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Executive summary

The core idea of flexicurity is that by combininigin flexibility in the use of
labour with high social security for workers ifgessible to achieve efficient
labour markets without exposing the labour forcedoial risks. Hitherto, re-
searchers have primarily concentrated on statuemylation of flexibility and
security and its effect on labour markets. Howejest, as important in many
countries is collective bargaining which determitezsns and conditions for a
significant part of the labour markets in EuropkisTreport analyses and com-
pares the contribution of collective bargaining agdeements at sector level to
the development of flexicurity in print and electi contracting of the United
Kingdom, Denmark and Spain, respectively. The stagyimarily based on
document analysis of the three countries’ collecigreements in print and
electrical contracting together with 22 interviewish social partners in the
concerned sectors.

The main finding of the study is thetllective agreements contribute to
flexicurity to varying degrees when social partnesge exchanges, package
deals and joint-problem solving in bargaining preses Moreover, it under-
linesthe significant effects of national institutioms regulation of flexicurity as
within country differences between print and eieafrcontracting are modest
compared to cross-country differences. It is trapeeially the UK and Danish
agreements that achieve a balance between fléyiaid security while the
Spanish agreements to a smaller extent do this.

One of the main reasons for this variation candomd in the autonomy of
social partners to determine terms and conditiogsther with the scope of
issue in the agreements. In the UK and Denmar&dition of voluntarist indus-
trial relations exist in labour market regulatiohexeas the strong legislative
intervention in Spain to some extent crowds outesoirthe issues relevant for
flexicurity out of collective bargaining. In othetords, the opportunities for
contribution vary between the countries. Nonetlsgldge authors of the report
identify some flexicurity balances even in Sparsigheements which give evi-
dence to the proposed link between collective banggand flexicurity.

The report gives numerous examples of this linlgdneral, framework
agreements on wages in all three countries conflaribility and security.
Minimum rates provide a certain degree of inconwisty in shifting jobs and
economic downturns while companies can introducabbe pay systems at
workplace level that top-up according to businessltions. The same logic
applies to working time, but here balances betweanking time flexibility and
combination security (work-life balance) arguabipdnd on local circum-
stances which complicates things.

The three countries differ notably on vocationalrting and education
where rights hereto in Denmark substantially exdhede in the UK and Span-
ish agreements. The specific form of coordinatioss sectors in Denmark
appears to be key for facilitating agreement oft dkvelopment which argua-
bly is of macro-economic importance. In the UK eoyglrs have refused a gen-
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eral framework for skill development if the investnt could end up in other
companies. The lack of coordination between sesess to be a stumbling
block for the so called employment security. Likesvin Spain, skill develop-
ment is absent from the agenda of collective baiggi One reason is that trade
unions have a hard time raising demands that ievatiditional expenses for
employers. Instead they focus their efforts indrijte arenas to gain better
training and education via public schemes.

Through interviewing social partners in both sexwirall three countries,
the study shows how flexibility and security arentdned more or less deliber-
ately by negotiators. There are numerous examplggezificexchangesvhere
social partners reach compromises according tadago-quo logic. In these
instances, we see how a wide range in possiblealmng issues increases the
chances of developing flexicurity, because the apipities for side-payments
are plentiful. Conversely, some balances are dpeélonore or less uncon-
sciously when all items have been agreed in aratiygmckage dealEspecially
the Spanish examples of flexicurity seem to opesat®rding to this logic, but
also the UK and Danish negotiators have gottenessions through without
necessarily exchanging on any specific items. Kinbhlances can be estab-
lished throughoint-problem solvingvhich involves flexibility and security.
This underscores that flexibility and security netessarily have to be each
others’ opposites but can be complementary —ggilelopment being an ex-
ample of this.

The authors of the report go on to suggestriraessary preconditions for
development of flexicurity in collective bargainiage a certain degree of
autonomy for social partners and breadth of toicbargaining together with
mutual trust between even social partnekgguably, for collective bargaining
to matter there must be a degree of autonomy amuairdoer of issues to bargain
and reach compromises over. Furthermore, secteeagnts with the most
developed flexicurity balances had come about irrarironment of mutual
trust between even parties. Especially the Sparishs show how missing trust
towards the counterpart in some instances obstdestslopment of flexicurity.
It is therefore argued that the flexicurity balasceviewed in this study depend
on the continued resilience of potent collectiv@ustrial relations. Arguably,
the weakening of especially UK trade unions bub #& Danish should there-
fore raise some eye-brows since collective barggisetructures to a high de-
gree rest on a certain union strength.

Moreover, as these preconditions are only preseatféw countries, the au-
thors are sceptical as for the transferability>qfeiences between countries.
Learning from the positive experiences in the Uld Benmark seems prob-
lematic from the get-go as the general weakenirapliéctive bargaining at
sector level in many countries continues.

The results of this report do nonetheless suggeastinder the right circum-
stances collective bargaining and agreements syrangtribute to the devel-
opment of flexicurity.
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1 Introduction

More often than not concepts from research comnasnéinter the political
stage in a rather vague and thus amendable shapenRyears’ debates about
flexicurity are by no means an exception to thiggra as the concept has ob-
tained high currency with European policy makers.

For a few decades now, demands for increased fligxiin the way labour
is employed and used have been at centre stagbairl market regulation.
Increased pressures on companies to be compdtster this demand for
flexibility whereby companies should be free toustlj for example, their intake
of labour, working time, wages and work organigatito business conditions.
These demands have been met with fear by workersrade unions as flexibil-
ity has been seen to pose a serious risk to ssexairity and deteriorating em-
ployment conditions. If employers can freely ddlees want, then the security
of jobs, employment, income and work/life balandghtbe in peril the argu-
ment goes.

But is there necessarily such a trade-off? Accardinthe flexicurity con-
cept, the answer is, no. We can get dynamic lab@ukets without putting
individual workers at social risk. Flexicurity is@ut combining high levels of
flexibility with high levels of security to the musil benefit of employers and
employees and thus to society in general.

It is therefore, no wonder that flexicurity has be® a somewhat of a
‘cause-celebre’Sluggish economic performance by some membersstétie
European Union (EU) has long called for effectiadigies that could turn crip-
pled welfare states into modern high-performingnecoies with a social face.
Flexicurity promises to deliver just that.

Although the concept has obtained considerablesnayrin wide audiences
— both political and academic — research in flextigus still at an early stage
both theoretically and analytically. Arguably, hiet concept is to continue hav-
ing relevance for policy-makers we need a moreaihgin understanding of
what flexicurity is and how we can get it.

Constructive social dialogue between stakeholdetisa labour market has
often been seen as an effective way to combindgbflgy with security in regu-
lation — be it through influencing and draftingioatl policies or through col-
lective agreements (Andersen and Mailand 2005;HaGjen and Tros 2004).
The argument goes that by letting stakeholderstisgand decide directly,
one could expect that the outcomes would balareethrests in flexibility and
security to a higher degree than other forms adileggpn. Until now, however,
flexicurity studies have mainly been concentratecdmployment policies and
labour law, even though collective agreements@aly a considerable role in
European labour markets. Could it be that theeeasnnection between collec-
tive bargaining and flexicurity?

This report seeks to give some clarification of ghioposed link. We suggest
that studying these neglected aspects will advlexeurity studies in a fruit-
ful direction. The purpose of our report is therefto obtain a better compre-
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hension of flexicurity and show how it can be depeld in ways that lie outside
the political system.

1.1 Where we are now - status of research

Before presenting our research question, the fatigyresents the status of
research on flexicurity by reviewing studies so Fexicurity as a concept only
entered common use in academic and political @rictam the mid-1990s and
onwards. Discussions about flexicurity have maidg two countries of refer-
ence due to their remarkable labour market perfoomdn the 1990s. The
Netherlands was first to adopt the concept whidérred to modification of
employment protection of typical workers on futiag indefinite contracts
(flexibility) and improvement of protection for teqarary workers (security).
Research indicated that coupling of flexibility aseturity was in part condu-
cive to a dynamic labour market. The other courgfgrred to in flexicurity
studies is Denmark. Here the ‘Golden Triangle'avf lemployment protection
(flexibility), high unemployment benefits and a@ilabour market policies
(security) has been seen to contribute signifigaiatthe Danish ‘job miracle’
(Madsen and Pedersen 2003).

Three meanings of flexicurity

Exactly what do we mean by flexicurity? Wilthageashdentified three differ-
ent semantic usages of the word. Firstly, flexiguais apolicy strategyputs
emphasis on deliberate and synchronised policiegfies aimed at reconciling
needs for flexibility and social security for indivals in and outside of labour
markets (Wilthagen 1998). The primary example & theaning comes from
the Netherlands where reforms to align employmegtiiation for typical em-
ployment with regulation for atypical employmenttire 1990s sparked re-
search by Wilthagen and associates (Wilthagen aos| 2004). Perhaps the
‘Wet Flexibiliteit en Zekerheid’ memorandum of 198% the Dutch Minister of
Social Affairs and Employment, Ad Melkert, comessgst to a practical exam-
ple of flexicurity as a policy strategy, althouginge authors refute the idea of a
Dutch master plan (Visser and Hemerijck 1997). Urndedly, the EU Com-
mission has adopted flexicurity as a strategy,iblibe sometimes vague man-
ner to accommodate various national differencestiBa2007). In empirical
studies, evaluation of reform by viewing new pagthrough the lenses of
flexicurity figures prominently (Tangian 2005). Wher a policy programme
contributes to flexicurity is thus a common theméhe literature and is often
linked to the connection between Member Statestigal and the recommenda-
tions made in the European Employment Strategy JEESmid 2007). Many
studies have highlighted that it is likely there &arious paths to achieving
flexicurity. As the European Commission’s Expero@v on Flexicurity em-
phasized in 2007, sensitivity to contextual face®ems both politically and
analytically warranted. Therefore, it is argued thalicy makers advocating
policy learning face a tough challenge to overcdamsétutional and cultural
barriers for transfer of best practice (RogowsKi20
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Secondly, as atate of affairsflexicurity captures the functioning of labour
markets by looking at the present degree of seeielirity and flexibility in a
country. Denmark has often been said to constihggrimary example of
flexicurity affairs. Here, the so-called ‘Goldendngle’ of ease of hiring-firing,
comprehensive unemployment benefits and high spgrai active labour
market policies is seen as a formula for good lalnwarket performance
(Madsen 2006).

Comparative studies loom large in this categorygkacale statistical
analyses which place countries according to kegdigity parameters occupy a
significant space in the research as the EU hasloj@®d an intense interest for
flexicurity (Auer 2007; European Commission 200@r&pean Foundation
2008). These studies usually depart from hypothésgged from welfare state
regime theory which constructs models of politieabnomies according to the
balance between markets, state and civil societpi(ig-Andersen 1999).

The Employment in Europe 2007 report for examplaments on the merits
of the Nordic model and Anglo-Saxon model whenteltisg together key
macro-indicators for flexicurity. The former coues fair well on employment
and unemployment levels together with high inconpaadity but have consid-
erable budgetary costs. The latter countries hiawidas employment and un-
employment figures but lower budgetary costs amgtidncome equality. Both
regimes have somewhat flexible labour markets bifgrdn socio-economic
equality. Continental and Southern European caemseem to perform badly
on employment figures and, to some extent, alse lagwoblem of labour mar-
ket segmentation due to high employment protecdtiamopean Commission
2007).

A European Foundation study arrives at similar agions when clustering
countries on flexibility measures like labour markebility together with se-
curity measures like social protection and unemplet insurance (European
Foundation 2008). Auer (2007) in his research shastintries using job inse-
curity and LMP spending and finds a negative refehip, i.e. lower LMP
spending correlates with higher feelings of jokemgity. This backs up the
claim that high labour mobility due to low job pection is possible where high
LMP spending cushions job insecurity. This logiscehpplies to Denmark
(Bredgaard et al. 2007b).

A serious flaw of these studies, it seems, isdlo& bf comparable data for
all relevant variables. Also, without sensitivitygo called institutional equiva-
lents and institutional complementarities studieg mverlook how different
regimes procure different forms of flexibility asdcurity with equal perform-
ance as a result (Schmid 2007).

Finally, flexicurity as aheuristic toolfor analysis of combinations of flexi-
bility and security tries to delimit the empiridakcus of flexicurity studies.
Here, four forms of flexibility are combined withdr forms of security in a
matrix developed by Wilthagen and associates (\ajém and Tros 2004). The
matrix helps identify combinations of flexibilitynd security in empirical re-
search on national regulations and is widely refito in numerous studies. In
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fact, it could be argued that any of the studies/altould be placed into the
matrix. Note that we elaborate more on the mathemvwe present our analyti-
cal framework.

A theory of flexicurity?

Can we detect a common theory for flexicurity resk@ One logic commonly
found in many flexicurity studies stems from thaisitional Labour Market
(TLM) approach, which links with flexicurity by fasing on security in transi-
tions of employment (Schmid and Schémann 2003)sTransitions between
jobs, employment status, maternity etc. shouldushioned with security meas-
ures. Hereby, the argument goes, individuals adtepble labour markets to
higher degree because the risks inherent in camtismiahange are reduced. This
apparently has been a key factor for the succes$dsnmark and the Nether-
lands (European Commission 2007). By arguing foussy measures to
smoothen transitions, the approach somewhat g@éssagleregulation reforms
inspired by neo-liberalism. Conventional neo-litsra would argue that the
best way to ensure good labour market performasnbg removing restrictions
between demand and supply. Security measuregreemployment insurance,
could be seen to increase reservation wages asdéduce the incentive to
take work even though there is a demand. Inherethiei TLM approach is that
you can have social security and flexibility at #zeme time — both from a nor-
mative and efficiency perspective (Schmid & Schoma03).

While TLM helps us focus on the dynamics of labmarkets and how risks
can be handled through different security measitrdegs not cover flexicurity
entirely. The approach primarily looks at transigan and out of the labour
market and less so on combinations of flexibilig aecurity in the workplace
for employed people. Here, literature from the wstdal relations (IR) and Hu-
man Resource Management (HRM) traditions might beemelevant as we
will develop below.

In sum, due to the wide range of flexicurity condiians a coherent overall
theory is missing and we need to be more ecldatiother words, flexicurity
touches upon a myriad of issues and combinatiatshtive different logics
which one theoretical approach can not grasp. Perthas is why many studies
take on flexicurity in a rather inductive way (Pactt and Xhauflair 2007).

The focus of flexicurity analysis

As noted in the introduction, flexicurity studiegve mainly been focused on
national policies and labour law while to a largéeat neglecting collective
agreements as a regulatory alternative to legislathclusion of social partners
in policy reforms has received some attention islyses (Madsen 2006;
Wilthagen 1998) while the distinct role of colledibargaining has largely been
ignored. The scarce academic treatment of colledtargaining and agreements
appears paradoxical when one considers the fregefamences made to the
significance of good national social dialogue be&tw&ade unions, employers
associations and governments for the developmeiaxaturity (Lassnigg
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2007). The focus on flexicurity has by no meansbesglected by industrial
relations scholars — as seen in the mutual gaitespise, partnership and em-
ployment bargaining literature (Kochan and Osterii@a®v).

A paradox thus becomes apparent. On one hand cbsesthat normally
deal with collective bargaining (IR) have impligitboked at flexicurity but
without direct reference to it, and on the otherchBiexicurity researchers make
reference to collective bargaining without systeaadily investigating the link
to flexicurity.

Whereas the European Commission has issued sortiegpiains on flexicu-
rity, the publications from EU affiliated institotis with a focus on collective
bargaining come primarily from the Dublin Foundatior the improvement of
Living and Working Conditions (Philips and Eame@9?2). The study on dif-
ferent European Models and their approaches tictieky includes industrial
relations indicators on, inter alia, collective g@ining coverage. The authors
find no direct correlation between the industredations indicators and eco-
nomic, human capital and labour market developroétite country. However,
the findings indicated that income inequalities aradje distribution are more
limited, that average wages, fringe benefits aaiting are higher and that un-
employment is, on the whole, lower and persisteistystems with high trade
union density and high collective bargaining cogeral he authors are less
outspoken on a connection between flexicurity amtdistrial relations indica-
tors — notably the Netherlands, one of most fretiyenentioned countries in
connection to flexicurity arrangements, score redd low on the indicators,
whereas Denmark, the other main flexicurity counghows a high score.

Yet another study from the Foundation came fronkitsopean Industrial
Relations Observatory (EIRO) the year after (2008)is study compiles na-
tional accounts on social partners’ role in deviglgflexicurity. The authors
find three dimensions through which social partrans influence the flexicu-
rity agenda. Firstly, the political dimension, whiis the social partners influ-
ence in the politico-administrative systems; sebgrabllective bargaining and
various other forms of joint regulation; thirdlyjilateral actions by each side of
the bargaining table. Based on simple indicatotgdwthe authors admit are
subjective), the results show, inter alia, thatemtive bargaining and joint regu-
lations plays a ‘significant role’ in relation ttexicurity in half of the EU coun-
tries covered (Austria, Belgium, Denmark, FinlaRhnce, Ireland, Italy, Lux-
embourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Slovaki Sweden) (EIRO 2008a).

Arguably, studies of flexicurity that ignore thigrin of regulation risk miss-
ing important aspects of labour market regulatromany countries.

In accordance with the focus on national policied abour law, research
has mainly focused on macro-level indicators whéglecting lower levels. But
there are noticeable exceptions that have lookedcmmpany level flexicurity.
These studies propose a narrower focus on thefigpeeeds for flexibility and
security for employer and employees due to spewifikplace situations and
are therefore theoretically closer to HRM and brhture than TLM. lIsge for
example compares usage of working time arrangen(igtésnal numerical
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flexibility) in Danish and German companies andvetidow trust and local
bargaining systems lead to workplace flexicurityatoigher extent in Denmark
than in German counterparts (llsge 2006). Thistigds congruent with the
study of Danish versus French manufacturing coesmi{{$gndergaard 2007).
Klindt and Mgberg use company level data to deteerise of different forms
of flexibility while holding these up against workeelfare and linking it to the
system of collective bargaining in Denmark (Kliraitd M@berg 2007). Chung
also uses company level data from the EuropeareguiAVorking-Time and
Work-life Balance to examine how countries varyhiair use of flexible work-
ing time arrangements and shows how this correfaistively with work-life
balance (Chung 2007).

All studies mentioned here underline that collextdargaining can devise
regulation that balances flexibility with securitgder the right circumstances.

