions.
The largest union confederation relies on a widespread* system of shop stewards which is separate from existing
works councils: (*Widespread means that shop stewards are usually in most affiliates of the largest
confederation)





1.5.7.

Yes
No
Don't know
N/A

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018)

1.5.8. Formal power of shop stewards within the largest confederation (if this formal power varies across
affiliates, refer to the most common pattern or (if existing at all) to that affiliate which usually sets the pace in
collective bargaining)
Specify:

1.5.9.

Shop stewards are:

Yes

No

Don’t
know

N/A

entitled to organise strikes
entitled to control their own strike fund
entitled to conclude collective agreements
formally guaranteed representation on that union body which conducts collective
bargaining at a sectoral (industry or craft) level
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1.5.10. Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998 - 2018)

1.5.11. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

1.5.12. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

SECTION A. Part Two: Employers Organisations
The concept
Employers organisations (EOs) are a special type of business association specialized in representing their
members/firms in matters of labour market interests/industrial relations. One must distinguish EOs from the
second type of business associations: that is, trade associations (TAs): they are specialized in representing their
members/firms in product market interests (i.e. representation in relation to their members' customers and/or
suppliers). Depending upon their degree of functional specialization, business associations may be pure EOs,
pure TAs or "mixed" associations (performing the task of both an EO and a TA).
We are interested in collecting data only on pure or mixed EOs! In addition to product market interests, mixed
EOs deal to a substantial degree with labour market interests which are represented vis-à-vis unions and/or the
state. What "substantial degree" means is somewhat arbitrary. An association's substantial involvement in labour
market/industrial relations issues may be indicated by the fact that the association has a special department for
dealing with such issues. Associations which directly or indirectly (through their member associations) are
engaged in collective bargaining are certainly EOs. If there are borderline cases, please make a note why you
either included or excluded a certain association in your data collection.
Whereas individuals (i.e. employees) are the basic unit of membership in the case of unions, EOs ultimately
organise collective entities (i.e. firms). Hence, there are two possibilities for measuring the membership strength
of EOs: (i) the number of firms organized by EOs; and (ii) the number of employees employed in the member
firms of EOs. When measuring membership strength, we will exclusively focus on employees in this study. In
this respect, two dimensions should be distinguished:
The number of employees employed by an EO's potential member firms, which are demarcated according to the
definition of the EO's membership domain: We will refer to this as to the "demarcated" employees of an EO.The
number of employees employed by those firms which are really members of the EO: We refer to this as to an
EO's "organized" employees.

The national employers confederations (employers peak associations)
Definition: Employers confederations are "associations of associations," which in turn are not a subordinate
member of another EO. As in the case of union confederations, "subordinate" implies a hierarchical relationship.
Employers confederations may form a complex pyramid of associations based on a multi-level hierarchy of
member associations (affiliates). The confederations' member associations may in turn organize not firms but
other (lower-order) EOs. Aside from associational affiliates, employers confederations may also, to a minor
degree, directly organize firms.
To include an employers confederation into our data collection, its membership domain (i.e. the demarcation
of potential members according to the confederation's constitution) must meet each of the following three
conditions:




The territorial coverage of the membership domain must be national.
The branch coverage of the membership domain must be general or inter-industry. By inter-industry
coverage, we mean that the confederation's domain covers at least one complete two-digit ISIC sectors.
The categorical coverage of the membership domain must include the private sector. Employer
confederations that exclusively organize the public sector are excluded from this study . The public
sector includes all public services (e.g. public administration, education, health, social services, postal
services and public transport). However, state-owned firms and nationalized industries belong to the
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private sector! All-encompassing confederations which organize both the private and the public sector
should be included.

Note: All national, inter-industry and private employers confederations are included in this study, regardless of
whether they specify their membership domain in terms of other than the above three criteria. For instance, a
national, inter-industry confederation of small firms is included. Bear in mind that the focus is only on
confederations that are EOs (associations of associations) which are not affiliated to another higher-level EO.
For example, an EO of mining and quarrying which is a member of a higher-level EO must be excluded, even
though mining and quarrying covers a complete two-digit ISIC sector.

National employers confederations
The system of employers confederations (if possible, please report gross membership as well as net membership
i.e. membership corrected for inactive members).
The aim of this section is to collect information on the three largest confederations (if applicable). Although the
following questions refer to confederation, if there are no peak level employers associations in your country then
please answer the following questions by providing information on the largest employers organisation by
number of members.

2.1.1.
Confederation/organisation 1:
(Insert the name of the confederation under consideration (also giving any abbreviation of that name, along with
the full name in the native language and English translation).

2.1.2.



2.1.3.

Is this an employer confederation or organisation?
Confederation
Organisation

Organisational properties of employers confederations

The confederation is a:



2.1.4.





Pure EO
Mixed EO

Membership in the confederation and its affiliates is:
Voluntary
Legally compulsory
Don't know
N/A

2.1.5. How is the formal membership domain demarcated according to the federation's constitution? Can you
outline the sectoral composition of the organisation in some detail?
In particular can you address the following questions: Is the organisation covering all sectors of the economy? If
not all sector which sectors fall under the domain of the organisations? Are there any “key” sectors which are
more important than others? Etc.
Note any significant change during the period under consideration (1998-2018). Please specify:
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2.1.6. What is the share of members (%) who work in companies/establishments which are owned by foreign
companies? Please also explain if there have been any changes during the period under consideration (19982018):
Note: We are aware that this is a particularly difficult question to answer. If you are providing an estimate,
please explain how you came to make it.

2.1.7.





Is the employer confederation a member of any European confederations (e.g. BUSINESSEUROPE)?
Yes
No
Don't know
N/A

2.1.7.1. Please list these European confederations, separating each confederation with a comma (,):

2.1.8. What level of involvement (if any) does the employer confederation have in strategic decision making
(e.g. on the development of wage policies and strategies) of any European confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.1.9. What level of involvement (if any) does the employer confederation have in operational aspects (e.g.
how the European confederation is managed) of any European confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.1.10. What level of involvement (if any) does the employer confederation have in the development of
agreements with European/foreign employers confederations?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.1.11. What level of involvement (if any) does any European confederation have in strategic decision making
(e.g. on the development of wage policies and strategies) of the employer confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.1.12. What level of involvement (if any) does any European confederation have in operational aspects (e.g.
how the European confederation is managed) of the employer confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.1.13. What level of involvement (if any) does European/foreign employers confederations have in the
development of any agreements with the employer confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A
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2.1.14. How relevant/important are agreements between employers confederations and European/transnational
confederations for wage determination in/for the employer confederation?








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

2.1.15. How important/relevant are policies by the European Union Commission in/for the employer
confederation? (for example country specific recommendations - CSRs)
Note: different policies may have different importance. Here we are interested in the overall, broad importance
of policies.








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

2.1.16. How important/relevant are policies by the Government in/for the employer confederation? (for
example increased competitiveness of the economy)
Note: different policies may have different importance. Here we are interested in the overall, broad importance
of policies.








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

2.1.17. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

2.1.18. Since 1998, has the employers confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at:
1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

Equal pay adjusted for differences in price levels
(purchasing power parities) for equal work in
other countries
Equal pay adjusted for differences in price levels
(purchasing power parities) for employees with
equal qualifications in other countries?
Equal pay for equal work in other countries
(independent for differences in price levels)
Equal pay for equal qualification in other
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countries (independent for differences in price
levels)
Strictly equal pay regardless of any differences
Equal working conditions and standards for equal
work in other countries
Equal working conditions and social standards
for employees with equal qualifications in other
countries

2.1.19. Since 1998, has the employers confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at
maintaining/increasing jobs or employment:








Completely in their home country
Primarily in their home country with influence from other foreign countries
In their home country and other foreign countries equally
Primarily in other foreign countries with influence from their own country
Completely in foreign countries
Don't know
N/A

2.1.20. Since 1998, has the employers confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at
decreasing wages:
 Completely in their home country
 Primarily in their home country with influence from other foreign countries
 In their home country and other foreign countries equally
 Primarily in other foreign countries with influence from their own country
 Completely in foreign countries
 Don't know
 N/A

2.1.21. Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

2.1.22. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

2.1.23.
National confederal tasks (this refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for every task):
1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

influences national government or parliamentary
bodies with regard to labour market issues
represents members' labour market interests on
national corporatist (i.e. bipartite or tripartite)
institutions
conducts general consultations with employers
confederations
coordinates collective bargaining of affiliates
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negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
collective wage agreements
negotiates and signs binding collective agreements on
non-wage issues on behalf of its
affiliates

2.1.24. National confederal tasks (This refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for each task):
1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

participates in the formulation of public industrial
policy programs
implements public industrial policy programs or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public regional
development programs
implements public regional development programs or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public
occupational programs (including
apprenticeship) and active labor market policy
implements public occupational training programs
(including apprenticeship) and active labor market
policy, or participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public research and
development programs
implements public research and development
programs or participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of social security
issues
implements social security issues
participates in the formulation of digitisation of the
economy
implements the digitisation of the economy or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of robotisation of the
economy
implements the robotisation of the economy or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of internal
flexibility strategies (e.g. short-term working
schemes or arrangements, Kurzarbeit)
participates in the implementation of internal
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flexibility strategies (e.g. short-term working
schemes or arrangements, Kurzarbeit)

2.1.25. other important activity (please specify):

2.1.26. If there were variations in the confederations activities within the period of time under consideration,
please specify them here:

2.1.27. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

2.1.28. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

2.1.29. Transnational confederal tasks (this refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for every task)

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

influences European Union organisations with regard
to labour market issues
represents members' labour market interests
on European Union wide (i.e. bipartite or
tripartite) institutions
represents members' labour market interests on any
other transnational institutions
conducts general consultations with union
confederations in other countries
conducts general consultations with employers'
confederations in other countries
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
European (collective) agreements (e.g in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates any
other binding transnational agreements (e.g. bilateral)
on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates nonbinding European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates
any other non-binding transnational
agreements (e.g. bilateral) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
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European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on non-wage
issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates
any other binding transnational agreements
(e.g. bilateral) on non-wage issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates nonbinding European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on non-wage
issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates any
other non-binding transnational agreements (e.g.
bilateral) on non-wage issues
participates or is consulted in the formulation of any
public policy programs at transnational or
European level (including regional
developments, industrial policies, active labour
market initiatives, apprenticeships)

2.1.30. If there were variations in the confederations activities within the period of time under consideration,
please specify them here:

2.1.31. Please use this opportunity to provide more specific detail regarding transnational confederal tasks:

2.1.32. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

2.2. The following set of questions refers to the second largest confederation in your country.
Although the following questions refers to confederation, if there is no second largest confederation in your
country then please answer the following questions by providing information on the largest organisation by
number of members.

2.2.1.
Confederation/organisation 2:
Insert the name of the employer confederation or organisation under consideration (also giving any abbreviation
of that name, along with the full name in the native language and English translation).

2.2.2. Is this an employer confederation or organisation?



Confederation
Organisation

2.2.3.
The confederation is a:



Pure EO
Mixed EO
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2.2.4.





Membership in the confederation and its affiliates is:
Voluntary
Legally compulsory
Don't know
N/A

2.2.5. How is the formal membership domain demarcated according to the federation's constitution? Can you
outline the sectoral composition of the organisation in some detail?
In particular can you address the following questions: Is the organisation covering all sectors of the economy? If
not all sector which sectors fall under the domain of the organisations? Are there any “key” sectors which are
more important than others? Etc.
Note any significant change during the period under consideration (1998-2018). Please specify:

2.2.6. What is the share of members (%) who work in companies/establishments which are owned by foreign
companies? Please also explain if there have been any changes during the period under consideration (19982018):
Note: We are aware that this is a particularly difficult question to answer. If you are providing an estimate,
please explain how you came to make it.

2.2.7.





Is the employer confederation a member of any European confederations (e.g. BUSINESSEUROPE)?
Yes
No
Don't know
N/A

2.2.7.1. Please list these European confederations, separating each confederation with a comma (,):

2.2.8. What level of involvement (if any) does the employer confederation have in strategic decision making
(e.g. on the development of wage policies and strategies) of any European confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.2.9. What level of involvement (if any) does the employer confederation have in operational aspects (e.g.
how the European confederation is managed) of any European confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.2.10. What level of involvement (if any) does the employer confederation have in the development of
agreements with European/foreign employers confederations?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.2.11. What level of involvement (if any) does any European confederation have in strategic decision making
(e.g. on the development of wage policies and strategies) of the employer confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A
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2.2.12. What level of involvement (if any) does any European confederation have in operational aspects (e.g.
how the European confederation is managed) of the employer confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.2.13. What level of involvement (if any) does European/foreign employers confederations have in the
development of any agreements with the employer confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.2.14. How relevant/important are agreements between employers confederations and European/transnational
confederations for wage determination in/for the employer confederation?








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

2.2.15. How important/relevant are policies by the European Union Commission in/for the employer
confederation? (for example country specific recommendations - CSRs)
Note: different policies may have different importance. Here we are interested in the overall, broad importance
of policies.








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

2.2.16. How important/relevant are policies by the Government in/for the employer confederation? (for
example increased competitiveness of the economy)
Note: different policies may have different importance. Here we are interested in the overall, broad importance
of policies.