Surprisingly, individual economic sectors as anyital reference point are
absent. The sector is, however, a natural stapiiigt for studies of flexicurity.
Numerous scholars have emphasised how companiasdirad to a particular
sector experience similar pressures from changesimology and markets
(Arrowsmith and Sisson 1999; Katz and Darbishire@®ilthagen & Tros
2004). Similar pressures on companies should aésate similar needs for pro-
curing flexibility and security for companies andnkers in the same sectors.
As a noteworthy exception, Houwing employs thiddas she investigates
regulatory changes in eleven sector level collectigreements over time in the
Netherlands. The study finds that labour scaraity powerful unions are re-
lated to increases of flexibility and security @gulation. When labour scarcity
in a sector decreases flexibility is increased trahg unions lead to a higher
stress on security in collective agreements. Uafately, the study does not
move beyond merely relating conditions with flexiguregulation and we do
therefore not get the much needed picture of hagddaing processes lead to
these outcomes (Houwing 2008).

Ibsen shows how variable working hours in Danidkective agreements
help companies to adjust to changing business tonsliwithout incurring
higher labour costs. Working time flexibility inghprivate sector in Denmark is
close to being unlimited. Simultaneously, secuidtyemployees has increased,
e.g. through funding that secures pay during masépaternity leave (lbsen
2005).

Andersen and Mailand outline how in recent dec&essh collective
agreements at sector level regulate items in numses@ys that have direct
effect on the balances of flexibility and secuthyough dual development.
Firstly, decentralisation of wage-determination amaking time arrangements
has significantly increased flexibility. Secondiyglusion of a wide range of
welfare-related benefits in collective agreemerais improved security in a
number of ways (Andersen & Mailand 2005). Ander&f05) and Wilthagen
(1998), in addition, suggest that sector level hanigg per seis conducive to
flexicurity as a balanced form of determining teramsl conditions. These texts
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are important precursors for this study and weartzte on their points in the
analytical framework.

1.2 Where do we go from here?

From the review above, it should be clear thatiflerity studies touch upon a
myriad of issues connected to employment, laboukets and welfare policies
which could be analytically problematic as flexitpbecomes everything and
nothing. This report wishes to achieve a deepeerstanding of aspects that
have hitherto not received adequate attention.

Firstly, we wish to perform a systematic analygisallective bargaining
and agreements at sectoral level and how thesdlmaetto flexicurity. As
noted above, some countries can simply not be fipgded thoroughly without
incorporating regulation by collective agreemeffite.de unions and employers
bargain and determine terms and conditions that bagnificant ramifications
for the flexibility and security in labour markeW.e need to know whether and
how balances are created in collective agreements.

Secondly, when suggesting that collective barggirgsnmportant for
flexicurity we also suggest that the sector lesel hatural starting point, as
many countries still have bargaining at this leictthermore, as companies
and workers belonging to one sector experiencdaimarket and technologi-
cal pressures they experience similar demandseiibility and security. How-
ever as Bredgaard et al. note, analytical appieniaf national context is vital
and we cannot study sectors in isolation from matioegulation in statutory
policies and labour law (Bredgaard et al. 2007a).

Finally, the report addresses the question of wprdeesses lead to bal-
anced solutions and more precisely how collectarg&ining between key or-
ganisational actors contributes to developmenteaddurity. Flexicurity re-
search has so far been devoted to describing amaggs and analysing per-
formance on key parameters with little attentioregito explanatory research
investigating why different countries develop diffiet arrangements and differ-
ent balances. In other words, we will explore wkettollective bargaining
processes actually facilitates development of €igsity. By looking systemati-
cally at processes in different countries thateziguccessfully or un-
successfully led to balanced solutions we thusridnrne to existing knowledge.

1.3 Research questions

Based on the above considerations the report threrafidresses the issues
hitherto omitted by answering the following geneesearch question:

‘To what extent and how are collective bargainimglagreements at sector
level contributing to balances between labour maflexibility and security?’

We have chosen to analyse and compare contribtatif\exicurity in two sec-
tors, print and electrical contracting, of the @ditkingdom, Denmark and
Spain. Each country represents different labouketanodels adding to the
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empirical richness of the study. Further justificatfor our selection follows in
the following chapters. Here it suffices to undelthat this comparative design
gives us a hitherto untried opportunity to comaicurity across sectors and
countries.

Because we are dealing with multiple countries\aadvish to explore the
link between processes and flexicurity regulatianhave identified two sub-
guestions, which need further clarification and gilide our empirical analy-
sis.

Question 1: ‘How does national statutory regulatimmflexibility and security
interact with regulation in collective agreemengpesific for a sector?’

The first question is thus connected to the poiadenabove that sector level
agreements can not be seen in isolation from stgtpblicies and labour law
and it would be erroneous to only analyse collectigreements. How the two
forms of regulation interact is thus an importarg@qursor for answering our
general research question.

Question 2: ‘Which processes of sector level barggi facilitate development
of balances between flexibility and security?’

The second question is connected to the point rabdee about the lack of
knowledge of what leads to regulation that balatfiesdbility and security. The
guestion about causal links between various spotadesses — here collective
bargaining — and regulatory output that balanceljlity and security is of
vital concern for our research purposes.

1.4 Outline of report

The report is structured into six main chapterbfaing this introduction.
Chapter twabriefly presents the countries and sectors selexntd how they
differ on certain general conditions relevant far analysis of flexicurity.

Chapter three develops the analytical framewarkich includes the ana-
lytical components. This entails definitions of ooain concepts, a delimitation
of the scope of analysis, followed by our theoadtexpectations that link col-
lective bargaining and agreements to developmefiexturity.

Chapter four outlines the research desgnployed in the study which in-
cludes a section on contextual comparison and psatacing, which in combi-
nation constitute the comparative approach of ¢éipent. Lastly, we present the
data sources of the study.

Chapter five, six and seven contain the empiricalgsesof UK, Denmark
and Spain, respectively, and follow a similar dinoe. Guided by our sub-
guestions we first analyse the context and thedvacikd for collective bar-
gaining understood as employment policies and latzou A short presentation
of the sectors’ main features in terms of market @ehnology alongside col-
lective bargaining actors and structures followsaly and most importantly,
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we analyse the collective bargaining processegtaidoutcomes by applying
the analytical framework in chapter two.

Chapter eight reviews the findingé our analyses in relation to our research
guestion. Hereby we both compare and synthesisénalings across countries
and sectors and also reflect on how the causal amésaihs outlined in the ana-
Iytical framework have influenced development ekiturity. Finally, we dis-
cuss future perspectives for research along widlwamplications for policy
arising from our findings.
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2 Selection of cases - countries and sectors

We have chosen to analyse and compare'aint electrical contractifgn the
UK, Denmark and Spain which constitutes a hithartied opportunity to
compare flexicurity across both sectors and coesitiThis section briefly out-
lines the main characteristics of the countriesseuors chosen.

2.1 The countries

We have selected the UK, Denmark and Spain beadubkeir different ways

of regulating labour markets. The UK is traditidpascribed to a market-based
model where terms and conditions for most partb@labour market are de-
termined in the absence of legislation and colectigreements (Edwards
2003). Denmark on the other hand is characterigesirbng collective bargain-
ing and high coverage rates for collective agregsnue and Madsen 2006).
Finally, Spain is characterised by strong influeatkegislation on terms and
conditions in the labour market (Molina 2007). Widl further elaborate on the
labour market models in the analytical chapters.

All three countries are advanced industrial soggethat belong to the Euro-
pean Union and have thus adopted similar EU direstinto national regula-
tion. Table 1 below summarises some key employmaated figures which
gives a picture of the economic ‘state of affagkeach county compared to the
EU-average.

! Using NACE codes (2003-version) common for allrtoies in question, print is de-
fined as the activities in ‘publishing’ (NACE-co@@2.1) ‘print and services activities
related to print’ (NACE-code 22.2), while ‘reprodian of recorded media’ (NACE-
code 22.3) is excluded. Likewise, it should be ulded that ‘manufacture of pulp,
paper and paper products’ (NACE-code 21) is alstueled even though it is some-
times treated alongside print.

2 Using NACE codes, electrical contracting is dediae ‘installation of electrical wir-
ing and fittings’ (NACE 45.31).
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Table 1: Key employment figures 2007 UK, Denmanpai8 and EU-15 (1998
figures in parentheses)

UK DK Spain EU-15 aver-
age

Total employment 31.547.000 2.858.000 20.614.000 -
Employment rate 71,5 77,1 65,6 66,9

(70.5) (75.1) (51.3) (61,4)
Unemployment rate 53 3,8 8,3 7,0

(6.1) (4.9 (15) 9,3)
Long-term unemploy- 1,3 0,6 1,7 2,8
ment rate® (1,9) 1,3) (7,5) (4,9
Youth unemployment 14,3 7,9 18,2 14,7
ratio (13,1) (7,3) (33,1) (18,1)
(15-24)
At-risk-of-poverty after 19 12 20 16 estimated
social transfers* (EU- (29) (10) 1999-figure | (18) (15) esti-
ROSTAT, 2006) mated
In work at-risk-of- 8 4 10 8 estimated
poverty after social (6) n/a (20) n/a
transfers (EUROSTAT,
2006)
Income inequality 54 3,4 53 4,8
distribution® (5,2) (3,0) 1999- (5,9) (4,6)

figure

Share of full-time em- 61,7 69,3 61,9 60,2
ployment (60,7) (67,8) (48,9) (n/a)
Share of part-time 25,5 24,1 11,8 20,9
employment (24,5) (22,3) (7,8) (17,3)
Share of fixed-term 5,8 8,7 31,7 14,8
employment (7,3) (9,9) (33,0) (13,0)

Source: Employment in Europe 2008 — where nothisg eoted (European
Commission 2008)

While the figures should not be taken for anythatiger than macro-level indi-
cators, they do suggest a few points worth memigabout the overall per-
formance of the three countries’ labour marketssthy, the countries differ

% Long-term unemployed (12 months and more) as eepéage of the total active popu-
lation

* The share of persons with an equivalent disposabtame below the risk-of-poverty
threshold, which is set at 60 % of the national imeequivalent disposable income
(after social transfers).

5 The ratio of total income received by the 20 %hef population with the highest
income (top quintile) to that received by the 2@fthe population with the lowest
income (lowest quintile). Income must be understas@quivalent disposable income.
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substantially in size — the UK and Spain beingtiadty big European econo-
mies while Denmark is small. The total employmeégiife in 2007 of the UK
was 31.547.000; in Denmark it was 2.858.000 arfsbiain 20.614.000 persons.
However, while this should normally raise the eysi® of comparative re-
searchers, given the sector level focus theserelifées are less important.

Secondly, the UK and Denmark fair considerablydydtiat Spain on em-
ployment and unemployment levels. However, Spaiitmproved dramatically
since the late 1990s although still lags behinchrberk fairs best in combating
long-term unemployment and also has the lowestdigon youth unemploy-
ment. Again, Spain has improved much on the lattdicator in the last decade.
When it comes to risk of poverty and income ineifpabpain and the UK have
much in common being slightly above EU-averagesra&s Denmark scores
low on both these measures. A provisory remarkeritK and Denmark could
therefore be that while employment and unemployrears are similar, the
Danish economy is more egalitarian with less risgaverty than in the UK
economy.

Thirdly, indefinite full time contracts — also aadlitypical contracts- remain
the cornerstone of the labour markets concernedemndtill the most common
type of employment in Europe constituting 61,9 %06% and 60,8 % of UK,
Danish and Spanish employment in 2006, respectiVélg countries differ
substantially on the use of atypical contracts. UKeand Denmark have rela-
tively high shares of part-time workers (arouncuartgr) while the Spanish
figure is only 11,8 %. The biggest difference igwever, starkest on the per-
centage of fixed-term employment which constitaiesost a third of the Span-
ish labour market. By comparison, in the UK and iark this is only around 5
and 9 %, respectively (European Commission 200 hilé/there is no data for
agency workers, it is estimated to be a signifigdotver share of employment.
We reflect more on labour composition in the anedytchapters.

2.2 The sectors

We have selected print and electrical contractioigso much because of their
weight in our countries’ economies, but becausg &tlew for fruitful compari-
son. Employment in both print and electrical cottirgy is regulated through
multi-employer agreements in all three countrirastqualifying for our focus
on sector level agreements. Concomitantly, all@gents have been renewed
within a relatively short time span. The study feesl on the most recent bar-
gaining round in each country which gives the reparanalytical time span of
2005-2008. We believe that no major political depehents have occurred in
this period that could have distorted the comparesud thus remain confident
that the time lags that exist between bargainingads are not significant.
Theprint industry has experienced pressures for changeesiraicturing
across all sectors that make it the more intergstinnvestigate how balances
of flexibility of security have been affected. TWwerk in print involves pre-
press (preparing text and images), press (apptgixigand images to physical
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material like paper, glass, plastic etc.) and fimig/post press (like bookbind-
ing and packaging (Beck et al. 2003).

In recent decades these processes have been infijisnced by the intro-
duction of new machinery, new customer demandsrdndnation and com-
munication technology (ICT), that have significgrdthanged dynamics of em-
ployment practices in print. The structure of pintharacterised by a vast ma-
jority of small enterprises producing to niche naskand a smaller number of
large companies that have typically undergone msEeof mergers and acqui-
sitions making them capable of operating in intéamal markets.

Similar to other manufacturing sectors, print conmipa of a considerable
size have experienced pressures from internatgatain of trade and produc-
tion networks.

Print has historically been dominated by a craftlition mediated by strong
trade unions which have effectively countered apiismat breaking skill mo-
nopoly and entrance by ‘outsiders’ (Beck, Clarkayi&hielsen 2003). Simi-
larly to many other occupations, technological puess have eroded the tradi-
tional power of crafts. Most recently illustrategldigitisation and DTP, new
production technologies have made redundant soreedkills and knowledge
that protected the old crafts based on typograpbiboth pre-press and print
these developments have affected employment leestsiward Especially, the
latter group has seen introduction of new machthatsrequire less personnel to
operate, a key reason for restructuring and jobelsAn additional effect of
digitisation is ever increasingly customer-drivempproduction systems where
rapid response to demand is a key parameter fopetitiveness (European
Monitoring Centre on Change 2004). This has pusiesdwork forms such as
Just in Time production (JIT) and thwsrking time flexibility In a similar vein,
customer demands require customisation and praphadity control.

Moreover, investment in expensive new machinerypusnanagers under
pressure to increase return on capital througleased utilisation and conse-
guent demands for around the clock manning. Extensie of shift-working is
therefore a key demand by employers, but overtgvadsio frequently practised
(Healy et al. 2004).

Electrical contractings a more internationally sheltered industry anares
many of the pressures with general constructionsTWhile international com-
petition is somewhat limited, electrical contragtis highly sensitive to the
national economic climate as is the rest of cowsityn.

The work includes a wide variety of tasks rangirogf electrical installa-
tions in private houses to construction of largev@ostations (Joint Industry
Board 2006) and is in the skilled end of constarctiSimilarly to print, there
has therefore been a strong craft tradition in Wigiccupational pride has gone
hand in hand with strong trade unions that jeajodsefend the professional
gualification of electrical work.

Employment in the industry is very transient, bobdimited time and spe-
cific locality which is why frequent job transitisrare abundant in the industry.
Employees, below also called operatives or eléatrs; are used to the risks
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and freedoms this gives and this makes electrmatracting of special interest
in a flexicurity perspective asxternal numerical flexibilitys by far the most
common way of adjusting to business conditionseéttj many workers in elec-
trical contracting have never been accustomgadi@ecurityand the typical
employment relationship where the employee is uddect guidance and su-
pervision by the employer has never really exifteygbnd the apprentice pe-
riod.

Work is usually carried out on site and often a$ pilarger construction in
which the electrical work is just one part. Mangiktaare customer-driven be-
cause of special needs, albeit not in the sameaway print. This requires a
high degree of flexibility both functional and t@vking time. Highly skilled
employees are vital. Similarly, the technologicavelopment in the industry
has gone from small single appliances to largeridat systems which also
require re-training and education.
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3 Analytical framework

This chapter develops the analytical frameworkoiar empirical analysis of
flexicurity in the two sectors of our three couesti Flexibility and security can
mean many things for a lot of different actors atdety of levels. In order to
deal with the vagueness of flexicurity we attenagpgive some conceptual clar-
ity for our analytical purposes.

First, forms of flexibility and security will be flaed broadly using the four
by four matrix developed by Wilthagen and Tros @0&econd, we delimitate
the empirical scope through a reflection on théedint analytical layers of
flexicurity analysis and the external and interfioains of flexicurity. Third, the
chapter presents an operational definition of 8asity by using the concept of
balances on which identification of flexicurity r@ss. Fourth, building on past
studies and our reflections we present the spdudfiances between flexibility
and security found to be relevant for our empirar@dlyses. Fifth, the chapter
proposes how sector level agreements could faeilitee proposed links be-
tween collective bargaining processes and flexiguam the basis of institu-
tional rational choice and IR theory. Sixth, welimgt how sector level bargain-
ing and agreements should be viewed in contexwdrad this means for our
analysis.

3.1 Definition of flexicurity

In this section we give a broad definition of fletity and security and how the
two can be combined analytically. Before definihgge core concepts it is wise
to underline that when we talk of flexicurity, wadk about it through the lenses
of two main stakeholders in labour markets — that employers and employ-
ees. The two are connected via the employmeniae&itip whereby labour
activities during a specified time are exchangedfoertain wage (Edwards,
2003: 8).

Flexibility can generally be defined as the ability to adjalsblur activities to
business activities (Pichault & Xhauflair 2007). &flwe mean by ability is not
the personal competences of managers but rathpo#sibility for adjustment.
Flexibility is thus a functional term that captuthe possibility of aligning the
use of labour to the needs of business activitiest production or service de-
livery etc.

Securitycan generally be defined as the minimisation ofaaisks (Ibid.).
Risk is broadly understood here as circumstan@dsctuld potentially deterio-
rate the well-being of individuals connected to ldif@our market. Security is
therefore broader than flexibility in that it dagst presuppose an employment
relationship. Security is also a functional termttbaptures the possibility of
reducing the probability of circumstances that detate the well-being of in-
dividuals with connection to the labour market.

The underlying logic in many texts on flexicuritygears to be that flexibil-
ity benefits employers and security benefits empésy Employers want flexi-
bility in the use of labour, and employees wantusig&cand minimisation of
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social risks. Nonetheless, some scholars depant tings view and mention
numerous examples where the interests are diff@cesthke et al. 2007). As a
working assumption, this report remains open te tiiestion but to a large
extent agrees that employers will seek flexibidityd employees security.

As mentioned above, flexicurity is used here suaristic toolfor analysing
combinations of flexibility and security which hslpp define the empirical
focus of our study. In the often cited matrix dexadd by Ton Wilthagen a dis-
tinction is made between four sub-categories adlfibty and security con-
nected to possibilities for adjustment and minitiigaof risk, respectively. As
seen in table 1 below, four forms of flexibilityrideed from Atkinson’s ‘flexible
firm’ (1985), are combined with four forms of seityr

Table 2: The flexicurity matrix

Security Job security Employment Income security | Combination
Flexibility security security

External numeri-
cal flexibility

Working time
flexibility

Functional flexi-
bility

Wage flexibility

Source: Wilthagen & Tros, 2004

External numerical flexibilityefers to a company’s ability to adjust the intake
of labour by hiring and firing which could be hamge by restrictive employ-
ment protection legislation (EPL) stipulating sditégal obligations connected
to redundancies. If regulation is permissive, tuald induce companies to take
on workers without concern for how they will gat df labour in downturns.
Also, the ability to take on workers on fixed omigorary contracts is noted as a
way of increasin@xternal numerical flexibilityAtkinson 1985).

Working time flexibilityrefers to a company’s ability to adjust the ustaef
bour already working for the company. Not only dtgs include options for
adjusting the length, variation and distributionnafrking time, it also refers to
hiring part timers.

Functional flexibilityrefers to the workers’ ability to take on wide gas of
tasks and responsibilities requiring high levelsnoitiple skills. This should
allow for job rotation, devolution of decision antony and thereby flatter or-
ganisational structures.

Wage flexibilityrefers to the company’s ability to make wagesaladé and
contingent upon different parameters such as pagbce (individual or collec-
tive), skill attainment or task responsibility (8ssand Christensen 2001).

Job securityrefers to the ability of workers to stay in thenggjob as ex-
pressed by job tenure and is of course closeliraratsely related texternal
numerical flexibility

Employment securityould be said to comprigeb securitybut also refers to
the ability to find employment generally. Whiledieo general labour market
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conditions,.employment securifg also connected to policies that enhance em-
ployability such as active labour market policiegdther with in-work training
and skill development.

Income securityefers to protection of stable income levels dytiansi-
tions in and out of employment statuses, e.g. & @d unemployment or during
new job situations and job content.

Finally, combination securityefers to the ability of workers to combine
work with other phases of life such as parentheddgcation or care-taking.
This is typically called work-life balance.

3.2 Balances of flexibility and security

Central to flexicurity is the issue of combinatiensr rather balances — between
forms of flexibility and security in the matrix. Th in theory each cell repre-
sents a possible flexicurity balance which is naréess pertinent in labour
markets (Bredgaard, Larsen, & Madsen 2007a). Hokydyetself the matrix
provides little more than an analytical tool todpiempirical studies and does
not contain theoretical explanations of specifxiturity balances. In other
words, we need to know what constitutes a balance.

Leschke et al. (2007) suggest three types of batarrstly, combinations
of flexibility and security can produaértuous circlesof complementary regu-
lation where flexibility for employers is not meydtaded with more security
for workers. Flexibility can be mutually beneficfalr workers and employers
alike as can security. Moreover, regulatory arramggs can in fact reinforce
each other as seen for example in the ‘Golden @leaonf Denmark.

Secondly, flexicurity arrangements are conceivetlaaie-offsbetween par-
ties to the employment relationship. The logicne of zero-sum games in
which flexibility for employers is seen as a lossWorkers and vice-versa con-
cerning security for workers.

Finally, combinations of flexibility and securityi also yield vicious circles
where arrangements counteract each other and pronbalances. Here, ar-
rangements can become negative-sum games thatl@een@ out with fewer
benefits for the actors involved.

The idea of circles represents a fruitful way fordydut we wish to refine
the concepts to make them more apt for our analypigrposes.

Firstly, while the idea of circles and complemewtagulation is tempting in
labour market research it is, nonetheless, extrehsald to detect complemen-
tarity in practice without a clear causality betweegulatory arrangements and
behaviour in labour markets. Instead of circles swggest the more modest
concept ofvin/win pay-offsHereby, we retain focus on regulation which is to
the mutual benefit of employers and employees vdglerowledging that we
can not detect whether regulatory arrangemenisdarnréinforce each other —
the idea inherent in complementarity. A good exaniplflexible working time
arrangements that succeed in balancing the lesgtieduling and distribution
of working time to both business activities and sbeial needs of workers. A
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win/win pay-off is created between increased wagkime flexibility and in-
creased security.

Secondly, we find that trade-offs can be made rappopriate to issues
arising in the processes of designing regulaticornil trade-offs are — as
noted above — zero-sum games where one party’sgjtiie other’s loss. How-
ever, flexicurity arrangements can be achieveduginaompensated trade-offs
between parties to the employment relationshipoddgexample of this setup is
agreements between parties where workers concegke neductions in order to
preserve employment. Here, there is a trade-offiden increased wage flexi-
bility and reduced income security. The compengatimsists of workers keep-
ing their job, i.e. job/employment security.

Finally, as a form of non-flexicurity, combinatioa&flexibility and security
can also yieldose/lose pay-oéfwhere arrangements are to the mutual disadvan-
tage of employers and employees. Again, we refram trying to deduce how
arrangements might counteract each other (the dpgoscomplementarity) in
practice as we lack clear causality here. An exarapthis kind of non-balance
could be failure to provide adequate skills prawisi systems. On the one hand,
employers suffer from low functional flexibility @uo low skills. On the other
hand, employees suffer from low employment secastyheir limited perhaps
outdated skills are not in demand.

From the above, we define two forms of flexiculigyd their opposites) in the
following fashion:

Flexicurity 1: Flexicurity exists in regulatory arrgements thadt ade off flexi-
bility and security and in so doirepmpensate workers and employers for the
risks or rigidities they encounter in labour masket

Flexicurity 2: Flexicurity exists in regulatory arrgements that combine flexi-
bility and security invin/win pay-offs thus creating advantages for employers
and employees alike.

Non-flexicurity 1: Regulatory arrangements wheeal&-offs of flexibility or
security aranot compensated and thus represent pure zero-sum games.

Non-flexicurity 2:Lose/lose pay-offs in which regulatory arrangements simul-
taneously decrease flexibility and security

Note that due to our research purpose of idengffliexicurity in collective
agreements, we will only analyse examples of fiestig and refrain from in-
vestigating non-flexicurity. We believe that theotforms of flexicurity make
analytical and intuitive sense. Often the concéptamle-offs has been mistaken
for a balance between flexibility and security. iByroducing the idea of com-
pensation, we arrive closer to the fact that soegelatory arrangements are not
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in balance by themselves and have to be countgredrbpensation. However,
there still remains an important problem of hovidentify a balance.

Arguably, flexibility and security can have almpstrsonal values and what
constitutes a balance is an almost impossible tcalyask.We can not with
precision decide when regulation is in balance ot. What we can do is iden-
tify the direction regulation — ceteris paribusakds on flexibility and security,
i.e. if it increases or reduces the four formslexibility and security, respec-
tively, and whether this is compensated or not. /Bason we use the word
balance, is to indicate that we are not merelhirigllabout combinations of
flexibility and security. Rather, the word balarniedicates that we identify
regulation that on the whole brings more in balahe® in the case where this
regulation did not exist.

3.3 Analytical focus

Having defined the main concepts of flexicurity, preceed to narrow the em-
pirical focus of the investigation darmal internal flexicurity What do we
mean by this?

Formal flexicurity

A review of flexicurity studies identifies threeykrs of analysis; 1) existence of
specific regulation, 2) the qualitative and quatiie attributes of regulation
and 3) the outcome and performance of labour markatstly, studies have
analysed and compared the existence of specifigdoregulatory arrangements
more or less conducive to flexibility and secu(ityadsen 2005). Common for
this layer of analysis is that it distinguishesAmn existence and non-
existence of specific regulations. Some are consttleonducive to flexicurity,
some are not. A general problem is that most casyill often be able to
point to a variety of policies and regulations thatthe face of it make good
sens@ This layer, therefore, does not reveal much atimieffect of regulation
on labour market performance but is neverthelessuiable for the next stages
of analysis.

Secondly, studies have analysed and comparegltdéative and quantita-
tive attributes of regulatory arrangemensdifferent countries. For example,
for two countries’ active labour market policied (AP), one could compare
duration and conditionality of programmes or bykiog at EPL index the re-
searcher can quantify and compareernal numerical flexibilityHereby, we
get a better picture if regulation is in fact baled. However, this kind of com-
parison has the obvious limitation that the sped@ffect of certain kinds and
levels of policies has not yet been conclusivelyndestrated. For example, the
EPL effect on employment levels has not been dstadd conclusively nor has
the effect of high spending on ALMP (OECD 2004).

® This is sometimes what happens in National AcBtans of EU members — so called
‘ticking the box'. Simply referring to a politicarogramme does not prove its effec-
tiveness.
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The issue of causal linkage brings us to the thiydr of flexicurity analysis
—outcomes and performance of labour markéfe have already mentioned the
many statistical studies on flexicurity that usyaépart from hypotheses de-
rived from regime-theory (Esping-Andersen 1999)sAesh these studies com-
bine the layers of research as they also focub@neforms and institutional
settings which supposedly lead to good performandeey parameters (Auer
2007; European Commission 2007; European Founda@68). As noted,
these studies so far remain largely macro-orienigtifocus on national labour
market policies and national labour market perfaoroea

We concede that all of the layers are significardrder to understand
flexicurity in all its aspects, but acknowledgetttiee full picture is too big for
this report. This leads us to tfiest delimitation: In line with research questions
and ambitions of this study, flexicurity is analgises the first and second layer
understood aformal regulationin national policies and collective agreements
of flexibility and security. Studies of labour matkegulation can not ignore
the role of statutory provisions. National policasd labour law regulate along-
side sector level agreements and countries vangwthe balance is made be-
tween these regulatory levels, i.e. some countnight be skewed towards
legislation and labour law while others might leavere autonomy to collective
agreements. Note that tri-partite agreements betgeeernment and peak level
associations of unions and employers can alsoitaestegulation relevant for
flexicurity. We do not distinguish analytically eten statutory provisions and
tri-partite agreements as long as they are natiemal. The relationship be-
tween national and sector level regulation vamedifferent ways.

Firstly, sector level agreements supplement anehexstatutory provisions,
these being national minimum provisions that coNecagreements build upon.
In this regard collective agreements establishdalitianal level of rights for the
occupations covered. Secondly, collective agreesngant replace or legally
deviate from national policies or fill in blank gpavhere they are missing. In
the latter case, topics on which legislation ierttilare stipulated in collective
agreements and workers’ rights to certain privifegee solely based on these
collectively agreed provisions. Finally, collectimgreements can deviate from
policies if this is allowed through provisions hetlegislation. Figure 1 depicts
our main focus; the national policies/agreementssattor level agreement in
the non-truncated boxes.
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Figure 1: Regulatory levels and main focus

Formal regulation of

flexibility and security:

National policies National tri-partite

agreements

Collective agreements at

sector level

Collective agreements HR-policies with single

employer

with single employer

Evidently, this delimitation restricts the scope fimaking valid claims on
flexicurity as the actual balances ultimately réaglfrom regulations are not
covered. However, by exploring how certain rule-mghkprocesses influence
flexicurity this study fills a gap in existing kndéedge. We agree that the ulti-
mate goal for flexicurity studies must be to inigate flexibility and security in
labour market outcomes if we are to make validnetaabout when a balance is
created.

Internal flexicurity

With the focus on formal regulation in mind, we lwibw specify the main bal-
ances we wish to analyse using an adapted verEiBredgaard et al. (2007a)
two ideal models shaded grey in the table below.

Table 3: Model 1 (external) & Model 2 (internal) ftéxicurity

External security Internal security provided by statutory
solely provided by rights, sector level collective agree-
public schemes ments or company agreements/policies
Employ- Income Job Em- Income Combi-
ment secu- | security security | ployme security | nation
rity nt security
: security
External | Numerical Model 1
flexibility flexibility
Internal Working
flexibility time-
flexibility
Functional Model 2
flexibility
Wage-
flexibility

Adapted from Bredgaard, Larsen & Madsen 2007a
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In the first model higlexternal numerical flexibilitys balanced by employment
andincome securitprovided by public schemes including active ansspe
employment policies, respectively. The model redemthe Danish ‘Golden
triangle’ as coined by Madsen (2006).

The second model is one where lexternal numerical flexibilitys replaced
by forms of internal flexibility. That is, compamiability to adjust to business
conditions through working time, wagefanctional flexibilityinstead of ad-
justing the number of employees. Here securitiois, larger extent, provided
by collective agreements or company policies, g i statutory employment
policies and labour law. Evidently, security foringhe latter model are inter-
nal to the company and thus apply to people in wbhks corresponds with the
low external numerical flexibility

The two models draw attention to the dangers ofparing flexicurity in
various countries using only specific parameteos.éxample, poor EPL scores
in Mediterranean and Continental European countnigéit be unduly empha-
sised if lowexternal numerical flexibilitys compensated by higtorking time
flexibility (Bredgaard et al. 2007a). This is even more relfewdien one departs
from macro level to look at sectoral and compangllevhere it might make
perfect sense to keep employees due to their gpekifls (Ibsen 2005).

The first model of flexicurity primarily — but neixclusively — refers to a
balance betweeexternal numerical flexibilityand risk minimisation for work-
ers who make transitions in and out of employmiduatt, is external flexicurity.
The second model applies to internal flexicuribattis, combinations of flexi-
bility internal to companies with security for pd®jn work.

Arguably, together these two models cover an exglifield of great scope
ranging from welfare schemes to company policies.N&ve chosen to focus
mainly on internal flexicurity in national statuygprovision and collective
agreements as this allows us to focus sharply tactive bargaining at sector
level while still considering external flexicurityhis enhances our ability to
make valid comparisons across our cases.s@cwnd delimitatiofis as follows:

Given the focus of the study on collective bargagrat sector level, the report
will concentrate mainly on formahternal flexicurityas seen in model 2. For-
mal regulation relating to external flexicuritytiaus treated as context and
company policies are excluded.

We completely agree with claims that internal axtgmnal flexicurity can form
functional equivalents to each other and therelgpticate comparison across
countries. Therefore it is acknowledged that thedydital delimitation has im-
portant implications for the overall validity of oresults. Most importantly, the
issue of transitions between jobs and unemploymeminot be treated suffi-
ciently. Thus, the issue of labour market mobiltygenerally excluded from
our scope. As we have indicated above, for manglacsy facilitating and mak-
ing transitions socially secure is at the cord@fi€urity and the TLM ap-
proach.
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However, despite these reservations, the repdudes a very comprehen-
sive range of flexibility and security forms in foal regulation. Indeed, as ar-
gued above, this focus touches new empirical greund

3.4 Operational definition of flexicurity

Having narrowed the focus of the report to inteffedicurity we proceed to
specify the balances we may find in formal regolatiThis section specifies the
main formal regulatory arrangements for comparisointernal flexicurity.
Unfortunately, as we have noted abtivere is no coherent theoon the bal-
ances of flexicurity which makes analysis ratheiuictive (Pichault & Xhau-
flair 2007). Moreover, we do not pretend to offarexhaustive list of balances
as we retain an inductive approach. Rather, witbuild on the literature and
on our own reflections and the following regulataryangements should be
taken as general examples that guide our empargalyses. Of equal impor-
tance, it will give the reader an idea of the kinfibalances that can be found
in formal regulation.

It is believed that in order to grasp the full rareg employment possibilities
in the sectors concerned the operational definttifoftexicurity is divided into a
subsection regarding typical employment and ana#garding atypical em-
ployment. Arguably, different types of contractquie different balances of
flexibility and security and it therefore seemsgent to approach our compari-
son with this divide. Finally, we outline how digémg interests between typical
and atypical workers can be bridged in a flexigupgrspective looking at
cross-balances. Note that forms of non-flexicuaity not specified as our
analysis focus is on development of flexicurity.

Typical contracts

As a rule of thumb typical contracts — definedrakefinite full time contracts —
are the bench-mark for all other forms of employtvaerd usually also enjoy
most of the benefits and entitlements in regulaéind policies.

Win/win pay-offs

Typical contracts have many advantages for empsogied employees alike. A
prime example isvorking time flexibilityandcombination securityOn one
hand, employers benefit from flexible distributiand duration of working time
through e.g. working time accounts, on the othaedremployees have rights to
flexi-time, paid leave and vacation. The decidiagtér for mutual advantages
is the procedure for working time planning, i.e.ondecides when and for how
long employees work. Giving employees a say helle~vaieteris paribus — en-
hance theicombination security.

Mutual advantages also apply to combinationfun€tional flexibilityand
job securityemployment securitypevolving autonomy to employees, introduc-
ing multitasking and job rotation requires trainangd skill development, which
internally increasejb securityand externally increases employability. Life-
long learning promises all these things at ondeiatontingent upon the qual-
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ity and relevance of skills (marketability) for hanternal and external labour
markets.

Finally, wage flexibilitycould potentially yield mutual advantages when the
variable part of wages is linked to individual,rtebased or organisational per-
formance. The same can be said about merit- arddidtmbased wages al-
though more indirectly. Pay is incentivised by eatllink between effort and
reward, this yielding increased overall performaftceemployers. Employees
receive better wagesicome securityand continued employment. Similarly, if
it is only a part of wages that is variable anddtieer part is guaranteed as a
minimum, then wage systems can be said to combage flexibilityandin-

come security

Table 4aWin/win pay-of§ for typical employment

Employers — Advantages

Employees — Advantages

Working time flexibility

Possibility for adjusting working time
(length and distribution) to peaks and
lows in product demands constitute alter-
native to external numerical flexibility and
potentially reduces overtime pay

Combination security

Typical contracts usually come with the
most privileged rights to leave and time
off. Working time flexibility and combina-
tion security could be two sides of the
same coin.

Functional flexibility

Possibility for multi-tasking and/or job-
rotation reduces the incentive to take in
specialised workers meaning cost sav-
ings. Furthermore, devolution of job
autonomy enables flattening of organisa-
tional structure

Job security/Employment security
Adaptability and multi-functionality in-
crease employability externally and inter-
nally. Provisions for Lifelong Learning
facilitate this

Wage flexibility

Possibility for variable pay schemes
according to performance (individual,
team, and organisations), merit or func-
tions constitute an alternative to reducing
costs through dismissal. Also, variable
pay could yield enhanced individual and

Income security/(job security)

Due to job security, there is an overall
gain of income security, i.e. typical em-
ployees have a lower probability of getting
fired first. If only part of the wage is flexi-
ble then the other part constitutes a mini-
mum income, i.e. income security

organisational performance

Compensated trade-offs

The abovewvin/win pay-ofé can, however, also be viewed from the opposite
perspective, that is how internal forms of flexilgilconstitute disadvantages for
employees and how they can potentially be compeddat regulatory ar-
rangements.