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

2.2.17. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.
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2.2.18. Since 1998, has the employers confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at:
1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

Equal pay adjusted for differences in price levels
(purchasing power parities) for equal work in
other countries
Equal pay adjusted for differences in price levels
(purchasing power parities) for employees with
equal qualifications in other countries?
Equal pay for equal work in other countries
(independent for differences in price levels)
Equal pay for equal qualification in other
countries (independent for differences in price
levels)
Strictly equal pay regardless of any differences
Equal working conditions and standards for equal
work in other countries
Equal working conditions and social standards
for employees with equal qualifications in other
countries

2.2.19. Since 1998, has the employers confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at
maintaining/increasing jobs or employment:








Completely in their home country
Primarily in their home country with influence from other foreign countries
In their home country and other foreign countries equally
Primarily in other foreign countries with influence from their own country
Completely in foreign countries
Don't know
N/A

2.2.20. Since 1998, has the employers confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at
decreasing wages:








Completely in their home country
Primarily in their home country with influence from other foreign countries
In their home country and other foreign countries equally
Primarily in other foreign countries with influence from their own country
Completely in foreign countries
Don't know
N/A

2.2.21. Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

2.2.22. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

2.2.23. National confederal tasks (this refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for every task)
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1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

influences national government or parliamentary
bodies with regard to labour market issues
represents members' labour market interests on
national corporatist (i.e. bipartite or tripartite)
institutions
conducts general consultations with employers
confederations
coordinates collective bargaining of affiliates
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
collective wage agreements
negotiates and signs binding collective agreements on
non-wage issues on behalf of its
affiliates

2.2.24. National confederal tasks (This refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for each task):

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

participates in the formulation of public industrial
policy programs
implements public industrial policy programs or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public regional
development programs
implements public regional development programs or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public
occupational programs (including
apprenticeship) and active labor market policy
implements public occupational training programs
(including apprenticeship) and active labor market
policy, or participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public research and
development programs
implements public research and development
programs or participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of social security
issues
implements social security issues
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participates in the formulation of digitisation of the
economy
implements the digitisation of the economy or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of robotisation of the
economy
implements the robotisation of the economy or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of internal
flexibility strategies (e.g. short-term working
schemes or arrangements, Kurzarbeit)
participates in the implementation of internal
flexibility strategies (e.g. short-term working
schemes or arrangements, Kurzarbeit)

2.2.25. other important activity (please specify):

2.2.26. If there were variations in the confederations activities within the period of time under consideration,
please specify them here:

2.2.27. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

2.2.28. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

2.2.29. Transnational confederal tasks (this refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for every task)

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

influences European Union organisations with regard
to labour market issues
represents members' labour market interests
on European Union wide (i.e. bipartite or
tripartite) institutions
represents members' labour market interests on any
other transnational institutions
conducts general consultations with union
confederations in other countries
conducts general consultations with employers'
confederations in other countries
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negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
European (collective) agreements (e.g in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates any
other binding transnational agreements (e.g. bilateral)
on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates nonbinding European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates
any other non-binding transnational
agreements (e.g. bilateral) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on non-wage
issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates
any other binding transnational agreements
(e.g. bilateral) on non-wage issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates nonbinding European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on non-wage
issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates any
other non-binding transnational agreements (e.g.
bilateral) on non-wage issues
participates or is consulted in the formulation of any
public policy programs at transnational or
European level (including regional
developments, industrial policies, active labour
market initiatives, apprenticeships)

2.2.30. If there were variations in the confederations activities within the period of time under consideration,
please specify them here:

2.2.31. Please use this opportunity to provide more specific detail regarding transnational confederal tasks:

2.2.32. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

2.3. The following set of questions refers to the third largest confederation in your country.
Although the following questions refers to confederation, if there is no third largest confederation in your
country then please answer the following questions by providing information on the largest organisation by
number of members.

2.3.1.
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Confederation/organisation 3*:
Insert the name of the employer confederation or organisation under consideration (also giving any abbreviation
of that name, along with the full name in the native language and English translation).

2.3.2. Is this an employer confederation or organisation?



Confederation
Organisation

2.3.3.
The confederation/organisation is a:



2.3.4.





Pure EO
Mixed EO

Membership in the confederation and its affiliates is:
Voluntary
Legally compulsory
Don't know
N/A

2.3.5. How is the formal membership domain demarcated according to the federation's constitution? Can you
outline the sectoral composition of the organisation in some detail?
In particular can you address the following questions: Is the organisation covering all sectors of the economy? If
not all sector which sectors fall under the domain of the organisations? Are there any “key” sectors which are
more important than others? Etc.
Note any significant change during the period under consideration (1998-2018). Please specify:

2.3.6. What is the share of members (%) who work in companies/establishments which are owned by foreign
companies? Please also explain if there have been any changes during the period under consideration (19982018):
Note: We are aware that this is a particularly difficult question to answer. If you are providing an estimate,
please explain how you came to make it.

2.3.7.





Is the employer confederation a member of any European confederations (e.g. BUSINESSEUROPE)?
Yes
No
Don't know
N/A

2.3.7.1. Please list these European confederations, separating each confederation with a comma (,):

2.3.8. What level of involvement (if any) does the employer confederation have in strategic decision making
(e.g. on the development of wage policies and strategies) of any European confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A
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2.3.9. What level of involvement (if any) does the employer confederation have in operational aspects (e.g.
how the European confederation is managed) of any European confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.3.10. What level of involvement (if any) does the employer confederation have in the development of
agreements with European/foreign employers confederations?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.3.11. What level of involvement (if any) does any European confederation have in strategic decision making
(e.g. on the development of wage policies and strategies) of the employer confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.3.12. What level of involvement (if any) does any European confederation have in operational aspects (e.g.
how the European confederation is managed) of the employer confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.3.13. What level of involvement (if any) does European/foreign employers confederations have in the
development of any agreements with the employer confederation?
Has strong influence

Has moderate influence

Has no influence at all

Don't know

N/A

2.3.14. How relevant/important are agreements between employers confederations and European/transnational
confederations for wage determination in/for the employer confederation?








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

2.3.15. How important/relevant are policies by the European Union Commission in/for the employer
confederation? (for example country specific recommendations - CSRs)
Note: different policies may have different importance. Here we are interested in the overall, broad importance
of policies.








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

2.3.16. How important/relevant are policies by the Government in/for the employer confederation? (for
example increased competitiveness of the economy)
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Note: different policies may have different importance. Here we are interested in the overall, broad importance
of policies.








Extremely important
Very important
Moderately important
Slightly important
Not at all important
Don't know
N/A

2.3.17. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

2.3.18. Since 1998, has the employers confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at:

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

Equal pay adjusted for differences in price levels
(purchasing power parities) for equal work in
other countries
Equal pay adjusted for differences in price levels
(purchasing power parities) for employees with
equal qualifications in other countries?
Equal pay for equal work in other countries
(independent for differences in price levels)
Equal pay for equal qualification in other
countries (independent for differences in price
levels)
Strictly equal pay regardless of any differences
Equal working conditions and standards for equal
work in other countries
Equal working conditions and social standards
for employees with equal qualifications in other
countries

2.3.19. Since 1998, has the employers confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at
maintaining/increasing jobs or employment:








Completely in their home country
Primarily in their home country with influence from other foreign countries
In their home country and other foreign countries equally
Primarily in other foreign countries with influence from their own country
Completely in foreign countries
Don't know
N/A

2.3.20. Since 1998, has the employers confederation pursued a (trans)national (wage) policy aimed at
decreasing wages:





Completely in their home country
Primarily in their home country with influence from other foreign countries
In their home country and other foreign countries equally
Primarily in other foreign countries with influence from their own country
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Completely in foreign countries
Don't know
N/A