Firstly, working time flexibilitycould jeopardiseombination securityf
agreements favour working unsocial hours or if exyygis give little notice of
changes in working time. This could generally bmpensated by clauses that
give employment securitfisson and Artiles 2000) or by giving certainrpia
for working unsocial hours. The latter issue i®alsntingent upon the risk of
losing overtime pay. So depending on the levelsrefia on unsocial hours
versus the loss of overtime pay, a balance camdaged.

Secondlywage flexibilitycould undermine the incomes of employees if
taken to the extreme where wage is completely tirtkesome specific per-
formance measure. As with working time, this cduddcoupled with clauses
that secure employment for groups of workers withiable wages to compen-
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sate for the loss afcome securityHowever, flexible wages are usually pro-
vided with a floor under pay, either set by statytminimum wages or in col-
lective agreements (Due & Madsen 2006). This shoaidribute tancome
security

Thirdly, functional flexibilitycould have several impacts on security which
require compensation. For one, wage levels acqinrpdst positions might be
lost when workers are moved around, thus lowernngme securityAs with
wages and working time, this could be coupled witluarantee of employment
(while this would not helincome security However, regulation could also
stipulate thafunctional flexibilityis assured on the condition that no worker
will receive lower wages. Alsdunctional flexibilitycould potentially mean
increasing work loads for employees who fill in &dysent workers. While there
is no direct way of compensating for this, empleyasuld offer employees
extra premia for taking on new functions in the pamy. Finally, asunctional
flexibility is usually connected to new technology and restring, this might
jeopardisgob security— especially for individuals holding out-datedlkskiA
possible compensation could be guarantees thaitdimdual worker will loose
his or her job as a consequence of restructurittgrifatively, with a focus on
employment securityoss ofjob securitycould be compensated by rights to re-
training in the case of redundancy.

Table 4b:Compensated trade-sffor typical employment

Employers - Advantages Employees — Disadvantages Cp  mpensation

Working time flexibility Combination security Employment security

As above Hollowing out of work/life Clauses that secure your em-
balance ployment if employees agree to

working time flexibility
Income security

Alternative premia for working
unsocial hours

Income security
Loss of overtime pay

Wage flexibility Income security Employment security

As above Potential for hollowing out of As above

basic wage levels Income security

Floor under wages whereby
minimum wage is secured

Functional flexibility Income security Employment security

As above Potential for hollowing out of As above/acquired skills rise
acquired wage levels for tradi- | potential for employment exter-
tional occupations nally

Income security

Guarantees that moves to new
functions does not mean hol-
lowing of wages

Combination security Income security

Potential for increasing work Premia for filling taken on new
loads when filling in for other functions.

workers

Job security Job security

Old skills might become obso- | Guarantees that new technol-
lete ogy will entail redundancies

Employment security
Re-training offered to people
becoming unemployed because
of restructuring




side 34

Atypical contracts

Excluding self-employment from our focus, there three main forms that will
be treated in the analysart-time work, temporary agency work, and fixed

term work.Below, we identify thevin/win pay-ofé andcompensated trade-sff
in combinations of flexibility and security for etogers and workers on atypi-
cal contracts.

Win/win pay-offs

Part-time work is the most prevalent form of atgbiemployment and is seen to
increasenternal numerical flexibilityin companies that hire workers on a less
than full time basis. Ease of hiring part-time wenk (and indeed firing them
again) can be a key factor in adjusting labour Bufgpbusiness conditions. A
positive side-effect for employers is savings oardime pay for workers on
typical contracts when part timers fill in duringcess labour demand. Indi-
rectly, part time employment becomes a formvage flexibility Although still
modestly used temporary workers are used increlgsisgn method odxternal
numerical flexibilityas they can be employed for limited periods arttiéncase
of agency workers provide almost day-to-éayernal numerical flexibilityor
employers. Furthermore agency workers are sulijexttiadic form of em-
ployment relationship between worker, temp agehagx) and company (bor-
rower). Logically it follows that not only does uskagency workers increase
external numerical flexibilityn adjusting labour to fluctuations. It also in-
creases the company'’s overatige flexibilityby avoiding the use of more per-
manent staff on expensive overtime.

Employees wanting to combine work with other atigg such as education
or family life might prefer atypical to typical ctacts, thereby enhancimgm-
bination securityLeschke 2007). Furthermore, atypical work repnesan
entry into employment for individuals who might rfi@tve been employable on
a full time basis when hired. Indeed, atypical esgpient could be used for
advancement into typical contracts and contribptestively toemployment
security

Table 5aWin/win pay-of$ for part-time employment

Employers — Advantages Employees — Advantages

Working time flexibility Combination security

Hiring part time workers enhance working | Working less hours facilitates time for
time flexibility non-work activities

External numerical flexibility Employment security

Employers get highly flexible labour which | Part time work facilitates entry and ad-
can easily be made redundant without vancement in labour markets, thus in-
normal notice periods creasing employment security.

Wage flexibility and external numerical Making company more competitive en-
flexibility hances the possibility for retaining em-
Working time flexibility and external nu- ployment

merical flexibility reduce compulsion to

pay over time pay
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Compensated trade-offs

However, atypical work also bears the risk that leyges will be eligible to the
same entitlements as full-time employees. How @arizes be made?

First and foremost, atypical workers should betletito equal treatment,
meaning rights to basic pay, benefits, holidaytlemtients, redundancy terms
and leave measures, comparable to permanent wowkbite equal basic pay
can not alleviate the income-gap because workingshare less for part timers
however, basic hourly wages should be guaranteed.

Secondly, it has often been documented that atiywaekers do not reach
the particular threshold of hours and length ofiserneeded for eligibility to
the benefits of full-time employees (Leschke 200 Hjs includes rights to
benefits such as pay during sickness, holidaylemténts and leave measures
that should be guaranteed and brought up to parfulittime staff. Again,
income securitandcombination securitare interlinked. Also, equal rights to
training and skill development should be guaranteedcrease opportunities
for advancement and retention of work, employment securityesides in-
creasing chances internally, training and skillgefi@oment increase employ-
ability externally and can have a positive impatirecome (Ibsen 2007).

Furthermore, in cases where part-time work has bbesen by the em-
ployee for contingencies related to personal éfgjtlement to a return to full-
time should exist to minimise social risks. Chagdiack should be possible
without considerable loss of income. One optionade rights to request
flexible working, which allows employees to vargithworking time according
to personal contingencies. This shows thebme security, working time flexi-
bility andcombination securitare strongly interlinked.

Specifically for agency workers, the triadic emptmnt relationship blurs
any direct employment relationship with clear righhd obligations. This feeds
into the question of who holds employer resporisithirer or borrower) and
what the responsibilities are in fact. A startiragrp for ensuring rights there-
fore should be clear rules establishing who hoddponsibility — a form gbro-
cedural securityfwhich is not in the flexicurity matrix).

Conjunctly, in instances where agency workers ten re-employed con-
tinuously with one borrower, measures should q@ane to oblige employers
to offer a permanent contract. Provisions whictuemshis offer would signifi-
cantly improveob securityfor individuals on temporary agency contracts.
Again thresholds may vary, but the shorter theehdtom a security perspec-
tive.
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Table 5b:Compensated trade-sffor atypical employment

Employers —Advantages Employees - Disadvantages Cp  mpensation
Working time flexibility Income security Income security
Hiring part time workers en- Atypical workers might be Rights to equal basic hourly
hance working time flexibility discriminated on wages wage for similar work and
rights to overtime work when
applicable
External numerical flexibility Combination security/ Combination security/
Employers get highly flexible income security income security
labour which can easily be Atypical workers might not Equal rights to most standard
made redundant without nor- reach thresholds for entitle- forms of paid leave (e.g.
mal notice periods ments to social benefits. Espe- | maternal/parental leave) and
cially for temporary and other social benefits. Ways of
agency workers, constant accumulating seniority despite
shifts in contracts make this a shifting employers. Compul-
big issue. sion to offer permanent con-
tract after several renewals.
Employment security Employment security
Atypical workers might not Rights to training and skills
receive sufficient amount of development

training and skills development
as comparable typical workers

Income security Income security/Combination
Atypical workers receive over- security
all lower incomes because of Rights to change back into full
fewer hours which might be time employment when part
feasible only in the short run time work was chosen for a
specified period
Wage flexibility and external Procedural security Procedural security/
numerical flexibility The employment relationship job security
Working time flexibility and for agency workers might be Clear rules on who holds
external numerical flexibility blurred with no one taking responsibility for employment
reduce compulsion to pay over | responsibility for the above contract will alleviate many of
time pay stipulations the above problems. Compul-

sion to offer permanent con-
tract after several renewals.

Cross-balances between atypical and typical congrac

Arguably, extending the scope for the use of ablptontracts seems beneficial
for employers to give enhanced working time awternal numerical flexibility
and for the specific groups of workers preferringse types of contracts it
meanscombination securitgnd potentiallyemployment securityut what
about typical employees and the risk they run @fidpeeplaced, i.e. a loss of
employment securitipr typical employees? Here, the flexicurity défon
employed runs counter to the problem of determitinegadvantages and disad-
vantages across two groups of employees with divgiigterests, the so-called
insider-outsider problem (Lindbeck and Snower 2002%hort, the insider/
outsider problem in our usage refers to the idaattipical employees hold
certain ways of restricting the entrance of outsitiypical employees to their
jobs and privileges such as high standard wage$®eamnefits. Barriers could, for
example, consist of strict skill requirements, ldextain diplomas/degrees, or
simply through regulation that restricts the numtfeemployees on atypical
contracts. Hereby, atypical employees are excldican typical contracts with
typical terms and conditions creating a divide l@swthe two groups.

If we maintain that atypical workers should enjbg same terms and condi-
tions as comparable typical workers (which in ftseah be seen as a barrier for
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entrants to atypical employment), provisions emguthat typical workers are
not directly replaced by atypical workers could stitnte a balanced trade-off
for all groups. For employers, who might have prefg no regulations whatso-
ever, use of atypical employment forms is alloweadbeit on terms and condi-
tions comparable to typical workers. For atypicatkers, they can enter em-
ployment on comparable terms and conditions arairée liberty atypical
employment gives. Finally, typical workers avoié tiisk of being undercut and
replaced.

However, the provision prohibiting direct replacemeould also turn out as
a barrier if misused or misinterpreted. Indeedyjsions that specifically de-
termine when atypical workers can be used and wbegoould be seen as a
barrier for these groups. Evidently, as with aflestbalances of flexibility and
security, regulatory arrangements need to workdctice and there is a risk
that barriers for entry are too high for atypicadgoyment forms, thus only
favouring typical workers, i.e. insiders. Crossarales are therefore hard to
interpret when only looking at formal regulationves shall see in our analyses.

3.5 How does collective bargaining facilitate flexicurity?

We have now outlined the balances we want to ldekthat is our dependent
variable — which enables us to compare formal @@ across countries and
sectors. But how can collective bargaining proce$aeéilitate the development
of balances? This section outlines ‘facilitato®’ flexicurity development
building on institutional rational choice (Schaf&97) and theories of negotia-
tions and collective bargaining (McKersie and Wiali®66; Salamon 2000).
Hereby, we get an idea of how collective bargairpraresses can lead to the
development of balances between flexibility andisgc

In this section we begin by describing what we miaatfacilitator’. Next,
we reflect on how collective bargaining as a forffmube-making process com-
pares to legislative and market-based forms whethesas a foundation for our
facilitators. This is followed by a presentationtlofee main facilitators that will
guide the empirical analyses.

The analytical use of facilitators

By facilitator we mean a social dynamic appearmguie-making processes
involving negotiations between two or more partlasother words, a facilitator
can be seen as a way of reaching agreements @dmim-agreements on is-
sues related to flexicurity. We would like to se¢isat the use of the concept,
facilitators, instead ohypothesess meant to underline that the analysis is not
geared to verify/falsify theories of collective gaiming and negotiations. The
purpose is rather tguidethe empirical analysis of concrete negotiatiorcpro
esses by asking whether the social dynamics inheréhe facilitators were in
fact at play when agreements were produced. Itlmaat other facilitators
were equally or more important for reaching agregmand our facilitators
should not be regarded as exhaustive for collettargaining dynamics. In-
deed, one of the aims of this study is to detexhibst of facilitators for devel-
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oping flexicurity in an explorative mannemset a hypothetical deductive man-
ner (Gilje and Grimen 1993).

Collective bargaining as a form of governance

As we are basically studying terms and conditidnsnaployment, it is impor-
tant to distinguish the different ways of determithese or what could be
termed the ‘governance form’ of employment. FollogvEdwards (2003) there
are three main forms of governanoearkets, legislatiomndcollective bargain-
ing. No labour market regulation of a country will &eclusively based on one
or the other form of governance and there will 3levee a mix at play. None-
theless, in different countries one form of regolacan be more dominant than
the other, i.e. one can speak of labour market ladtlat are more skewed to
legislation; market based forms or collective bamgg. No governance form is
independent of the actors who make decisions. Adban stated above, the
study generally assumes that employers are inggf@stenhancing flexibility
and trade unions are interested in enhancing $gcWe concede that this need
not be the case in every negotiation and remain tpestances where the
interests are reversed. Howewegteris paribuswe assume that employers who
are not forced to take on costs of security measwiiégenerally feel less in-
clined to do so.

Firstly, terms and conditions can be determinedughmarketsunderstood
here as either a unilateral managerial decisiaghrough direct negotiation with
the individual employee. What the two have in comnsothat employers deal
directly with the employees and that terms and timms as such are individu-
alised to the specific circumstanc€eteris paribusthis should allow for more
variety since governance is fragmented and thexdfexibility is enhanced.
Moreover, according to IR-theory, in free labourrkeds workers suffer from
what could be termed the inherent “power imbalamcehe employment rela-
tionship (Salamon 2000). Employers are able todvétv capital, close work-
places or simply hire other personnel due to owriprsf the means of produc-
tion. Individual workers do not have the same aptaad are therefore depend-
ent upon preserving employment and a livelihoods Tieans that in the free
market, individual workers might be forced to addepms and conditions that
reduce security while employers enjoy high flextpilAccordingly, we can
therefore expect — as a working assumption — #g@irgy might be underde-
veloped in free markets as there is no foundatiorwbrkers’ claim to certain
minimum rights and obligations.

Secondly, terms and conditions can be governdddglationwhich set
uniform rules for employment. Contrarily to marketgulation of terms and
conditions are taken away from individual deterrtioraand the inherent
“power imbalance” is thus eliminated. A nationahimum wage determined
by governmental bodies is a case in point and wgrkime regulations are an-
other. Both are the result of political processatsdan subsequently be adjusted
through governmental bodies. Furthermore what chberges this form of gov-
ernance is that it stipulates universal, acrosdtiaed, minimum (or maximum)
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rights and obligation for employment. Legislatiandherefore be a hindrance
to flexibility simply because universal rights amloligation —ceteris paribus-
do not allow for the variation needed to constifiggibility. Conversely,
minimum and universal rights and obligations areevar less the fabric of
security in that it puts guarantees on terms amditons. As a working as-
sumption, one could therefore argue that legishdfiisters more security and
less flexibility. A note of caution is in order: Eently, the design of legislation
is of the essence as statutory regulation cantisodew that it becomes insig-
nificant. Much depends on the interests represdntddcision-making and thus
falls back on the actors designing legislation. wre evenly proponents for
flexibility and security are represented, the muaanced legislation we can
expect.

Thirdly, terms and conditions can be determinedughcollective bargain-
ing which can be defined as *...a method of determimémms and conditions
of employment and regulating the employment retestidp which utilises the
process of negotiation between representativesaofuigement and employ-
ees...” (Salamon 2000). What collective bargainingsdis attempt to counter-
vail ‘the power imbalance’ by facing employers eotively. In accordance, we
should expect a greater chance that the interébistlo parties may be consid-
ered equally in collective bargaining betwesmn partiegSalamon 2000).
Arguably, the question of whose interests is bgirmgmoted — and indeed if
there actually is any conflict of interest — iseanpirical question (Edwards
2003). As with legislation, the design of regulatiepends highly upon the
interests represented in collective bargainingddition, an often cited advan-
tage stemming from collective bargaining at seleeel lies in the possibility
for customisation to specific pressures that aseeshby firms in sectors (Ar-
rowsmith & Sisson 1999). Bargaining actors are $ingfwser than politicians
to the challenges faced by employers and emplogldes e.g. like falling
competitiveness due to inappropriate work orgaiusaf herefore, given the
proximity and level of information of actors in collectivarlyaining we should
expect collective agreements to produce — on tr@evhmore apt regulation
than national statutory provisions. For example]evhational statutory limits
on working time might provide employees with a clielea of working hours,
they might be too rigid for companies and equallya& employees wanting
more flexible patterns. Collective agreements betwactors at sector level on
working time could thus be less rigid and moretaptater for these needs than
national standards. Of course, the proximity argunsless valid vis-a-vis
market-based determination of terms and conditrdmsre customisation is
down to the individual.

In sum, we get a dual advantage from collectivg&iaing as a governance
form through equalisation of power imbalances dedpossibility of customi-
sation to business conditions. Therefore we contleaidcollective bargaining
can — under the right circumstances — deliver Be#ibility and security and
thereby overcome the apparent trade-offs inhereleislation and markets,
respectively. This is not to say that collectivedaaning will logically balance
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the two interests every time. Indeed, every negotiawill have its own logic
depending on the specific interests and mutualmidgaece of the actors. If one
actor is wholly dependent on an outcome and therastnot, we would expect
the latter’s interests to be favoured (Salamon 2000

Logically it follows from our contentions that foollective bargaining to
contribute to flexicurity, this form of governanskould have some space or
ratherautonomyin the labour market model. In other words a lolgracondi-
tion for an affirmative answer to our research ¢joess that collective bargain-
ing is present and considerable enough to set tenthgonditions for employ-
ment. Thus, contribution of sector level bargairtmdlexicurity is conditioned
by the ability of social partners to design regolaeither autonomously or in
cooperation with governments.

Above we have contended that there are importéfiereinces between our
countries — the UK representing a market-based mbeéamark a collective
bargaining model and Spain a state-dominated miédelvould therefore ex-
pect that this general context for sector leveyhaning and agreements will
affect the contribution to flexicurity accordinghgross our countries. This is
shown in the table below.

Table 6: Links between governance forms and flakicu

Flexibility Security Country
Markets il U UK
Legislation U il Spain
Collective agreements f f Denmark

While these general assumptions about collectivgdiaing — relative to legis-
lation and markets — are important theoreticaifjastions for assuming a link
between collective bargaining and flexicurity, waed to know the dynamics
facilitating such a connection. In what follows, dentify three ‘facilitators’
for developing flexicurity.

Producing regulation and distributing benefits acambts

In collective bargaining — as in any other rule-mglprocess — there are two
dimensions for reaching an outcorpeoductionanddistribution (Scharpf
1997). The former refers to reaching an agreemeihioav to devise regulation,
the latter to the distribution of benefits and edst affected groups. This is a
highly salient issue in the regulation of flexibiland security where both em-
ployers and employees experience the costs anditsesfechanges to collec-
tive agreements. As Scharpf states, there willdproduction of regulation
unlessacceptable sharing of value is assuretihis would imply that unless
both parties have actually reached a satisfactoigome of negotiations, no
collective agreement can be signed (with subsequemirrence of strikes
and/or lock-outs). Thus, if actors depend uponhiggcan agreement, that is
renewal of the collective agreement, then we shexjgect willingness to reach
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compromises and in this regard regulation assimgahe balances of flexibil-
ity and security outlined abot@Ne present three facilitators whereby the issue
of production and distribution can be resolved bakanced manner.

Joint problem solving

By way of identifying shared problems in the secsacial partners should —
ceteris paribus — be more intereste@roducingan agreement than getting a
distributive upper-hand (Scharpf 1997). Of coutkis, depends on the readi-
ness and ability of actors to identify shared peaid and subsequently engage
in joint problem solving

A good example of this mentioned above is lifelteayning, echoing the
concept of integrative bargaining(McKersie & Walton 1966). If solely de-
pendent on employer initiative, investment in tfareble skills and thusm-
ployment securitynight suffer from ‘poaching’ even though the whofehe
sector — both employers and employees — have aresttin raising skill levels.
Collective agreements stipulating employee rightghe whole sectotould
solve this problem, thus creatingven/win pay-off

Facilitator 1: By identifying shared problems in the sector sopatners can
engage inoint problem solvingo produce solutions that benefit both parties.

Exchanges

However, not all items in collective bargaining perceived as shared prob-
lems and perhaps more often than not, negotiatiomsore about distributive
issues than merely the production of rules (SchB9gf’). In other words, we
are dealing with zero-sum games where one partitsig the other party’s loss
— echoing the concept of distributive bargainingKdrsie & Walton 1966).

Wilthagen & Tros (2004) have noted that the scdpsswues included in col-
lective bargaining rounds at sector level mighirtfieiential for developing
flexicurity through exchanges. Andersen (2005) iggphis to the Danish case
and finds preliminary examples that an increasedlar of issues dealt with in
collective bargaining — that is the breadth of agrents — gives social partners
increased opportunities for exchange in negotiati®charpf (1997) directs the
attention to conscious and deliberate side paymemtsgotiations whereby
distributive issues are resolved that would othsewiave hindered rule-
making. A case in point is how rights to paid letivat constitute a cost for
employers can be exchanged for increagexking time flexibilitythus making
the production of an agreement possible. In flaxigterms, trade-offs that
seemingly favour only one party can be turned auimpensated trade-sfbr
indeedwin/win pay-ofé through side-payments. Ceteris paribus, the itemes
you can include in bargaining, the higher the gulisi for agreements. Of

" Note, however, that the combinations of flexilgiéind security might not be reached
deliberately by social partners. Indeed, we shbeldpen to the idea that flexicurity
can be developed in the absence of a clear dedigdsen 2005).
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course, as in any negotiation, the costs and klisrfan agreement have to be
weighed against the costs and benefits of rejectnigement.

Facilitator 2a: By consciously and deliberately offering side-payts inex-
changesn certain items, negotiations can produce bathfiegicurity regula-
tion.

Facilitator 2b: A broad scope of bargaining topictxreases the probability of
exchanges between social partners and thus thalglitpof reaching flexicu-
rity regulation.

Package-deals

While exchange through side-payments is a strocigitéaor for production of
flexicurity, there are instances whesa&le payments may not be feasible or
normatively acceptablg’Scharpf 1997). In these instances, social pastaer
not able to find discrete solutions for particdargaining items and will have
to combine the entire list of demands on eachisi@goint package that to-
gether makes agreement feasible. This way theatmksbenefits of any individ-
ual item becomes less relevant since the ovemllires beneficial for parties to
the agreement (Scharpf 1997). As in any negotiatfencosts and benefits of
an agreement has to be weighed against the cabtseaefits of rejecting
agreement.

To reiterate the example of paid leave, employaghtmot be able to accept
it even when offered side payments such as flexiloleking time. However,
when faced with the overall package — and withatavoidance of a costly
industrial conflict — the costs of paid leave ardact negligible compared to the
host of benefits to employers inherent in the fagdeement.

As such, package deals blur the question of hoivichehl exchanges might
be disadvantageous and the success of this femildepends on social part-
ners’ readiness to think of overall costs and biehahd not of single items. The
deliberate and conscious single-item exchangeheratords becomes obso-
lete. Similar to exchanges, sector level bargaimitg broad bargaining agen-
das facilitates this process by assembling anddimating the wide range of
issues pertinent to flexicurity.

Facilitator 3a: By way of linking items together ipackage dealssector level
collective bargaining can overcome single-item tteaas and produce flexicu-
rity regulation.

Facilitator 3b: A broad scope of bargaining topictxreases the probability of
package deals between social partners and thysdhability of reaching
flexicurity regulation.
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The connection between facilitators and flexicub@ances

It could seem straightforward to link specific féators to specific flexicurity
balances from the above presentation. Joint proBtemng should, all things
be equal, lend itself to win/win pay-offs simplydagise it is a joint process of
solving shared problems. Similarly, exchanges thedselves to compensated
trade-offs where side-payments offset the costsifierparty. With package
deals the issue becomes more blurry simply becaas®e dealing with multi-
ple balances that are created simultaneously atéjpe without the delibera-
tion of parties as to the singular balances. Fokage deals it becomes the task
of the analyser to disentangle the flexicurity amtp

We wish to urge caution in assuming such linkagiinas agreements can
turn out to be more complex than the above logigests. It might be that
joint-problem solving and exchanges on the whodecannected to win/win
pay-offs and compensated trade-offs, respectibelydifferent outcomes are
not inconceivable — at least not theoretically. &@mple, joint-problem solv-
ing could end up in compensation where both pa#ggee that there is a trade-
off which poses a problem for one party. Here camspéion is not an exchange
between two independent parties but rather a delibattempt to take owner-
ship of each others problems. Analytically it beesrhard to distinguish the
two and we have to rely on the statements of redgrais and our interpretation
to identify facilitators.
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4 Research design

The following pages outline how we intend to analgad compare countries
and sectors. This is followed by a presentatioprotess-tracing by which we
intend to employ our three facilitators. Finallye wresent the data used to ex-
plore the relationship between variables.

4.1 The comparative approach

The study adopts J. S. Millmethod of agreementhich looks at two or more
cases where only one condition is in common arigktirto a certain outcome in
the dependent variable. As we shall see in theytcall chapters the UK, Den-
mark and Spain differ considerably in their waypuadviding welfare services
and in regulating labour markets. In accordanca wiir distinction between
legislation, markets and collective bargainingeiemms fair to say that each
country’s labour markets are dominated by one e$gtregulatory forms as
noted above.

That our countries represent different labour miamkedels and thus poten-
tially different balances of flexibility and sectyris congruent with the method
of agreement. Therefore, if collective bargaininghree very different contexts
contributes to development of flexicurity, then tim between collective bar-
gaining and flexicurity appears as a powerful exateon (Ragin 1987).

Inclusion of sectors without sector level bargagnivas initially planned by
the authors but it was not possible due to lackoofiparable data at sector
level. This is unfortunate as it would have madethtical inference about
relations between variables possible. As suchstildy instead prioritises an in-
depth look into print and electrical contractingass three countries over inclu-
sion of more sectors. This can be justified giveat £xplanations for flexicurity
are relatively under-researched (Yin 1994). By wsiaj print and electrical
contracting in-depth the report serves as a preimyi study of the proposed
link between collective bargaining and flexicurihat will give an idea of
whether or not this link is worth investigating radntensely in future studies
(Ragin 1987). Indeed, if the study finds thatollective bargaining at sector
level does not lead to flexicurity, @) in one case does and in the other does
not, each scenario provides useful informatiorthinformer instance, we might
wish to completely revise or discard the causdd éind in the latter, we might
wish to look for conditions that work behind or éblger with collective bargain-
ing leading to variation in the dependent variaBiecourse, inference is al-
ways preliminary as alternative or future caseshtrédter relationships in vari-
ables (George and Bennett 2004).

Moreover, the method of agreement presupposestihet relevant inde-
pendent variables do not co-vary with flexicuripwihich case we would have
— so called —equifinality’ where different causal patterns lead to simildar ou
comes on the dependent variable (George and Bex(@t). Arguably, this is a
general problem for all comparative studies aintimignfer causality and for the
present study it would be naive to think that we geeclude other conditions
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leading to flexicurity. By fixing the unit of anadis to print and electrical con-
tracting it is possible to hold conditions in magkand technology constant
across countries (Marginson and Sisson 2006). Butam not preclude that
national conditions might be at play and the iadeaitrol of other variables is
not possible. Furthermore, we can not rule outfibramal flexicurity might be
procured at levels other than the sector and furtbee the study does not in-
vestigate flexicurity ‘in practice.” The dependeatiable is therefore analyti-
cally reduced, which does have implications forvhkdity of the study. In-
stead of trying to control for other conditions, stgggest a comparative ap-
proach that incorporates contexts in the analysis.

As noted aboveequifinality’ calls for sensitivity to the importance of con-
text when comparing IR phenomenon across cour{ttizske and Thelen
1995). According to ‘contextual comparison’ thetwfianalysis, in this study
collective bargaining and flexicurity regulatiorarconly rightly be seen by
including the context in which these processessadtantive regulations are
embedded. While context could potentially refeatwide group of social, cul-
tural and economic factdrghis study analytically restricts itself to indeithe
role of statutory provisions and the state; proaadlframework for collective
bargainingandbargaining relationship between social partnéfreese coun-
try-specific conditions are coupled with an appaigon of themarket condi-
tionsandtechnological developmeint the print sector. The way trade unions
and employers’ associations bargain collectively tteerefore be understood in
its institutional, cultural and industrial contekurthermore, by looking at con-
texts it is also possible to consider whether ch@setors are typical or deviant
cases in UK, Denmark and Spain (Gospel and Drug@8)1 Finally, by includ-
ing contexts across our countries we are alsotatdstablish empirically — not
a priori — whether we are dealing with similar or differéRtsystems and in-
deed how apparently different contexts interachwlie primary variables, i.e.
formal regulation and collective bargaining proess@ ocke and Thelen 1995).
Contextualising does not mean controlling for thettof conditions framing
collective bargaining and we do not pretend thaséhfactors can be controlled
to allow for a pure ‘experimental desigiiRagin 1987). Rather, contextual
conditions are employed only asiaterpretative frame of referender the
primary variables of the study. It is not withirethcope of the study to give an
independent analysis of the contexts for each cpamd sector and secondary
literature has been used instead.

8 Locke and Thelen suggest an approach that comiéses social phenomenon by
considering the institutions and identities of eachintry and how these alter the face of
similar phenomenon across borders. Thus what seebesa comparison of apples and
oranges might in fact be valid given a contextealisiew of the phenomenon.

° As Ragin (1987) notes, rarely can social sciesoaspare to units of analysis that

only differ on one condition which is the basisagbure experiment to allow for causal
inference.
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4.2 Process-tracing

The above has made it clear that the primary aithisfstudy is not to make
clear causal inference (if this is at all possipteit rather in a preliminary man-
ner to investigate whether collective bargainingcpssses do contribute to the
development of flexicurity regulation and if so hdwhile a ‘simple’ cross-
table of presence and absence of flexicurity tagrethth collective bargaining
is an important step to determiwhether it does not grapple with the underly-
ing dynamics ohow collective bargaining contributes to flexicuritgeorge

and Bennett recommend process-tracing of histoewahtgo ‘indentify the
intervening causal process — the causal chain andal mechanism — between
an independent variable (or variables) and the oute of the dependent vari-
able’ (2004: 206). The analytical framework and workiypttheses have al-
ready proposed causal mechanisms or — perhapsapibyeput —facilitators for
reaching flexicurity regulation through collectikargaining. To reiterate, these
were:

Facilitator 1: By identifying shared problems in the sector, dqu#tners can
engage inoint problem solvingo produce solutions that benefit both parties.
Facilitator 2a: By offering side-payments gxchange®n certain items, nego-
tiations can produce balanced flexicurity regulatio

Facilitator 2b: A broad scope of bargaining topictxreases the probability of
exchanges between social partners and thus thalplitpof reaching flexicu-
rity regulation.

Facilitator 3a: By way of linking items together ipackage dealssector level
collective bargaining can overcome single-item tteaas and produce flexicu-
rity regulation.

Facilitator 3b: A broad scope of bargaining topictxreases the probability of
package deals between social partners and thysdhability of reaching
flexicurity regulation.

Through these facilitators it is possible to inigestie actual negotiations and get
an idea of the process by which negotiators reaaljggements or non-
agreements. This is not a complete system of hgset) but rather analytical
concepts that capture some of the main dynamicsliective bargaining and
thushow collective bargaining might contribute to develarhof flexicurity.
Moreover, by tracing processes it might be possibldentify how contextual
conditions frame, and interact with, negotiationgasses and allow these facili-
tators to work giving a more detailed idea of ‘digality’ than mere cross-
tables would do. Interviews with both unions angkayer representatives
should therefore provide empirical qualificatiom fbe proposed relationship
between collective bargaining and flexicurity bugy might also point to other
facilitators beyond the three mentioned above, thiising our theoretical
framework (George & Bennett 2004; Rueschmeyer dgegigéns 1997).
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Arguably, the task of analysing processes andmuttiem into context re-
quires the researcher to interpret findings andensshse of the statements
given by respondents in interviews. As in any iptetative study, this analysis
therefore suffers from issuesraliability stemming from subjective judge-
ments (Gilje & Grimen 1993). We return to this ®dbjin the concluding chap-

ters.

Table 7: Sequence of analysis

1. Establishing
context for
collective bar-
gaining

1. Variation on
dependent vari-
able

2. Variation on
independent
variable

3. Process-
tracing

4. Comparison &
synthesis

Analysis of main
contextual condi-
tions in UK,
Denmark and
Spain (role of
statutory provi-
sions and the
state; procedural
framework for
collective bar-
gaining and
bargaining rela-
tionship between
social partners)

Analysis of rele-
vant pieces of
regulation - na-
tional policies and
collective agree-
ment at sector
level

Identification of
flexicurity in
statutory provi-
sions and collec-
tive agreements

Existence of
sector level
agreements
(given by case-
selection)

Specific contribu-
tion of collective
agreements to
flexicurity

Analysis of nego-
tiations processes

Identification of
facilitators for
development of
flexicurity

Cross-table of
print and electri-
cal contracting to
establish contri-
bution of collec-
tive agreements
to flexicurity

Cross-country
summary of
process-tracings

Reference to
contextual condi-
tions in each
country and
sector

4.3 Data for the dependent variable

As noted above, flexicurity has been conceptualebalances that simultane-
ously or in combination enhance flexibility and weéty for employers and
workers. For reasons of comparability between tKe Denmark and Spain an
approach has been chosen that restricts flexicuritgrmal/written regulation.
As already stated, such formal regulation can extisarious levels — either in
national policies, collective agreements at natiosectoral, company or estab-
lishment level and finally in unilateral HR-polisieThe study has restricted
itself to include national legislation and colleetiagreements at either national
or sector levels that cover the substantive iteomnected to flexibility and
security in model 2. The core focus is on the tatbective agreements in print
and electrical contracting, respectively.
In terms of methodology, regulations have beenyaeal by their content
and taken at face-value. Therefore, no attempbblas made to critically
evaluate the real contribution of these regulatmmgractice by employers and
workers. This has serious ramifications for thesgmbty of identifying vari-
ance in the dependent variable to which we retutheé concluding chapters. In
the analyses, variance is identified by looking@tarent instances win/win
pay-ofs, compensated trade-sffnoneompensated trade-sfandose/lose
pay-off in regulation. More importantly, variance is itfied through the spe-
cific instances when collective agreements contelbo development of bal-
ances, either by supplementing or deviating frotional statutory provisions
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or when collective agreements fill out substantigens on which legislation is
absent.

Note that in the analyses of each collective agesgrior the UK, Denmark
and Spain respectively, the following headings béllused to categorise the
substantive items in the agreeme®ay, working time, job demarcations and
productivity related measures, training and edumatisocial benefits and enti-
tlements, and provisions for atypical workeFsese categories are thought
comprehensive enough to cover the balances coradigeta in the analytical
framework above.

4.4 Data for the independent variable

Obviously, the restrictive case selection of sextbat have sector level collec-
tive bargaining in many ways pre-determines vaain the independent vari-
able. That isthe existence of collective bargaining has alrebegn estab-
lished —the analytical consequences hereof were treateeeab

Semi-structured interviewswith key actors in negotiations leading to the
concerned sector agreements in the UK, DenmarlSaath were conducted in
order to obtain data on how collective bargainiagjlitates flexicurity by get-
ting first-hand accounts. Evidently, it is importém hear both sides of the table
to ensure a full picture of the processes surrcugndegotiations. The infor-
mants were chosen based on their proximity to amticipation in top level
negotiations.

Contact was made with unions and employers’ assoegby identifying
signatories to the agreements or otherwise paaticig individuals. This selec-
tion method was judged fairly uncontroversial amdided selection bias, in
that only a few persons actually had access todgetiations in question and
that the higher positions of informants guarans@dprehensive knowledge of
what actually happened.

Also, in addition to interviews with negotiatorg@dikground interviews were
conducted in the UK with research officers from tHeITE Union and policy
advisors from the Confederation of British Indussr{(CBI) and the Trade Un-
ion Confederation (TUC).

A table listing the informants according to counsgctor, organisation and
the time of interviews can be found in the appesgslic

10°All interviews (except background interviews) weranscribed and subsequently
coded in NVIVO — a software programme for qualitatdata — using a standardised
coding frame which can be seen in Appendix 1. BHmwed for systematic analysis of
interviews using the theoretically derived categeroutlined in the analytical frame-
work.
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5 United Kingdom

Flexicurity has received considerably less inteagsbngst political actors in
the UK compared to many other European countriegtréightforward expla-
nation for this lack of interest might be that alethe UK labour market per-
formance matches in some respects that of flexicarodel countries like
Denmark.

The Employment in Europe report shows a remarkiatlén unemployment
and rise in employment levels during the last decatt on nearly every indica-
tor, the UK has fared better than EU-averages thighotable exceptions of
income inequality distribution and at-risk-of-potyerates. This strong perform-
ance has often been explained by UK’s firm commitihte a dynamic and de-
regulated labour market and effective welfare pedichat do not hamper flexi-
bility but encourage labour market participationi@ean Commission 2008).