2.3.21. Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

2.3.22. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

2.3.23. National confederal tasks (this refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for every task)

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

influences national government or parliamentary
bodies with regard to labour market issues
represents members' labour market interests on
national corporatist (i.e. bipartite or tripartite)
institutions
conducts general consultations with employers
confederations
coordinates collective bargaining of affiliates
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
collective wage agreements
negotiates and signs binding collective agreements on
non-wage issues on behalf of its
affiliates

2.3.24. National confederal tasks (This refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for each task):

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

participates in the formulation of public industrial
policy programs
implements public industrial policy programs or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public regional
development programs
implements public regional development programs or
participates in implementation
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participates in the formulation of public
occupational programs (including
apprenticeship) and active labor market policy
implements public occupational training programs
(including apprenticeship) and active labor market
policy, or participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of public research and
development programs
implements public research and development
programs or participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of social security
issues
implements social security issues
participates in the formulation of digitisation of the
economy
implements the digitisation of the economy or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of robotisation of the
economy
implements the robotisation of the economy or
participates in implementation
participates in the formulation of internal
flexibility strategies (e.g. short-term working
schemes or arrangements, Kurzarbeit)
participates in the implementation of internal
flexibility strategies (e.g. short-term working
schemes or arrangements, Kurzarbeit)

2.3.25. other important activity (please specify):

2.3.26. If there were variations in the confederations activities within the period of time under consideration,
please specify them here:

2.3.27. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

2.3.28. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

2.3.29. Transnational confederal tasks (this refers to real activities rather than to formal tasks as defined by the
confederation's constitution).
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The confederation (select whichever period of time is applicable for every task)

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

influences European Union organisations with regard
to labour market issues
represents members' labour market interests
on European Union wide (i.e. bipartite or
tripartite) institutions
represents members' labour market interests on any
other transnational institutions
conducts general consultations with union
confederations in other countries
conducts general consultations with employers'
confederations in other countries
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
European (collective) agreements (e.g in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates any
other binding transnational agreements (e.g. bilateral)
on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates nonbinding European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates
any other non-binding transnational
agreements (e.g. bilateral) on wages
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates binding
European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on non-wage
issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates
any other binding transnational agreements
(e.g. bilateral) on non-wage issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates nonbinding European (collective) agreements (e.g. in the
European Sectoral Social Dialogue) on non-wage
issues
negotiates and signs on behalf of its affiliates any
other non-binding transnational agreements (e.g.
bilateral) on non-wage issues
participates or is consulted in the formulation of any
public policy programs at transnational or
European level (including regional
developments, industrial policies, active labour
market initiatives, apprenticeships)
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2.3.30. If there were variations in the confederations activities within the period of time under consideration,
please specify them here:

2.3.31. Please use this opportunity to provide more specific detail regarding transnational confederal tasks:

2.3.32. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

2.4. The largest employers confederation
The following questions refer only to that confederation which directly or indirectly covers the largest number of
employees among all considered confederations (i.e. organized employees).
If there was a change in the largest confederation, please answer these questions for all confederations which
were largest during any time period 1998-2018.

2.4.1. Insert the name of the largest confederation and specify the time period during which it was recorded as
the largest confederation

2.4.2.
The confederation's four largest affiliates
In the following table, insert the four largest affiliates of the confederation as well as the affiliates' membership
between 1998 - 2002
*include full names translated into English
Name of the confederal affiliate*

Membership of the affiliate

#1
#2
#3
#4

2.4.3.
The confederation's four largest affiliates
In the following table, insert the four largest affiliates of the confederation as well as the affiliates' membership
between 2003 - 2007
*include full names translated into English
Name of the confederal affiliate*

Membership of the affiliate

#1
#2
#3
#4

2.4.4.
The confederation's four largest affiliates
In the following table, insert the four largest affiliates of the confederation as well as the affiliates' membership
between 2008 - 2012
*include full names translated into English
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Name of the confederal affiliate*

Membership of the affiliate

#1
#2
#3
#4

2.4.5.
The confederation's four largest affiliates
In the following table, insert the four largest affiliates of the confederation as well as the affiliates' membership
between 2013 - 2017
*include full names translated into English
Name of the confederal affiliate*

Membership of the affiliate

#1
#2
#3
#4

2.4.6.
The confederation's four largest affiliates
In the following table, insert the four largest affiliates of the confederation as well as the affiliates' membership
in 2018
*include full names translated into English
Name of the confederal affiliate*

Membership of the affiliate

#1
#2
#3
#4

2.4.7. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

2.5.
Formal power of the largest confederation vis-à-vis its direct affiliates (formal power means rights as
defined by confederal constitution).
The confederation has the right (select whichever is applicable):

Yes

No

Don’t
know

N/A

to conclude binding collective agreements on behalf of its affiliates
(binding according to the confederal constitution, not necessarily meaning
that collective agreements are legally enforceable)
to receive a share of dues collected by its affiliates
to have its own fund for industrial action
to veto collective agreements signed by affiliates
to veto lockouts by affiliates
to participate in demand formulation and/or bargaining of its affiliates
the confederation is normally obliged to submit the ratification of collective
agreements to a membership ballot
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2.5.1. If yes to "receive a share of dues collected by its affiliates" please estimate this share as a percentage of
total dues collected by affiliates:

2.5.2. If yes to "have its own fund for industrial action" please estimate the share of the confederal industrial
action fund as a percentage of total funds for industrial action under the confederation's umbrella:

2.5.3.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018)

2.5.4.
Formal power of the largest confederation's membership affiliates in relation to their member firms (membership
affiliates are associations which are under the confederation's umbrella and directly organize firms but do not
organize associations).
If this power distribution varies across affiliates, this description should refer to either the most common pattern
or (if existing at all) to the pace-setting membership affiliate in collective bargaining. On the concept of pacesetting collective bargaining, see following questions.
Please specify:

2.5.5.

Membership affiliates have (select whichever is applicable):
Yes

No

Don’t
know

N/A

the right to conclude binding collective agreements on behalf of their member
firms (binding according to the confederal constitution, not necessarily
meaning that collective agreements are legally enforceable)
the right to have their own fund for industrial action
the right to veto collective agreements signed by member firms
the right to veto lockouts by member firms
to participate in demand formulation and/or bargaining of lower-level units
the obligation to submit the ratification of collective agreements to a membership
ballot

2.5.6.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

2.5.7.
Formal power of member firms under the umbrella of the largest confederation: If this formal power varies
across affiliates, the description should refer either to the most common pattern or (if existing at all) to the pacesetting membership affiliate in collective bargaining.
Please specify:

2.5.8.