When asked about flexicurity one of our respondé&ota a governmental
department repliedthe best way to social security is through a jdthis view
seems to sum up nicely how the UK Government censigolicies related to
flexicurity. Indeed, much of the EU’s efforts toardinate employment policies
in a direction of flexicurity have been deflectedtbe UK with reference to the
feeble relevance it has for the UK labour market.

UK trade unions have — not surprisingly — favouttesl security dimensions
of flexicurity especially those related to enhanfiszis on re-training and im-
proved social benefits. However, the general vilse aeems to be that flexicu-
rity is yet another way to undermine collectivedzning by introducing regu-
lation that would further individualise the emplogm relationship by introduc-
ing (even) more flexible forms of employment contsan the UK.

Employers, represented by the CBI, are scepticalitaftexicurity seeing it
as Brussels way of introducing regulatory burdem&J& businesses. Indeed,
this is a common stance whenever the EU commissiores up with a ‘good
idea.” Much like the government, employers stréss & balance of flexibility
and security is already in place when one lookextgrnal numerical flexibility
andemployment securitjNew policies mean new restrictions on business an
thus potentially less employment the argument sdergs, echoindpissez
faire logics so prevalent in the UK.

In the first section of this chapter on the UK weetly introduce the welfare
and labour market model of regulation which seag&a background for na-
tional legislation and thus flexicurity. Next, weegent the main regulation of
both external and internal flexicurity as presergbdve. Hereby we touch upon
statutory regulation of relevant forms of flexibjliand security in the UK la-
bour market, with special focus upon internal fbexity.

This is followed by our analysis of first print atiten electrical contracting
which constitutes the main empirical investigatidrthe report. Finally, we
summarise the research findings on balances attleky in our two chosen
sectors.
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5.1 The UK welfare and labour market model

In line with our analytical division of externaldimternal flexicurity we begin
the chapter on the UK by presenting the main featof the welfare state and
labour market model. Arguably, the two can not éygesated in reality (Esping-
Andersen 1999) as transitions in and out of empktrare heavily affected by
the two realms of policy. However, for analyticeahsons and our research
guestions, we treat them individually in this presgéion and prioritise charac-
terising the UK labour market model.

The UK welfare state model

The Beveridge welfare state model of the UK — whichhany ways has sur-
vived decades of reforms — builds on the princgslaniversalism, i.e. that all
citizens are eligible to welfare services and biéhdflowever, the UK shares
with other Anglo-Saxon countriesyesidualview of the welfare state (Esping-
Andersen 1999).

In other words, the primary focus for welfare piggis on helping those in
genuine need of help through means-tested progifamsavoiding excessive
welfare dependency. Accordingly, well-off individaaubject to social risks
like unemployment are referred to the market ratih@n government agencies
for help. Moreover, eligibility and duration of viete schemes have been tight-
ened as an attempt to ‘roll back government’ framlabour market. The UK
model proposes the dual advantage of restrictimg®uexpenditure — which
can be read as government expenditure on e.g.nataket policies — and of
avoiding perverse incentives to remain on sociaklits as eligibility is con-
trolled through means-testing and limited duraigiailand 2006). The role of
social policies are geared towards the requiren@fritshour market flexibility
and thus promoting competitiveness rather thanarelfielivery per se
(Lindsay and Mailand 2004).

In recent decades, delivery of welfare has beermafisied and outsourced to
a high degree, although the National Health Semgogains publicly owned.
Employment policies and especially active labourk@iapolicies have been
laid out to private companies, but also trade uhiwave gained a not insignifi-
cant role in procuring for example re-training tmremployed. However, when
it comes to designing and planning skills developiniteseems fair to say that
trade unions have been sidelined, whereas emplbgeesbeen given a more
central role (Mcllroy 2008).

The UK labour market model

While we shall not dwell on the details of the Libbur market model, it is
important to stress some core characteristics wfiegulation is structured.
Firstly, until very recently UK governments havengned remarkably pas-
sive in regulation of labour markets with only soamsurge in activity during
the income policies of the 1970s (Crouch 2003). faxy on UK industrial rela-
tions would stress the importancevefuntarismand legal abstention (Hyman
2003). Voluntary collective bargaining was seethasoptimal procedure for
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establishing terms and conditions for workers. lLabdaw was on the other
hand largely disregarded as a way of regulating@ynpent and both employ-
ers and trade unions fiercely opposed state int¢iore— albeit for different
reasons.

Secondly, while voluntary collective bargaining aagteements was the pre-
ferred way of regulating employment relationshipshie UK, no attempts to
introduce a comprehensive procedural frameworkrad@ollective bargaining
have been successful. Even today collective agnesnaee only binding in
honour — a ‘gentlemen’s agreement’ — and are @agslly valid and enforce-
able when incorporated into individual labour cants. In other words, the
only means of sanctioHsUK trade unions have are inherently reduced to in-
dustrial actions and the immunitféallowing this. While industry-wide agree-
ments to a large extent covered the UK economgethgreements did not se-
cure a comprehensive vertical coordination of lolgeel bargaining.

Thirdly, collective bargaining has in the main bdianited to ‘bread and but-
ter’ issues involving pay and working time and saueial benefits like sick
pay and occupational pensions. With regards tdtbadth of collective agree-
ments, UK social partners have mostly been focusinthese ‘hard issues’ of
employment and less so on developing negotiatiorissues like training and
work-life balance (Davies et al. 2004; Hyman 2003).

Fourthly, industrial relations in the UK have oftesen characterised as
highly adversarial with a ‘zero-sum’ bargainingtané and poor labour market
outcomes stemming from it.

Legislation from 1979 and onwards by the Thatclmeghments introduced
intra-organisational regulations on trade uniorns severe restrictions on their
capacity for industrial actions which combined reghlithe strength of trade
unions to force employers into collective bargainin

It seems fair to state that industrial relationssfry Conservative govern-
ments during 1979-1997 provided a hostile instal environment for un-
ions’ position with workers. The subsequent dedimgade union densities and
strength is arguably a complex phenomenon (CoRid@3; Terry 2003) but
trade unions and collective bargaining was no losgen as the way to regulate
employment relationships.

Davies et al. (2004) note that decentralisatioth@UK went from multi-
employer agreements through single-employer agreene no collective
agreements at all, due to de-recognition at wodelavel. Recent figures re-
port a coverage rate of 26 % in the private seatpporting claims that UK
collective industrial relations are being reduced public sector phenomenon

1 Evidently, some sectors have created separateitimis that govern the procedures
of collective bargaining, monitoring, enforcementiaanctioning, but these are in
themselves only a product of contingent relatiopshietween unions and employers.
12 Only through so called immunities are trade unialfmwved to take industrial action
against employers in furtherance of an industigpute. If such an immunity cannot be
granted due to procedural flaws then the indusagéibn will be judged as a breach of
the employment contract and will thus be penal{§dkens and Hall 2003).
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where 82 % of employees are covered by collectargdining (Bach and
Winchester 2003;Kersley et al. 2006).

Table 8: Coverage rates in UK private sector

Share of employees covered by

collective agreement (percent)

All private-sector employees 26

Manufacturing 38

Source: Kersley et al. 2006: 182. Base: All privsgetor workplaces with 10 or more
employees.

Indeed, the share of workplaces covered by mulfiteyer bargaining in the
UK fell from 41 % in 1984 to only 6 % in 1998 (HgaRainnie, & Telford
2004) which has been termed by some scholars s&@#inised decentralisa-
tion’ (Traxler 1995).

When Labour came to power in 1997 they introdu¢atl®ry backing for
collective bargaining through the Employment Relasi Act (ERAJ® of 1999
which provided statutory trade union recognitiomiorkplaces with at least 21
employees.

Aimed at aiding trade unions get a foot inside‘thetory door,” Dickens
and Hall (2006) however note that the recognitimvigsion does not help un-
ions get back to multi-employer bargaining at seleteel or recruit members.
Nor does it prevent employers from signing indiatlcontracts with workers
and thereby circumvent collective agreements. &b stihe guiding principle is
still ‘voluntarism’.

The Government also established the Partnersilosgk fund, which aimed
to support partnerships between employers, empsogee their representa-
tives. Basically, these actors can seek fundingpecific projects that seek to
put partnership into practice at workplace, setwmraational level (Gregory
2004).

5.2 Regulation of external flexicurity in the UK

This section briefly touches upon the main emplayhaend welfare policies
connected to model 1 as seen above. To reiteheéotus is on state regulation
that impinge upoemployment securitincome securityand eternal numerical
flexibility.

Employment security

Looking at employment figures it could be argueat tHK policies have been
highly successful in cracking down on unemploynand passive welfare de-
pendency. Recent reforms by the Labour governmearder Tony Blair and

13 While Labour also adopted the Information and @étasion regulations in 2004 to
bring UK law in line with the directive these regtibns have less relevance for collec-
tive bargaining.
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Gordon Brown have promoted ‘welfare-to-work’ pragraes that effectively
depart from passive benefits. A core mantra ofgeesi has been ‘Making-work-
pay.’ This approach to employment policies consi$thiree main mechanisms
that mutually reinforce each other (Taylor-Goobygd aarsen 2004). These are
the statutory National Minimum Wage (NMW — morethis below) in 1999;
tax credits for workers on low wages; and lowerrdggervation wage by keep-
ing benefit levels low thus avoiding perverse irtoars for unemployment.

Secondly and connected to the issue of benefitivedabour market poli-
cies (ALMP) have been reformed witlew Dealdor target groups that are
especially vulnerable to longer unemployment sgklisdsay & Mailand
2004). By combining a ‘work-first’ approach withrist conditionality for seek-
ing benefits, the unemployed are forced to actil@bk for work and take jobs
referred to by personal advisers. Focus is onrgefteople back into employ-
ment as quickly as possible without having to respexpensive (and often
ineffective) job training courses (Freud 2007; Mad 2006). Apparently one of
the advantages of the work-first approach has teerelatively inexpensive
road to reduction of unemployment spells withoghhievels of expenditure on
LMP (active and passive measures) as for exampédinavian countries do.
Denmark spends 4.51 % of GDP on LMP of which 1.8 %n active meas-
ures and 2.66 % on passive measures. In compatisohlK spends just 0.65
% of GDP on LMP of which 0.46 are on active measamd 0.19 are on pas-
sive. Figures for Spain are 2.24 % on LMP of whictb % and 1.49 % are on
active and passive measures, respectively (Eurgpeammission 2007).

Related to this issue, is the skill provision sgstégain and again, the UK
has been described as having a skills shortageswdoar investment in training
and education leads to low wage/low productivityillogrium to the detriment
of employers, workers and the economy in geneia. tfuth is perhaps that the
UK population is to some extent polarised betweelividuals that are highly
skilled with post-secondary education and those @rilp hold very basic or no
skills at all (Leitch 2006).

It is not that governmental interest has been tagkis numerous reforms
bear witness. At the time of writing (January 20@®arning and Skills Coun-
cils* are in charge of planning and funding skills psis and works with nine
regional agencies (Regional Development Agencilés).latter are in charge of
regional implementation of national policies in peaation with Jobcentre Plus
and Sector Skills Councils (SSC), e.g. by develgitegional Skills Partner-
ships (Mcllroy 2008). Moreover, the regional effoare flanked by a local
structure of skills provisions and partnerships.

The approach to skills provisions is voluntary withhcompulsion on the
part of either employers or workers. However, sitheeLeitch report (2006),
focus has been placed on demands by employers weheny predominant in
SSCs (Leitch 2006). Here industrial representatbfdsisiness (and a few trade

14 earning and Skills Councils will be replaced bgkills Funding Agency by 2010,
which will be in sole charge on funding, not plamnskills provision.
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union representatives) come together and define iwheeeded — to varying
success. This is backed up by numerous governrmakatres that help coordi-
nate and sometimes fund education and training.

Income security

This approach to benefits and stimulation of laboarket participation is re-
flected in the often used proxy fimcome securityn flexicurity studies, i.e. net
replacement rates when pay in replaced by incoamsfers. Studies show that
the UK has lower replacement rates than Denmarkighier than Spain. The
average of net replacement rates over 60 monthsehployment in the UK in
2005 for four family types and two earnings lev&lgas a little over 60 %, just
below 80 % in Denmark and just under 50 % in SPQIEBECD 2006).

Thus, while this frequently used (and controveysabxy for characterising
welfare states and models is lower than a flexigumodel country like Den-
mark (Madsen 2005), the UK is in fact not a miniistatountry. We do not
wish to go deeper into the discussion about hoghsvacterise UK using wel-
fare typology (Esping-Andersen 1999), but this rfedabsition of replacement
rates merits due consideration and rebuts simplistiegorisation. Note that
the above figures are unweighted averages thattrbighthe income composi-
tion of a country’s population and other calculatioethods give a substantially
lower replacement rate. Moreover, replacement iggeend on previous in-
come levels which is why high-income groups in,dgample Denmark, are hit
relatively harder when receiving capped benefig (selow).

External numerical flexibility

Another often highlighted trait of UK labour markegulation is the ease of
hiring and firing workers, i.e. a higixternal numerical flexibilityln a flexicu-
rity perspective, formgbb security(as opposed to perceivgb security is
rather low due to few restrictions on dismissing amaking workers redundant.
The OECD has constructed an index for measuringcamparing what they
call employment protection legislation (EPL) in otries using scaled indica-
tors ranging from 0 to 6 (6 being most restrictidePL concerning collective
dismissals refers to regulation in addition to sutencerning individual dis-
missals, e.g. scope of definition of collectivendissals, additional notifica-
tion/delay requirements, and special costs assatigith collective dismissals.
For regular employment this reflects permissivecpdures, short notification
periods and severance payments. These three dategoe measured in the UK
as follows; EPL for regular employment (value df2), EPL for temporary
forms of employment (0.50) and legislation on cdilee dismissals (2.88).

15 Unweighted averages, for earnings levels of 67%18@%6 of average wage. Any
income taxes payable on unemployment benefitsetermined in relation to annual-
ised benefit values (i.e. monthly values multipld12) even if the maximum benefit
duration is shorter than 12 months. For marriecbtasithe percentage of average wage
relates to one spouse only; the second spouseusiasl to be "inactive" with no earn-
ings (OECD 2006).
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Using weighted averages on these scores for théhBlgverall EPL is 1.10
which is substantially lower than Spain (3.06) ahghtly lower than Denmark
(1.83) (OECD 2004: table 2.A2.1).

Again it is important to note the ‘targeted apptoaince redundancy pay-
ments and notification standards only apply to eygés with an employment
contract. While regulation concerning temporaryrfsrof employment is
treated below in the section on fixed term consrétcshould be noted that since
the Fixed-term Regulations of 2002 these workez<eatitled to statutory re-
dundancy payments if they have been continuouspl@rad with their em-
ployer for two years or more.

Notification periods and redundancy payments aendafems for negotia-
tions between employers and trade unions throubkreinulti-employer or
single-employer agreements that can extend buleroigate statutory rights.
The rules therefore constitute guaranteed minimiamdards that are based
upon age and length of service (Department for Byipent and Learning
2005).

5.3 Regulation of internal flexicurity in the UK

The following sections present the most pertinémtgs of legislation and how
these form the statutory foundation for internekiturity in Model 2 and thus
the foundation for collective bargaining in our sbo sectors.

However, before presenting these policies it igeissl to explain the ‘tar-
geted approach’ of UK labour law. The ‘targetedrapph’ is defined as the
legal distinction between ‘employees’ and ‘work#rat do not work under a
contract (House of Lords 2007). The latter groupstsis of temporary agency
workers, casual workers and some freelance wdfkdtse distinction is rele-
vant since certain statutory rights are restrittedorkers with a contract of
employment, i.e. employees. To clarify, the follogirights apply to all work-
ers in the UKequality of opportunities; the NMW, health and safevorking
time entitlements such as paid annual leave, @aily weekly rest breaks; pro-
tection against unlawful deductions from wages tadright to be union mem-
ber (Ibid: 28). Any additional rights as outlined be&ldo not apply for workers
without a contract of employment. The normal digiion between typical and
atypical forms of employment therefore does noirelytcapture the differences
in terms and conditions between groups of workethe UK (lbid: 29).

Wage flexibility and income security

The NMW is the prime example of Labour’s departnoen deregulation and
its commitment to combine business friendly measwi¢h fairness at work.
Against the backdrop of growing evidence that lagetions of the UK labour
market comprised low paid jobs, as a consequenuaen@ other things, of de-
clining collective bargaining and the abolitionwage Council¥ in 1993,

16 Self-employed are not included in the category.
"Wage councils had determined pay raises in inghssthat did not have sufficient
bargaining coverage (Rubery and Edwards 2003)
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policies to provide a minimum floor on wages haddwee a part of the Labour
Party agenda (Rubery & Edwards 2003). An additiain@ier for providing a
statutory minimum wage was to give the unemployédancial incentive to
take employment in accordance with the ‘making wmalg' logic (Taylor-
Goobye & Larsen 2004).

Determination of NMW levels is carried out contilusty by the Low Pay
Commissiof® through careful impact assessments on earningsraptby-
ments levels. All workers are covered and only gexly self-employed, volun-
teers and sea-farers are excluded from NMW, whi@nihourly rate based on
no more than a month’s reference period, i.e. payfmonth divided by hours
worked. The NMW has three levels with decliningsiard rates; for workers
over 21 years (£5.73 per hour); workers aged 182177 per hour); and work-
ers aged 16-17 (£3.53 per hour) (Department ofrigssi Enterprise &
Regulatory Reform 2007- rates per 1 October 200T@se rates cover basic
earnings and do not include premium payments éorexample: overtime and
shift working.

Working time flexibility and Combination security

As the Labour government ended the UK'’s opt-ouhefEU Social Chapter,
the directive on working time (1993) was implemeintéth the Working Time
Regulations (WTR) of 1998 (amended in 1999). Theadtive was controversial
among other thing&for its objective of setting uniform standardsaessr
Europe and it was vital for the government to saéed some flexibility in
regulation to appease employers (and indeed somgees depending on
overtime pay).

The regulations giva right to: a maximum weekly working time of 48 fisou
over a reference period of 17 weeks; 4.-8 weeld lpaive (holiday) a year and
daily/weekly breaks; and an 8 hour restriction aght work (Department of
Business Enterprise & Regulatory Reform 2007) widrkers are covered, with
the exception of workers where working time is pitdefined or measured or
can be determined by the worker herself (Barnaed. @003). This definition
will typically exclude employees with manageriadpensibilities. Also, WTR
is open to lengthening the reference period to 8&8ks by a workforce agree-
ment (union or non-union). In line with the govermtis strategy of balancing
fairness with business friendly regulation, thevidlal opt-out of the 48-hour
rule was incorporated into UK legislation allowiimglividuals to sign employ-
ment contracts without the 48 hour limit. A longrading tradition of a ‘long
working hours culture’ in the UK might explain ttpeenomenon and although
the UK has a relatively wide range of working tipaterns, the UK average

18 Seeking to strike a compromise between interégts, PC comprised representatives
from trade unions, employers and academic expad<sanjured up a compromise on
level and coverage of NMW that was accepted bytheernment in 1999 (Rubery &
Edwards 2003).