A member firm is entitled (select whichever is applicable):
Yes

No

Don’t
know

N/A

to obtain the status of a "non-conforming" member generally not subject to
collective agreements signed by the association
to conduct separate negotiations on its own when a collective agreement by the
associations is not in line with the firm's interests
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to autonomously organise industrial action
to pay its employees more than the amount fixed by the collective agreement
signed by the association

2.5.9.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

2.5.10. How many hierarchical levels are under the largest confederation's umbrella? By hierarchical levels, we
mean the number of inter-associational chains which form the confederal "pyramid of associations". For
instance, firms may be direct members of regional branch associations (i.e. first-level [membership]
associations), which in turn are organized by national branch associations (i.e. second-level associations). These
second-level associations are affiliated to the confederation, which is thus in this case a third-level association.
Hence, the number of hierarchical levels is three in this example. Note that the number of hierarchical levels may
vary within one and the same confederation. One reason for this may be that some firms (in contrast to the
majority of firms) are not organized in their respective first-level association, but are direct members of the
confederation. In such cases, insert the maximum number of levels implanted in the confederation.
Number of maximum hierarchical levels:

2.5.11. Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

2.5.12. If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

2.5.13. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

SECTION A. Part Three: Wages

3.1.
The following questions refers to the development of collectively agreed pay and real wage increases for the
most representative organisation in your home country. Please complete the following questions based on the
most representative organisation for which you have previously provided information for in the previous sets of
questions, from 1998 to 2018.
Name of organisation:

3.2. Please describe the domain in which the organisation operates in, including (if relevant) its range and scope
in terms of regions, sectors and companies.
For example, if the organisation is operating within one or more industries located within a specific region or
sector, please explain in more detail if relevant.

3.3.1. From 1998 to 2018, please detail collectively agreed pay and real wage increases for one of the
organisations for which you have previously provided information for in the previous sets of questions.
Please indicate if you provide estimates.
In the following table, insert the collectively agreed wage and real wage for the chosen organisation between
1998 - 2002
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Collectively agreed wage

Collectively agreed wage

1998
1999
2000
2001
2002

3.3.2. In the following table, insert the collectively agreed wage and real wage for the chosen organisation
between 2003 – 2007
Collectively agreed wage

Collectively agreed wage

2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

3.3.3. In the following table, insert the collectively agreed wage and real wage for the chosen organisation
between 2008 – 2012
Collectively agreed wage

Collectively agreed wage

2008
2009
2010
2011
2012

3.3.4. In the following table, insert the collectively agreed wage and real wage for the chosen organisation
between 2013 - 2017
Collectively agreed wage

Collectively agreed wage

2013
2014
2015
2016
2017

3.3.5.
2018

In the following table, insert the collectively agreed wage and real wage for the chosen organisation in

Collectively agreed wage

Collectively agreed wage

2018

3.3.6.

If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

Please also describe and explain the source of the data and how you collected it in order to answer the previous
set of questions on wages.

3.3.7. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.
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SECTION B. Part One: Collective Bargaining System

4.1.
The legal framework for collective bargaining in the private sector as laid down by labour law
Note: For federal states only: if there are variations across Länder/provinces/states, etc., please refer to the most
common pattern
Select whichever is applicable in each period:
(If change occurred during one of the periods, please highlight this and add a further explanation in the text box
below).

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

Collective agreements are legally binding (i.e.
enforceable)
Collective agreements automatically imply a peace
obligation as long as any given agreement is in force
Peace obligations are optional. This means that a
collective agreement constitutes a peace obligation
only when such a clause is explicitly included in the
agreement
The peace obligation is a soft regulation that can be
bypassed easily
Collective agreements are not legally enforceable
(Formally-recognized) Unions enjoy the exclusive
right to conclude collective agreements, while all
other employee groups and representatives are not
entitled to do so
(Formally-recognized) Unions enjoy the exclusive
right to conclude collective agreements (especially on
wage rates), with some non-competitive,
complementary negotiation rights attributed to the
works councils
(Formally-recognized) Unions enjoy the exclusive
right to organize strikes
Higher-level bargaining units are entitled to delegate
specific bargaining issues to lower- level units (e.g.
works councils) via an "opening clause" endorsed in a
"framework agreement". Bargaining outcomes at
lower
levels must remain within the framework set by the
higher-level agreement.
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4.1.2.
Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

4.1.3.

If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

4.1.4. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

Collective bargaining over wages and non-wage issues
The following questions deal with patterns and actors in collective bargaining. In some cases, there are separate
questions with regard to wage bargaining and bargaining over non-wage issues, as well as with regard to the
private and the public sector.
Bargaining coordination: the concept
The following questions focus on whether a macroeconomic coordination of collective bargaining was
established for the time period under consideration. As the below-listed categories indicate, macroeconomic
coordination does not necessarily presuppose peak-level agreements that cover all sectors of the economy.
Macroeconomic coordination takes place when a certain key collective agreement is so important that all other
economic sectors with or without collective bargaining tend to orient their determination of wages and/or other
working conditions in accordance with the key collective agreement. In this sense, not only peak-level
coordination (i.e. coordination conducted by the confederations of unions and peak employers organizations) is
possible; lower-level bargaining units (e.g. industry-level associations) may also perform macroeconomic
coordination. In this context, macroeconomic coordination by lower-level units is called pace-setting.
A methodological implication of this is that different modes of macroeconomic coordination are not equally
observable. Coordination is rather easy to observe when peak associations of both unions and employers
organisations arrive at an agreement that covers many or even all parts of the economy. Hence, we designate this
as overt coordination. Overt coordination may rely on either a peak-level agreement that formally binds lowerlevel affiliates, or on a non-binding agreement that constitutes only a recommendation for bargaining by lowerlevel affiliates. By contrast, covert forms of coordination are not easy to detect. On one hand, this applies to
internal coordination by the peak associations in relation to their lower-level affiliates, while collective
agreements are formally conducted by the latter. Whereas any form of overt coordination rests on an explicit
agreement between the peak associations of unions and employers associations, internal coordination is confined
to coordination activities within each peak's domain. On the other hand, pace-setting bargaining, the second form
of covert coordination, is even more difficult to identify. Pace-setting bargaining is indicated by the co-existence
of two essential properties:
(i)
There is an institutionalized timing of bargaining rounds in that the pace-setting collective agreement is
negotiated first, and all the other collective agreements usually follow.
(ii)
Collective bargaining on behalf of a certain sector is pace-setting only when it is the key arena where
unions tend to realize "breakthroughs" and where, at the same time, the ceiling is set for standard rates concluded
on behalf of the other sectors.
Both properties do not rule out that the pace-setting role shifts from a certain sector to another over time. One
important aspect distinguishes any form of peak-level coordination from pace-setting coordination. Peak-level
coordination is always intended to govern and synchronize the overall process of bargaining, regardless of
whether it is based on binding peak-level agreement, peak-level recommendation or intra-peak-coordination. In
contrast, macroeconomic coordination by pace-setting bargaining may be a side-effect which is unintended by
the bargaining parties involved! In other words, the pace-setting status of a certain agreement may be beyond
any consent or explicit recognition among a country's distinct bargaining units. This is very important for
answering the questions on bargaining coordination. If any form of peak-level coordination activities took place
during the time period under investigation, the respective category must be circled, regardless of whether these
activities were successful in terms of their coordination effects. In contrast to this, macroeconomic coordination
by pace-setting bargaining should be circled only when there were real coordination effects in the sense of both
properties (i) and (ii) outlined above. Given that pace-setting may occur as an unintended side-effect, we can
proceed in this case only from effects but not from intentions.
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The categories of coordination specified below are not mutually exclusive but may coexist. The scope of the
term "macroeconomic" includes the public sector.

4.2. Macroeconomic coordination of bargaining over wages
Please select all years in which the respective category of coordination was valid (including valid categories
which had come into existence before 1998):
(If change occurred during one of the periods, please highlight this and add a further explanation in the text box
below)

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

overt peak-level coordination* based on
binding agreement with a ban on subsequent
lower-level bargaining
overt peak-level coordination* based on binding
agreement (including framework agreements) with a
peace obligation for subsequent lower-level
bargaining
overt peak-level coordination* based on nonbinding recommendations for lower-level
bargaining
overt peak-level coordination* based on internal
coordination of affiliates by both the peak
associations of unions and employer organisations
covert and unilateral peak-level coordination*
based on internal coordination of affiliates only
by the union confederation
covert and unilateral peak-level coordination*
based on internal coordination of affiliates only
by the employers confederation
covert coordination via peace-setting bargaining by
lower-level bargaining units
no macroeconomic conditions at all
. * Note that peak-level coordination does not necessarily presuppose peak associations whose membership
domain covers the whole economy. However, their domain must be so encompassing that this enables the peak
associations to claim a coordinating task even in relation to bargaining outside their domain.

4.2.1.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

4.2.2.

If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

4.2.3. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.
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4.3. Macroeconomic coordination of bargaining over non-wage issues
Please circle all years in which the respective category of coordination was valid (including valid categories
which had come into existence before 1998):
(If change occurred during one of the periods, please highlight this and add a further explanation in the text box
below)

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

overt peak-level coordination* based on
binding agreement with a ban on subsequent
lower-level bargaining
overt peak-level coordination* based on binding
agreement (including framework agreements) with a
peace obligation for subsequent lower-level
bargaining
overt peak-level coordination* based on nonbinding recommendations for lower-level
bargaining
overt peak-level coordination* based on internal
coordination of affiliates by both the peak
associations of unions and employer organisations
covert and unilateral peak-level coordination*
based on internal coordination of affiliates only
by the union confederation
covert and unilateral peak-level coordination*
based on internal coordination of affiliates only
by the employers confederation
covert coordination via peace-setting bargaining by
lower-level bargaining units
no macroeconomic conditions at all

4.3.1.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

4.3.2.

If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

4.3.3. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

4.4.
Level of collective wage bargaining
What are the levels at which collective wage bargaining is usually conducted (private sector only)?
The question refers to the formally-established bargaining levels which rely on the right to conclude agreements.
For example, this does not apply to informal wage bargaining rounds conducted by works councils in Germany.
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* "Inter-industry" implies covering all or the majority of industries (in terms of employees covered) in the
private sector. By bargaining at the inter-industry level we understand negotiations over wages which may result
in binding agreements or non- binding recommendations.
Note: multi-level bargaining may be possible. In the following table, rank bargaining levels according to their
(relative) importance**.
Code for ranking:
4 = Exclusively existing/single-level bargaining (98% to 100%);
3 = Most important/predominant (67% to 97%);
2 = Important; (33% to 66%)
1 = Not important but existing; (0% to 32%);
0 = Non-existing;
X = Don't know;
Z = Not applicable
** The criterion for ranking bargaining levels according to their relative importance is the number of employees
(including non- unionized employees) covered by each bargaining level:
(Year refers to the agreement's years of validity - in contrast to the year of conclusion)
(If change occurred during one of the periods, please highlight this and add a further explanation in the text box
below)
1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Inter-industry*, whereby all employees bargain jointly
Inter-industry*, whereby white and blue-collar workers bargain
separately
Industry, whereby all workers bargain jointly
Industry, whereby different crafts of the industry's employees bargain
separately
Industry, whereby white and blue-collar workers bargain separately
Company/plant, whereby all employees bargain jointly
Company/plant, whereby distinct employee groups bargain separately
Combination of industry and company bargaining, whereby all
employers bargain jointly
Combination of industry and company bargaining, whereby distinct
employee groups bargain separately
4.4.1.

Other level (e.g. occupational bargaining) (specify):

4.4.2.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

4.4.3.

If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

4.4.4. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

4.5. Degree of state involvement in wage bargaining in the private sector
This question again refers to the private sector only. State involvement includes only direct state intervention in
the bargaining process. Hence, minimum wage legislation and the legal framework (e.g. extension rules) are
excluded from consideration. However, effective public-sector pace-setting (i.e. effectively influencing privatesector bargaining) is included.
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Note: this does not refer to any statutory minimum wage regulations.
Please select all years in which the respective category was valid (including valid categories which had come
into existence before 1998):
(If change occurred during one of the periods, please highlight this and add a further explanation in the text box
below)

1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

tripartite bargaining: state agencies (e.g. the
government) directly participate in peak-level
bargaining without authoritatively imposing an
agreement
tripartite bargaining whereby the state (e.g. the
government) and the peak associations of
employers organizations and unions reach an
agreement which is then implemented
authoritatively with state power
bipartite bargaining whereby the state (e. g. the
government) and the peak association(s) of
employers reach an agreement which is then
implemented authoritatively with state power
bipartite bargaining whereby the state (e. g. the
government) and the peak association(s)
of employers reach an agreement which is then
implemented without authoritatively exerting
state power
bipartite bargaining whereby the state (e. g. the
government) and the union
confederation(s) reach an agreement which is
then implemented authoritatively with state
power
bipartite bargaining whereby the state (e. g. the
government) and the union
confederation(s) reach an agreement which is
then implemented without authoritatively
exerting state power
state arbitration, whereby state agencies (e.g.
government, parliament) authoritatively impose a
peak-level agreement after a deadlock in collective
wage bargaining. This arbitration is binding for all
lower-level bargaining units
state arbitration, whereby state agencies
authoritatively impose a peak-level agreement after a
deadlock in collective wage bargaining. This
arbitration is not binding for lower-level bargaining
units
state arbitration, whereby state agencies
authoritatively impose an agreement for important
industries after a deadlock in collective wage
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bargaining. This arbitration is binding for all lowerlevel bargaining units
state arbitration, whereby state agencies
authoritatively impose an agreement for important
industries after a deadlock in collective wage
bargaining. This arbitration is non-binding for all
lower-level bargaining units
regular arbitration at peak level, in the sense that
wage determination is a formal task of the state (i.e.
labor courts/tribunals). The peak associations of
unions and employers organizations are party to this
procedure.
Arbitration is binding for lower-level units
regular arbitration at peak level in the sense that wage
determination is a formal task of the state (i.e. labor
courts/tribunals). The peak associations of unions and
employers organizations are party to this procedure.
Arbitration is non-binding for lower-level units
regular arbitration at the level of industries and crafts,
in the sense that wage determination is a formal task
of the state (i.e. labor courts/tribunals). The unions
and employers organizations are party to this
procedure. Arbitration is binding for lower- level
units
regular arbitration at the level of industries and crafts,
in the sense that wage determination is a formal task
of the state (i.e. labor courts/tribunals). The unions
and employers organizations are party to this
procedure. Arbitration is non-binding for lower-level
units
unilateral state control at peak level: the state
authoritatively imposes a wage rate which was not
negotiated by the peak associations of unions and
employers organizations. This decision is binding for
lower-level bargaining units
unilateral state control at peak level: the state
authoritatively imposes a wage rate which was not
negotiated by the peak associations of unions and
employers organizations. This decision is non-binding
for lower-level bargaining units
unilateral state control at the level of important
industries and crafts: the state authoritatively imposes
a wage rate which was not negotiated by the unions
and employers organizations. This decision is binding
for lower-level bargaining units
unilateral state control at the level of important
industries and crafts: the state authoritatively imposes
a wage rate which was not negotiated by the unions
and employers organizations. This decision is nonbinding for lower-level bargaining units
Mediation/conciliation at peak- (i.e. central-) level
Mediation/conciliation concerning important
industries
Not any form of state involvement in collective wage
bargaining
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4.5.1.