9 Many member states — including the UK — questichedight of the EU to regulate
working time on the grounds that it was not reldtetiealth and safety and therefore
not within the remits of community regulation.
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working time remains the highest in Europe (Departtof Trade and Industry
2004; Keune and Galgoczi 2006).

Combination security and Income secffity

One of the Labour government’s focal points haslike reconciliation of
work and family life for which the natural startipgint was the extension of,
and more comprehensive leave arrangements fortganére schemes both
fostercombination securitgnd also guarantee incomes during these transitory
periods and are therefore also considerdda@msne securityAll women have a
right to 52 weeks maternity leave (26 weeks ordira26 weeks additional)
Women with at least 26 weeks continuous employméht same employer at
the time of notification, i.e. no later than™\&eeks before the expected date of
childbirth, are entitled to Statutory Maternity R8MP) which equals 90 % of
average gross weekly earnings for the first 6 wegitsno upper limit and paid
mainly by employer3. After these 6 weeks a cap (£117 in October 2668)
the allowance kicks in (Department of Work and Rers2008). Male workers
have a right to one or two weeks of paternity leanevided they have worked
continuously for their employer leading into thé"1eek before the expected
week of childbirth. Statutory Paternity Pay (SPPalso 90 % of average gross
weekly earnings or the upper cap. In addition, naadekers have the same
rights to 13 weeks unpaid parental leave.

As a further help, since 2003 working parents wthiiidren between 0-6
years or disabled children below 18 have the tigihequest flexible working.
Only employees (not all workers) who have workethwheir employer con-
tinuously for 26 weeks are eligible. Employers @né/ compelled to seriously
consider the request for flexible working not toeasvit?. Flexible working
could mean reduced hours or a different distriutipovariation during certain
periods — the concrete measures adopted are stbpggteement between man-
agement and employee.

Any employee has a right to Statutory Sick Pay (SS#@n from the first
day of work with a new employer provided you akdor at least 4 days. SSP
is paid by the employer for up to a maximum of Z8Ws and amounts to a
standard weekly rate of £74.40 (Department of Wamtt Pensions 2008). This
is arguably an important form ofcome securityor workers falling ill during
employment, although whether the UK level of statysick pay offers suffi-
cient security for workers is questionable.

% This section — and the equivalent on Denmark wslstrongly on the work of Larsen
(2007)

L For small firms, SMP during first 6 weeks may banbursed by the state (BERR,
2007)

22 However, evidence suggests that requests arg tarekd down with a tentative
figure of 91 % accepted requests (Department ofr@gs Enterprise & Regulatory
Reform 2007).
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Employment security

Very few public schemes of skills provisions araitable for employed people
as the UK government considers training an indigiadu corporate responsibil-
ity. Moreover, as frequently argued elsewherejrbentives for UK firms to
invest in training workers are weak since laboubifity is relatively high
(Estevez-Abe et al. 2001). The paradox arising ftieencurrent skills provi-
sions system is that employers and society requine qualified workers but
no-one, including the government wants to footttie The OECD reports the
expected number of hours spent on non-formal jtdted training to be little
over 300 for a 40 year working life. In comparisB@anish workers are ex-
pected to spend over 900 hours (OECD 2007a). Wiies not exclusively a
governmental responsibility it does point to defiwies.

Paraphrasing a UK commentator, the logic seems tbdd ‘the state should
expedite rather than regulate the market’ of skitsvision (Mcllroy 2008). A
notable exception is the Train to Gain programnieefoployed persons want-
ing to re-train or upgrade their skills. Howevérerte is no compulsion on em-
ployers and no guaranteed funding from the auibsrifAlso, the government
has tried to certify employers according to thewreistment in skills where good
employers are heralded as an ‘Investor in Peodkré, it seems that reputation
rather than compulsion should incite employersit@$t more in training.
Moreover, unions have been given some rights inididtaring public policies
on vocational training through, for example, theabkshment of Union Learn-
ing Representatives at the workplace. As mentia@ede, however, the La-
bour government has adopted a view that trainioglshbe demand-led by
employers which shifts primacy to employers in ni@fy skills provisions
(Leitch 2006; Mcllroy 2008). Continued marketalyildaf workers and with it
employment securitig as such very much individualised in the UK.eHys-
tem still seems fairly fragmented and the contirsu@iorms indicate possibly
is inadequate. It is thus dubious how well goveminpslicies aid employed
persons in re-training and up-skilling which coplatentially deterioratem-
ployment security

Atypical employment and flexicurity

Two highly influential directives have been incorgted into UK legislation —
the Part- time Directive in 2000 and the Fixed-telinective 2002 which pro-
vided prevention of less-favourable treatment fi@se groups of atypical em-
ployment.

Equal treatment is defined as the righsame rates of pay (including over-
time pay when they have worked normal full timerépwontractual sick pay
or maternity pay, access to pension schemes argiqrescheme benefits; no
exclusion from training; contractual maternity leg\parental leave made
available; same criteria for selecting workers fedundancy; rights to claim
unfair dismissal if made redundant because of piarérs trying to enforce
above rightgDepartment of Business Enterprise & RegulatoryoRef2007).
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The regulation of fixed term work restricts employse of successive defi-
nite contracts to four years. After four years angh contract becomes indefi-
nite, although derogation from this rule may bdifiesl on ‘objective reasons’
or via workforce agreements (both union and nomuniThe provisions for
part-time and fixed-term workers can — however €ibimvented by refer-
ence to so called ‘objective reasons’. We will redtect on this highly complex
legal issue of ‘objective reasons’, but only ndtattthis potential loop-hole
could erode regulations depending on interpretatta@mployment tribunals.
Likewise, the term ‘comparable workers’ in reguas requires a concrete and
therefore contingent interpretation of comparatorart-time and fixed-term
workers which can in the end make claims impossilibe same issues apply to
Denmark as we shall see.

The recently proposed temporary agency worker tiest (July 2008) aims
at providing rights to equal treatment for agenoykers in the EU and thus the
UK. However, the directive has still to be passgdhe EU Parliament; be
transposed into national legislation and then imeleted in the labour markets.
It is thus important to stress that at presentingi¢January 2009) no legislation
on equal treatment exists for temporary agency &rarkn the UK other than
the absolute minimal requirements in the Employndaggncies Act 1973 and
the Conduct of Employment Agencies and Employmersifiess Regulations
2003. This group does — in accordance with thestatjapproach — fall outside
the employee category.

5.4 Flexicurity and collective barbaining in UK print

As an introduction to the analytical chapter on it we first present some
general features of print and proceed to outlimentiain actors of collective
bargaining, the bargaining structures and agreenfentinalysis. This is fol-
lowed by the actual analysis of whether bargaimhthese agreements contrib-
ute to flexicurity, and if so, how it did so.

Market and technology

UK print directly employs approximately 200.000 wers in 12.000 enterprises
most of them small with under 50 employees. Withuah sales of approxi-
mately £14 billion this makes print th& Biggest manufacturing sector in the
UK (UNITE 2007). For UK print companies this medosus on costs and
thereby also labour costs, since foreign producersasingly compete with
domestic companies for orders (EIRO 2006). To sextent the focus on costs
has brought about outsourcing of post-press aedvtquiring less skill and

% The directive proposed: 1) Equal treatment as efitist day on the job will apply to
temporary agency workers in terms of pay, leaveraatérnity leave. 2) Derogation

from this requirement is possible through colleetagreements. 3) Temporary agency
workers will have equal access to collective féie#, such as a canteen, childcare fa-
cilities or transport services. 4) Member Statestnmprove temporary agency work-
ers’ access to training and childcare facilitiepémiods between their assignments so as
to increase their employability. 5) Member Statagehto impose penalties for non-
compliance by temporary work agencies and user aorep (EIRO 2008b).
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specialisation. ICT aids these processes since lains can more easily be
separated physically from each other (Newsome 2000)

Employment in UK print has fallen some 20 % durihg last five years ac-
cording to the British Print Industries Federat{BfIF).

Collective bargaining actors, structures and prases

Erosion of old craft bases and changes in the gmp@at structures of print in
general together with the overall membership dedhas resulted in several
amalgamations of trade unions related to the geaphind print industry. The
Graphical Paper and Media (GPM) union, itself alltesf an amalgamation in
1991 between two unions, was co-opted by AMICU3004 as a distinct GPM
section and is now part of UNITE when AMICUS anafisport & General
Workers Union mergéd Some of the latest membership figures from 2003-
2004 report 102.000 members of GPMU (EIRO 200&ris) the UNITE GPM
section estimates a relatively high, albeit waningon density rate of 60 % in
print. Organisationally, GPM is divided into ‘brdres’ by geographical regions
and ‘chapels’ by workplaég(Healy, Rainnie, & Telford 2004).

Employers are organised in British Print Industfesleration (BPIF) which
is remarkably representative of both small anddamgnt enterprises and acts
both as an employers and business associatipproximately 2000 compa-
nies belong to BPIF which represents about 60 %alafs turnover in the indus-
try (EIRO 2006: 5).

UK print is — as mentioned above — one of the fiesustries that have re-
tained multiemployer bargaining structures degpiteextensive dismantling of
such during recent decades. The National Agreehsnthus provided stan-
dards on pay, benefits, working time, productivitgjning, health and safety
and equal opportunities for three grades of wotk@lass |, 1l and Il that rep-
resent different occupations and skill levels (sdxe below). These standards
have to varying degrees been supplemented atl®edb giving the agreement
status as a framework. Actual wages in the worlqdare estimated to be
around one-third higher than in the National Agreatr(EIRO 2006: 7). Union
estimates, moreover, suggest that the Nationalekgeat represents more than
50 % of print employers in the UK and members efB#IF employ over 80 %
(Ibid).

24 At the time of the bargaining processes analysetlis report, AMICUS GPM sec-
tion conducted negotiations on the union side.

% This is a slightly different nomenclature thanridin other sectors where workplace
representation is usually called ‘branches’.

% The general distinction between employers andnessi association refers to the
domain of interest representation. Employers aatiocis represent the collective inter-
est of companies vis-a-vis labour, e.g. by condgotollective bargaining, while busi-
ness associations represent companies’ interesh@r domains relevant to business.
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Table 9: Workers within grades in National Agreemen

Craft/Class | Class Il Class llI
Pre-press Scanner Operator Plate maker
Planner-plate maker Film Stripper
Apple Mac Operator
Proofing
Press No. 1 Machine Minder Small Offset Ma-
No. 2 Machine Minder chine
Machine Minder Minder
Machine Assistant
Post Press Bookbinders Persons engaged in: | Others including:
Machine rulers Case making, quar- Baling waste, band-
Experienced cutters ter binding, indexing, | ing, book cancelling
Envelope machine adjust- laying on gold, per- and packing, creas-
ers son in charge of ing, dye letting, in-
automatic fed sewing | spection and check-
machine ing, jacketing, sewing
machine assistant,
lithographic preparers

Sources: (Beck, Clarke, & Michielsen 2003; HealgjriRie, & Telford 2004)

While the collective bargaining structures havedrisally been rather success-
ful indicated by high competitiveness and relatnelw industrial unrest, par-
ties to the agreement saw a need for change in 28@3nade a joint applica-
tion for funding under DTI's Partnership at Worktigtive (see above). To this
end, a joint review body was formed consisting BiBand AMICUS reps and
chaired by an independent industrial relations gXp&urthermore, it was
agreed that input should be gathered through agwiboth employer and
employee views together with focus groups and sasiies on the needs of the
industry (BPIF/Amicus 2005). The results of theseestigations were hereafter
used as shared inputs for the further negotiatibhs.aim of negotiations was
to give a major overhaul to the existing provisiansl provide new ones, with-
out touching upon wage levels for I, Il and lll.&'feason for omitting wages
was to avoid blocking progress on the other issues.

The following presents how the Partnership Agredriveprint contributes
to flexibility and security and how the provisionsre negotiated between
AMICUS and BPIF. We focus on pay; working time;inetperiods anéxter-
nal numerical flexibility job demarcations and productivity related measure
training and education; social benefits and holdalpng with provisions for
atypical employment.

Pay

While negotiations leading up to the Partnershipe&gent of 2005 did not
address the settlement of pay rates for the abeveiomed grades, the basic
bargaining framework in print has general ramifimas for the balance between
wage flexibilityandincome securityas defined in this study.

27 professor Frank Burchill from Keele University.
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Basic rates in UK Print constitute minimum levelgpay for which there
should be no downward deviations. These ratesgrefieantly above the
NMW.

On one hanéhcome securitpf workers in print is therefore well guaranteed
through annual wage increases that ensure a flateruwhich wages can not
fall regardless of the employment situation ofitiaividual worker. On the
other hand, in most companies these basic payasesedo not reflect actual
wage levels because of extensive local negotiatodsndividual wage setting,
constituting upwaravage flexibilityand the possibility for wage differentials. In
flexicurity terms thisorganised decentralisatiorthrough framework agree-
ment on pay thus providesaan/win pay-offoetweerwage flexibilityandin-
come security

However, interviews with respondents in print rdgdahe possibility of
downward deviations in cases of company hardshipagh this is not stated
in the agreement. The process is, neverthelessagedrvia inclusion of trade
union shop stewards and/or officials together widmagement and BPIF offi-
cials in setting the extent and duration of dowrdh@eviations. Here, the trade-
off between wage-flexibility (due to cost considamas) andncome security
(loss of income) is compensated by some soetgfloyment securitfkeeping
a job with the company).

Working time

Contrary to pay, working time was a top item fottbAMICUS and BPIF in
the 2005 negotiations. Regarding maximum duratfomarking time, the
Agreement stays within the general statutory piows of a 48 hour/week, but
with the individual opt-out and also the negotiagatension of reference period
to 52 weeks. Print follows legislation quite neathd it was not evident from
interviews that these provisions had been subgecidtual negotiations

The Agreement provides for more variability andritisition of working
time. A major issue was shift working where a ntutte of interests were at
stake. In order to maximise return on capital agmne utilisation employers
had the issue on top of their wish list. In conmechereof, both employers and
employees wanted a reduction in the use of exaessier time — for the former
reducing overtime was a way to reduce labour aostsfor the latter it would
mean bettecombination securitgnd working conditions. However, efforts to
reform working time practices had hitherto run agtbecause of employee
concerns about loss of an income they have becset:to and employer con-
cerns about the effects of changes to manningde®ekording to respondents
on both sides, the issue was resolved throughmgpobblem solving approach
in which both parties’ interests could be combittedugh a compensation
involving provisions on extensive shift workingdrking time flexibility and
generous shift working premiums (not regardethasme securithere) which
obliterated any employee concerns about loosingouhe normal overtime
payments. The positive side-effect was a solutoiné problem of overtime
working — employers switched from paying premiumsdvertime to shift
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work premiums and got around the clock manning,engdloyees got the same
income levels while getting more time-off which twhbe seen asombination
security®. With the transition to shift working, a unionéntiewee expressed
enthusiasm about workers actually working fewerrb@nd on fewer days, thus
giving more time-off. However, as we shall seehi@ Danish chapter below,
there is nothing to suggest that shift working emegcombination securita
priori, and in general one should be cautious to presammdination security
from locally agreed working time arrangements

Moreover, the Agreement stipulates that the arnauege of working time is
seen as a managerial prerogative which effectiafflyms working time flexi-
bility. Variability and distribution of working time thulies with management
but potentially this is balanced by full consulbatiand discussion with com-
pany chapels and notice rules for shift working enanges hereof which
should guarantee employee planning of work andasactivities(combination
security) The issue of working time — at least when it irres mutual and bal-
anced discussions — could potentially constitutérdwin pay-offthat match
working time flexibilitywith combination securityHowever, as noted above
studies of actual practice at workplace level ew@n at the level of the indi-
vidual worker — are needed to judge whether adlaity balance has been es-
tablished.

Interviewees characterised the negotiation proass®mewhere between
joint-problem solving and exchange whereby the comproblem of working
time was resolved through a solution that respeeseth party’s interest
equally. It was not possible to assess how theprewisions have the potential
to increase work intensity, but this might be tlegative side-effect for workers
in an otherwise win-win solution.

Notice periods and external numerical flexibility

Provisions on notice in the Partnership Agreememat substantially diverge
from statutory regulation and do therefore notriiete with the overall permis-
siveness oéxternal numerical flexibilityn the UK.

Job demarcations and productivity related measures

For along time a core theme in print has been leohriological developments
have spurred transformation of work organisatioth imguiredfunctional flexi-
bility in the labour process especially of pre-presspaass stages.

The union attitude towards changes and indeedmditioins of job demarca-
tions in the 2005 negotiations were — perhaps teessurprise — positive with
the aim of establishing futlinctional flexibilityin the workplace (the following
provisions: BPIF/Amicus 2005: 17-22).

§ 11 in the Agreement stipulates the commitmenridiy parties to effi-
ciency and productivity through effective deploymehpersonnel achieved in

% |n passing, it should be noted that union requesteeductions in normal working
time had been aired at negotiations for a long tiehad not been well received by the
BPIF.
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cooperation between management and chapel lo@#lly.is coupled with § 13
on manning in which it is stated: the Agreementsdaoat specify manning ar-
rangements (job demarcations) because this mattirsvaccording to machine,
product, and technological developments and thigyabf an individual com-
pany to compete in markets. Thus demarcationseptaged by the ability to
deploy employees flexibly between machines andpeent in order to reduce
downtime and meet variations in production andaust demand.

Again, management and chapels are required to inégtihese arrange-
ments locally, thus giving some co-determinatiofutational flexibility
Alongside co-determination on the processes of imgrend flexibility of la-
bour, § 15 providepb securityfor workers subject ttunctional flexibilityby
stating that no person shall be made redundantasdc result of the above
mentioned provisions.

Furthermore, our interviews suggest that requestsihctional flexibility
were met positively by unions on the conditiorirmfome securityi.e. that no
such transfers between tasks and positions wiltlemrkplace could trigger
lower pay for the individual worker. It could albe argued that the competitive
pressures in the sector have made these developmexgssary anyway for the
sake of protecting employment. Indeed, in many waysnterviews suggest
that practice in companies were already extremelyldle and that the Partner-
ship Agreement merely reflects past developmenigirk organisation.