Any other form of state involvement in wage bargaining please specify:

4.5.2.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

4.5.3.

If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

4.5.4. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

4.6.
Wage determination in the public sector
Wage determination in the public sector may rely formally on collective bargaining or on unilateral decision by
the state. This study distinguishes between two patterns of unilateral state decision. First, de facto negotiations:
(i) wages are de facto negotiated between the state and the unions on a recurrent and institutionalised basis; and
(ii) these negotiations pre- determine the outcome of formal decisions on wages taken either by the government,
the parliament or another authority. Second, purely unilateral state decision takes place, if the public sector
unions can only launch recommendations and demands, without direct negotiations with the authorities.
The following questions refer solely to the mode of wage determination which may differ from how the other
employment terms are determined in the public sector.
Note: that more than one type of wage determination may coexist in a country. In such cases, please refer to
questions 1.6, 1.7 and 1.8.
In the case of collective bargaining: what are the levels at which collective bargaining is usually conducted?
Note: that bargaining may be established at two or more levels. In the case of bargaining cartels composed of
unions representing employees from different state levels, please refer to the highest level fully covered by the
cartel. For instance, if a cartel includes unions organizing all the employees from the central state, the member
states and the communities, respectively, then the bargaining level will be point 1. In the following table, rank
bargaining levels according to their (relative) importance for each year under consideration. The criterion for
ranking the bargaining levels according to their relative importance is the number of employees (including nonunionized employees) covered by each bargaining level. There may be borderline cases. For instance, all
bargaining takes place at the central state level, whereby almost all employees bargain jointly and only a very
small number of occupations (e.g. 1-2% of all employees covered) bargain separately. Use the ranking code to
indicate such cases. In the above example, we suggest inserting code '3' for point 1 and code '1' for point 2.
Code for ranking:
4 = Exclusively existing/single-level bargaining (98% to 100%);
3 = Most important/predominant (67% to 97%);
2 = Important; (33% to 66%)
1 = Not important but existing; (0% to 32%);
0 = Non-existing;
X = Don't know;
Z = Not applicable
(year refers to the agreement's years of validity (in contrast to the year of conclusion).
* This may apply to departments and local units of the central state, the member states or the community.
(If change occurred during one of the periods, please highlight this and add a further explanation in the text box
below).
1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018
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Central state, whereby all employees bargain jointly
Central state, whereby different occupations and/or sectors (e.g.
public administration, health, education) bargain separately
Member states (Länder, Kantone, provinces, etc.) or regions, whereby
different occupations and/or sectors bargain separately
Member states or regions whereby all employees bargain jointly
Community, whereby all employees bargain jointly
Community, whereby different occupations and/or sectors bargain
separately
Departmental (local) level,* whereby different occupations bargain
separately
Departmental (local) level,* whereby all employees bargain jointly
All member states/communities, whereby all employees bargain
jointly
All member states/communities, whereby different occupations and/or
sectors bargain separately
4.6.1.

Other level (specify):

4.6.2.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

4.6.3.

If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

4.6.4. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

4.7.
In the case of formal unilateral state decisions combined with de facto negotiations: what are the levels of
negotiations?
Note: that negotiations may take place at two or more levels. In the case of negotiation cartels formed by unions
which represent employees from different state levels, please refer to the highest level fully covered by the
cartel. For instance, if a cartel includes unions organizing all the employees from the central state, the member
states and the communities, respectively, then the negotiation level will be point 1. In the following table, rank
negotiation levels according to their (relative) importance for each year under consideration. The criterion for
ranking the negotiation levels according to their relative importance is the number of employees (including nonunionized employees) covered by each negotiation level. There may be borderline cases. For instance, all
negotiations take place at the central state level, whereby almost all employees negotiate jointly and only a very
small number of occupations (e.g. 1-2% of all employees covered) negotiate separately. Use the ranking code to
indicate such cases. In the above example, we suggest inserting code "3" for point 1 and code "1" for point 2.
Code for ranking:
4 = Exclusively existing/single-level bargaining (98% to 100%);
3 = Most important/predominant (67% to 97%);
2 = Important; (33% to 66%)
1 = Not important but existing; (0% to 32%);
0 = Non-existing;
X = Don't know;
Z = Not applicable
(year refers to the agreement's years of validity (in contrast to the year of conclusion).
(If change occurred during one of the periods, please highlight this and add a further explanation in the text box
below).
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1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Central state, whereby all employees negotiate jointly
Central state, whereby different occupations and/or sectors (e.g. public
administration, health, education) negotiate separately
Member states (Länder, Kantone, provinces, etc.) or regions, whereby
all employees negotiate jointly
Member states, whereby different occupations and/or sectors negotiate
separately
Community, whereby all employees negotiate jointly
Community, whereby different occupations and/or sectors negotiate
separately
Departmental (local) level,* whereby all employees negotiate jointly
Departmental (local) level,* whereby different occupations negotiate
separately
All member states/communities, whereby all employees bargain
jointly
All member states/communities, whereby different occupations and/or
sectors bargain separately
4.7.1.

Other level (specify):

4.7.2.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

4.7.3.

If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

4.7.4. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

4.8.
In the case of purely unilateral state decisions: what are the levels of regulation?
Note: that the unilateral state decision may take place at two or more levels. In the case of negotiation cartels
formed by unions which represent employees from different state levels, please refer to the highest level fully
covered by the cartel. For instance, if a cartel includes unions organizing all the employees from the central state,
the member states and the communities, respectively, then the negotiation level will be point 1. In the following
table, rank negotiation levels according to their (relative) importance for each year under consideration. The
criterion for ranking the negotiation levels according to their relative importance is the number of employees
(including non-unionized employees) covered by each negotiation level. There may be borderline cases. For
instance, all negotiations take place at the central state level, whereby almost all employees negotiate jointly and
only a very small number of occupations (e.g. 1-2% of all employees covered) negotiate separately. Use the
ranking code to indicate such cases. In the above example, we suggest inserting code "3" for point 1 and code
"1" for point 2.
Code for ranking:
4 = Exclusively existing/single-level bargaining (98% to 100%);
3 = Most important/predominant (67% to 97%);
2 = Important; (33% to 66%)
1 = Not important but existing; (0% to 32%);
0 = Non-existing;
X = Don't know;
Z = Not applicable
(Year refers to the agreement's years of validity (in contrast to the year of conclusion).
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(If change occurred during one of the periods, please highlight this and add a further explanation in the text box
below).
1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Central state on behalf of all employees
Central state differentiated according to different occupations and/or
regions
Member states (Länder, Kantone, provinces, etc.) or regions on behalf
of all employees
Member states differentiated according to different occupations and/or
regions
Community on behalf of all employees
Community differentiated according to different occupations and/or
regions
Departmental (local) level* on behalf of all employees
Departmental (local) level* differentiated according to different
occupations and/or regions
All member states/communities on behalf of all employees
All member states/communities differentiated according to different
occupations and/or regions
4.8.1.

Other (please specify):

4.8.2.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

4.8.3.

If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

4.8.4. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

4.8.5. In the case of the co-existence of collective bargaining and unilateral decisions, estimate the average
number of employees covered by each mode of wage determination as a percentage of the total number of public
employees
Public employees covered by:
*percentage averaged over the time period under consideration (1998 - 2018)

Average percentage of total public
employees*

Please report any changes over
time

Collective bargaining
De facto negotiations
Purely unilateral state decision

4.8.6. Are public employees formally entitled to strike? (A formal entitlement to strike is based on law or on a
court decision).




All public employees have the right to strike
Some public employees have the right to strike*
Whether public employees have the right to strike is not formally clarified
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All public employees are formally excluded from the right to strike

4.8.6.1. *Estimate the number of public employees entitled to strike as a percentage of the total number of
public employees

4.8.7.
Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

4.8.8. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

SECTION B. Part Two: Worker Representation
5.1. Worker representation on enterprise/plant level
The following questions refer to worker representation only in the private sector
Worker representation on enterprise/plant level is based on: (Please select whichever is applicable)
Note: In the case of the coexistence of several representation systems, please refer to the most important one.
The most important one is that which clearly outnumbers the other systems in terms of employees represented. If
two or more of the above representation systems co-exist and these are of almost equal importance, select all of
them.
1998
2002

2003
2007

2008
2012

2013
2017

2018

Don’t
know

N/A

union shop stewards or union committees who/which
may be formally established by sectoral/local peak
level collective agreement
union shop stewards or union committees who/which
may be formally established by law
joint committees (consisting of employees and
the employer) which are established by peaklevel collective agreement
joint committees (consisting of employees and the
employer) which are established by law
union committees (consisting only of
employees) which are established by peaklevel collective agreement
union committees (consisting only of employees)
which are established by law
works councils which are established by labor law*
no notable system of worker representation on
enterprise/plant level exists
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. * The notion of works council also includes such arrangements established by law whereby the law, however,
sets only a general framework, while the works council's concrete tasks and procedures are specified by a
supplementary peak-level collective agreement.

5.1.1.

other system of worker representation (specify):

5.1.2.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

5.1.3.

If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

5.1.4. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

5.2. Worker representation on enterprises/plants: electoral procedures and union presence
These questions refers only to that system of worker representation which was classified as most important in
question 2.1. In case of the existence of two or more equally important systems the questions should be answered
separately with regard to all these arrangements.
Worker representatives in the company/plant are (select whichever is applicable):

Yes

No

Don’t
know

N/A

elected by union members only
elected by all employees of the company/plant
appointed by higher-level union officials

5.2.1.
Note: Please specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018). If there are variations in
electoral procedures across sectors, unions, etc. refer to the most common pattern.

5.2.2.

If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

5.2.3. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

5.3. Formal rights and obligations of worker representatives
Again, this question refers to the most important representation system or to each of those systems which are
equally important. Formal rights and obligations are fixed either by collective agreement or by labor law,
depending on the representation system under consideration. If there are variations across sectors, unions, etc.,
please refer to the most common pattern.
Worker representatives on company / plant level have (select whichever is applicable):

Yes

No

Don’t
know

N/A

no formally-specified rights and competences
the formal right to organise strikes

170

the formal right to conclude collective agreements on standard wage rates
(including collective agreements concluded under peace obligation)
the formal right to conclude collective agreements on certain non-wage issues
(including collective agreements concluded under peace obligation)
the formal right to be informed by the employer on all issues concerning the
employees
the formal obligation to cooperate with the employer in mutual trust and to take
steps to ensure the company's/plant's well-being and prosperity
no formally-specified obligations in relation to the employer

5.3.1. Worker representatives on company/plant level have the formal right to veto employer's decisions
concerning:

Yes

No

Don’t
know

N/A

employee recruitment
dismissal
payment systems
work organisation
job demarcation
company-specific training
new technologies
working time schedules
other issues (please specify)
5.3.2.

Please specify other issues:

5.3.3.

Note: Specify any change during the period under consideration (1998-2018):

5.3.4.

If you have provided responses based on estimates, please explain further here:

5.3.5. Please use this opportunity to provide further explanation to the topics raised in the previous set of
questions.

SECTION B. Part Three: Contact Details

6.1.
Please supply the details of 10 most representative trade unions contacts in your country who are
involved in the collective bargaining process.
Please detail the name of the union or organisation, name of contact, email address and telephone number (inc.
country code).

6.1.1.

Contact 1

Name of union or organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)
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6.1.2.

Contact 2

Name of union or organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)

6.1.3.

Contact 3

Name of union or organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)

6.1.4.

Contact 4

Name of union or organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)

6.1.5.

Contact 5

Name of union or organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)

6.1.6.

Contact 6

Name of union or organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)

6.1.7.

Contact 7

Name of union or organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)

6.1.8.

Contact 8

Name of union or organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)
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6.1.9.

Contact 9

Name of union or organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)

6.1.10. Contact 10
Name of union or organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)

6.2.
Please supply the details of 10 most representative employers organisation contacts in your country who
are involved in the collective bargaining process.
Please detail the name of the organisation, name of contact, email address and telephone number (inc. country
code).

6.2.1.

Contact 1

Name of organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)
6.2.2.

Contact 2

Name of organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)

6.2.3.

Contact 3

Name of organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)

6.2.4.

Contact 4

Name of organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)
6.2.5.

Contact 5

Name of organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)
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6.2.6.

Contact 6

Name of organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)
6.2.7.

Contact 7

Name of organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)
6.2.8.

Contact 8

Name of organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)

6.2.9.

Contact 9

Name of organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)

6.2.10. Contact 10
Name of organisation
Name of contact
Email address
Telephone number (inc. country code)

6.3. Please use this opportunity to provide a further explanation for the information provided, or if you would
like to note anything else.

This is the final page.
Please note that once you have clicked on this button, you cannot go back and change any responses. Thank you
for taking the time to complete the questionnaire.
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