Altogether functional flexibilityhas been exchanged facome security, job
securityand local procedural control over work re-orgamniset. The latent risk
of de-skilling viafunctional flexibilitytherefore to some degree has been com-
pensated through these security measures.

Another provision — albeit agreed previously to Batnership negotiations
— which deals wittiunctional flexibilityis the full cost recovery clause in § 12
stating that all additional costs arising from eotlve agreements shall be re-
covered through efficiency and productivity enhaganeasures at the work-
place. The clause gives employers a mechanisndiarercosts, but through the
encouragement of active and on-going dialogue letweanagement and
chapel, the clause also transfers partnershipiplagcto the workplace. The
logic seems to be one win/win pay-offwhereincome securitydue to annual
wage increases that safeguard real wagesiumational flexibilityare ex-
changetf.

Training and education

A clear objective on both sides in the 2005 negjotia was the resolution of
training and education in the sector which is gsurifigfrom similar skills short-

% Thus would suggest a win-win scenario, but tharagement is arguably employer-
driven according to our union interviewee.

In practice, some companies have used the clausithioold wage increases for shorter
and longer periods under the guise of waiting fedpictivity rising — which is not the
objective according to the union respondent. Agsajal partners have stepped in to
resolve local disagreements.
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ages to other sectors of the British economy.flexacurity perspective high
levels of training could increa$enctional flexibilityandemployment security
synchronically.

It is therefore all the more interesting to leanoni interviews that this item
was one of the most debated and hardest to crablk iR005 negotiations. For
many years Unions had aired the need for, and éobBiovernment for a train-
ing levy whereby companies within a certain seaterforced by the govern-
ment to pay a fixed percentage of the payroll aming if they do not live up to
certain standards on training. While the Labouregomnent had not been par-
ticularly willing to introduce compulsory regulatidike levies, nevertheless
this time unions had strong backing from the Gorent to demand concrete
results on training — and AMICUS favoured a levy.

Negotiations were therefore carried out in ‘thedsive of hierarchy’ where
government intervention spurred social partnergdeslly BPIF) to engage
full-heartedly in producing agreements on trainiBgIF had been given a
strong message by their members to resist a tralairy because of the com-
pulsive elements inherent in such an approach. Bidfefore favoured — and
was indeed bound by members to — a solution bas@dlantary provisions for
training.

§ 10 on learning and skills (BPIF/Amicus 2005: $pulates both employ-
ers’ and employees’ commitment to training actdgtand co-planning of these
between management and chapel. Companies are deahifut should be
committed) to spendn amount equal to minimum 0.5 % of their pay (@X-
clusive of employer pensions and national insurasadributions) to training
within their companieglbid: 16-17). Thus, although a minimum amount is
stipulated in the article, there is no compulsiod equally important, no sanc-
tions to bear on companies that do not comply. Adiog to AMIUCS, the
solution was a choice of lesser evils, the worehado being no agreement on
training at all. BPIF for their part felt obliged &t least deliver something on
training. AMICUS accepted the provision in the il made BPIF concede on
the inclusion of ‘paragraph J’ which stipulatesgiew of employer’s spending
on training and moreover states that the Governimesiinformed the BPIF and
AMICUS that they will act to introduce a statutangasure in the print industry
should companies fail to provide the level of irmeant in training (Ibid). Ac-
cording to the union informant, reports on levdlgaining were not promising
and the issue of training and skills shortages doéseem to have been solved
by § 10 spurring renewed calls for the introductidm@ training levy.

The process echoes other studies on training ansicticalled ‘skills gap’ in
the UK where the financial responsibility for traig is pushed between Gov-
ernment and employers — the former being reludtastrain public budgets and
afraid of upsetting business with regulation; thi#elr being afraid of poaching
by other companies and generally rising costs ¢he2006). It could be said the
opportunity to createwin/win pay-offincluding enhancefiinctional flexibility
andemployment securityas wasted in negotiations.
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Social benefits and entitlements

AMICUS came into the Partnership negotiations wittlear demand that sick
pay be improved and made it clear that this wasr@ issue if an agreement on
the whole package were to be reached. Sick papeaagarded to secure in-
comes during periods of iliness, iiecome security

Hitherto, the agreement in print provided minimuokgay for employees
with one year’s service at 75 % of full standarceidhg salary. Sick pay is ar-
guably an important element of security by guargintga reasonable level of
income for workers falling ill.

What the Partnership agreement did was both lengthd increase sick
leave payments as shown below. The employer irtené informed that BPIF
was not adamant about these improvements due ¢o sbesiderations of de-
cency — besides; many companies were already abmisum levels and
would therefore not be burdened by additional c@®&®F's main concern was
that more generous terms might cause absence tevedg, resulting in higher
costs and a loss of productive hours.

As a joint-problem solving exercise social partimexgnised the interests
and concerns of both parties and sought resolbtyarising sick pay on one
hand and ensuring control of absence levels oottier. The solution was
found in the Bradford Points syst&which is used to monitor frequency and
length of absence and thereby sanction workersamoepeatedly absent and
perhaps abusing the system. Also, § 28 (BPIF/AMRAGS: 28) contains provi-
sions for cover of absence by allowing other memlécrews to take over
during absence — which is connectedutactional flexibilitymentioned above
For longer periods of absence local agreementsdegtmanagement and
chapel shall be made.

In flexicurity terms, the solution reached by thgréement seems to consti-
tute awin/win pay-offcombiningincome securitycost containmentunctional
flexibility and hereby a secure labour supply. Once agasutiderlines the
point made above that employers are not solelyasted in flexibility but also
require security especially of labour supply.

A request by the union to get above the statutevgls on paid leave was
also aired but never seriously considered. Anyctlimmprovement t@eombina-
tion securityconcerning paid time-off was therefore not achikaed the most
significant change to work-life balance lies witle tshift-work patterns already
mentioned.

Provisions for atypical employment

The Partnership Agreement also revised provisionatypical workers under-
stood here as either part-time, fixed term or agevarkers. As stated above,
the two former groups of workers enjoy protectimnf less favourable treat-

% The Bradford Point system is developed at Bradtdmiversity and uses an index
based on a formula which highlights repeated steort- absence by giving extra weight
to the number of absences (BPIF/Amicus 2005).
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ment as a result of Part-time Regulations of 20@0Rixed-term employees

Regulations from 2002 whereas agency workers demoty such protection

yet’. However, the Agreement itself contains aspeatseming atypical em-
ployment.

Firstly, it guarantees part-time employees premianfork during unsocial
hours on top of the statutory rights already irutatjons. Moreover, as eligibil-
ity to benefits like sick pay and notice periodsdsmtingent on length of service
and not accumulated work hours, part-timers arequal terms as typical
workers. The latter provision can be seen to stremgncome securityor these
groups of workers. Also, fixed term employees -ethier full-time or part-time
— are entitled to shift premia.

Secondly, there are no provisions in the Agreerfraccumulation of sen-
iority over consecutive fixed-term contracts whiguld exempt these workers
from being entitled to sick pay. Noteworthy, acengat of holidays and holi-
day pay is covered in the Agreement. Legislatiaquire — as presented above —
employers to offer permanent contracts after faary of consecutive fixed-
term contracts which — it could be argued - isr@ltime to wait for entitle-
ments to benefits. The Agreement actually redutisgeriod to six consecu-
tive months without requiring the offer of a perraahcontract. Part 5, section
B of the Agreement only requirése situation to be reviewed with chapel offi-
cials with a view to consider regular employment (BPIFi8us 2005: 55).
Indeed if fixed-term employees are offered regalaployment after six
months work, this constitutes a huge differencdliese groups in the print
sector compared to what statutory rights can dieent

Thirdly, the Agreement goes on to give the samerdtf agency workers as
early as after three months of consecutive employniéere, the Partnership
Agreement treads ground that is not covered irslation yet. Whether the
Agreement goes as far as to guarantee equal tnetfoneagency workers is
dubious. It suggests that companies use reputgblecges and that thesgek to
ensurethat the rates of pay received by agency workergquivalent to those
paid to employed staff in comparable positions. fitwe-compulsive character
of wording is noteworthy, but again it is importantstress that equal treatment
for agency workers is mentioned at all. Similadyfixed-term contracts, there
are no provisions on accumulation of senioritydgency workers.

When asked about the provisions on offers for @geimployment, the em-
ployer respondent remarked that the offer of peenaemployment simply
represented good and fair management practiceo@$e, the non-compulsive
character might suggest that employers fall baclegislative standards, but
nevertheless it remains important that chapels haight to review the situa-
tion of each individual fixed-term worker.

Fourthly, the Agreement goes on to define the sobpsing fixed-term,
agency and/or casual labour. It stated that theotigeese forms of labour

31 The recent break-through between the TUC, CBItaedGovernment, together with
the subsequent developments at EU-level, promisebange the legal status of agency
workers (EIRO 2008b).
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should only applyo cover peaks in production and short-term proahurctiffi-
culties like absent employees or vacant posit{@®F/Amicus 2005: 54).
More importantly, it is stated that individual coames will seek to maximise
security of employment. No existing employee shalmade redundant as a
direct result of the implementation of this agreatjen atypical contracts]
(Ibid.).

From a flexicurity perspective this latter sectisinteresting. At a glance, it
would appear that companies are restricted in tisgrofexternal numerical
flexibility. However, it could also be argued that by agretirtpese provisions,
unions irrevocably accept the use of atypical egmplent forms, provided that
this does not mean loss of jobs for their core tuencies — that is regular
employees. The latter interpretation suggestsdeiodf resulting in lonexter-
nal numerical flexibilityand highjob securityfor regular employees. Whether
or not this results in restrictions on actuallyirigratypical workers is hard to
tell merely from looking at regulations. Lookingthe provisions from an in-
sider-outsider perspective, unions have managednerhand, to restrict hiring
of outsiders to special circumstances and withaetty substituting insiders.
On the other hand, they have ensured that thes&lerg are not under-cutting
terms and conditions of insiders, thus making &giptmployment less attrac-
tive for employers. Evidently, the latter can netditributed primarily to collec-
tive bargaining as legislation is the main reasmrefjual treatment.

Summary of UK Print

In 2005, social partners in UK print made a majogrbaul to existing provi-
sions in the sector level agreement. On numerdostautive issues the Partner-
ship Agreement in UK Print contributes to balanisesveen flexibility and
security by building upon the statutory minimumuigments or filling in
where they are absent. This section briefly sunsearthe most pertinent
flexicurity balances identified in the analysis dralv they were created in the
2005 negotiation. A full table in the appendix suaniges all the provisions
analysed above.

Generally, avin/win pay-offoetweerwage flexibilityandincome security
seems to have been created whereby variabilitammdd by minimum wage
levels. However, interviews with respondents imprevealed the possibility of
downward deviations in cases of company hardslaifge-called hardship
clause. Although these procedures are not enshirirtbé Agreement and were
not part of the negotiations in question, they minedess encapsulate an impor-
tantcompensated trade-afivolving wage flexibilityandjob securityfor the
loss ofincome securityWhile not part of the 2005 negotiations, thisdbak is
part of an exchange between social partners.

Another major change in the 2005 agreement wasetheval of job demar-
cations which should enhanftgctional flexibilityin the workplace. While
potentially stripping old occupations of their mpady to mind certain ma-
chines, unions conceded the move on conditidnadfme security- that is — no
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worker should receive a lower wage because oftihages. It seems that a
win/win pay-offhas been created here.

Anotherwin/win pay-offseems to be found in relation to sick pay where so
cial partners succeeded in reforming the systeinatdresses both employee
concerns about income during sickness and emptmyererns about absentee-
ism. Although, not typically mentioned as a dimensif flexicurity, steady
labour supply for employerslabour security- is coupled witlincome secu-
rity and thus could be seen as an alternative versiawm/win pay-off

Training was highlighted as a major concern initisistry and is usually an
item ofwin/win pay-offs Somewhat reflecting the overall concern of skills
shortage in the UK social partners could only cotiyd of payroll on training.
While in theory a reflection okin/win pay-offbetweerfunctional flexibility
andemployment securitpur respondents did not view the provisions &excef
tive. It is dubious whether the outcome of negairet should not be regarded
as a potentidbse/lose pay-offlue to under-investment. Elsewhere pay supple-
ments becomes a key lever for enhancements obiligéyj especiallyworking
time flexibility. We saw how social partners had reached a commaerstand-
ing of the need to introduce shift-working and hitNg could potentially in-
crease combination security. Money was, howevearjee to persuade unions
as loss of overtime pay was compensated by shifting premia. As noted,
premia are not consider@ttome securitybut the provisions show how the
dynamic ofexchangesan facilitate decisions on flexibility.

Working time flexibilitywas indeed high on employers’ wish list and social
partners were successful in allowing considerabtereomy for workplace
variation in consultation with the union chapelgpending on local agreements
win/win pay-offfoetweenworking time flexibilityandcombination securitgan
be created, but of course this need not be the case

In general, it could be argued that social bendiis enhancacomeand
combination securithave been exchanged to introduce enhanced flyibil
especiallyworking time flexibility— hereby creatingompensated trade-ofiis
the overall package.

Concerning atypical employment, the picture comgssomewhat blurry.
Transposition of part-time and fixed-term workergdtives into UK legislation
should guarantee equal treatment on core substarsiues like pay, holiday,
training etc. This enhancaszome, employmeandcombination securitgn
the hand anéxternal numericahndworking time flexibilityon the other and
could be seen asvén/win pay-off

Similar provisions are suggested for agency workesshere is still no
statutory backing for this group of workers. Morenuwhe agreement goes far
in securing both fixed-term and agency workerslstaimployment in view of
the risk of being caught ilwse/lose pay-offef renewed fixed term contracts or
no contracts at all (for agency workers).

However, the agreement also tries to define thathaties of using fixed-
term and agency work to cover peaks of demand &@ntyilarly, typical em-
ployees are protected from redundancies as a dioesiequence of using atypi-
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cal workers. Potentially this could reflectiasider-outsidedivide between
typical and atypical employment with the lattergpdosing out oremployment
securityto the benefit ofob securityfor the former. These restrictions have
been instated as &xchangdo get unions on board with atypical employment
and indicate that unions primarily cater for theerest of typical employment.

5.5 Flexicurity and collective bargaining in UK Electrical Con-
tracting

Following the structure from the chapter on UK prime start by outlining the
main characteristics of UK electrical contractingerms of market and tech-
nology together with collective bargaining act@tsuctures and agreement for
analysis. Next, we analyse the bargaining procdeseing up to the agreement
concerned and how this contributes to flexicurity.

Market and technology

The typical contractor in the UK (that is the eptese) is very small and only
employs between 1-5 workers although a reasonahble ©f companies em-
ploy up to 30 workers (Joint Industry Board 2007).

Competition in the UK industry is mainly domestigedto the on-site charac-
ter of the work. However, this does not mean toatetition is absent since
contractors struggle to win projects from each otNearly 2/3 of costs are
labour related (Gospel & Druker 1998) which makegy@s an important com-
petitive factor.

UK electrical contracting comprises approximatedy0d0 workers accord-
ing to rough estimates by the Joint Industry BddtB — JIB is described in
detail in the following section) and social parsérhe labour force is further
divided into four occupational categories represgrdifferent work tasks and
skill levels (see table).

Table 10: Occupations in UK electrical contractfehare of employment in

parentheses)
NVQ 3 — no supervision Unskilled — under supervisio  n
Approved Electrician Labourer
(49,7 %) (15, 8 %)
Electrician
(26,5 %)
Technician
(8 %)

Source: (Jointndustry Board 2007)

These so-called operatives — excluding labourdrave all undergone appren-
ticeships and training governed by JIB and maindykaunsupervised.
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However, the figure of 40.000 conceals an importkvrision between those
working in companies that are members of the J#Bawvis the so-called ‘bo-
gus self-employed’ together with agency workerghBpoups represent ap-
proximately 50 % of the labour force. ‘Bogus’ setfiployment and agency
work made its entry into the sector in the 1970 the last decade has seen an
upsurge in number of workers outside the JIB. Tmmér group has become
very prevalent largely because of the tax benafitbavoidance of paying Na-
tional Insurance Contributions. Evidently, thigisomb under regulation by
sector agreements since there is no employmernioreship through which
terms and conditions can be governed. Furthernmaregsponsibilities for
training exist as certification systems governedhgyJIB are circumvented.
Finally, the responsibilities on employers to epdinat benefits are payable to
workers do not exist for this part of the labouckn

Figure 2: Qualifications of UK electrical contrawgilabour force

Qualifications of Labour Force (in percent)
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Source: (Joint Industry Board 2007)

Collective bargaining actors and structures

As presented in the introduction, electrical coctirey is one of the few indus-
tries in the UK which has retained a sector legeéament. The JIB has been
highly influential in retaining bargaining at indoslevel. It was set up in 1968
to the backdrop of massive industrial unrest amd-fwose local agreements on
pay and benefits (Joint Industry Board 2006). Galhethe purpose of the insti-
tution is to regulate relationships between empiowad employees in electri-
cal contracting and mainly to provide benefitsgersons concerned in the in-
dustry (Joint Industry Board 2006). These inclutedrading of operatives;
providing training; managing industrial relatiofs; example, in cases of con-
flict, and managing welfare benefits plus healttechemes. On the trade un-
ion side, UNITE now represents workers in the ingullowing a series of
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mergers over the last two decades. The employenepresented by the Elec-
trical Contractors’ Association (ECA) being bothemployers’ and a business
association.

The two parties sit on the JIB and deal with isgeésting to the industry on
a continuous basis. This is outside the realm®sltéative bargaining. The JIB
governs the terms and conditions that emanate ¢adlective bargaining.
These have been compiled in the JIB Handbook wtictiains terms and con-
ditions relating to the industry together with opational benefits.

In recent years actual collective bargaining hankmnsecrated to pay de-
termination the Handbook being considered relatieemprehensive as it
stands, i.e. it is a ‘mature’ agreement in the watlour interviewees. Because
of the ever increasing share of employment outiside)IB area, coverage rates
have fallen to 50 %, corresponding to the shaentdrprises still members of
JIB (Joint Industry Board 2007). There are no efigotres on union density
rates.

The negotiations analysed here date back to 20@rennthree year pay
deal was reached between UNITE and ECA. Althoughpobvisions are also
included to give a full picture of balances, howdé old provisions were bar-
gained is not analysed. The chapter follows thecsire of the analysis on
print.

Pay

As noted above, the JIB Handbook contains sevelalively old items and
negotiations in recent years have therefore mdiegn restricted to the issue of
pay determination for the industry. Wages are seither National Minimum
Rates for the above listed occupations or as Lomidas which contain a top-
up due to higher living costs. Also, the IndustBatermination differs between
employees with or without their own transportatitins being highly relevant
due to the changing location of work on site. Thgent determination sets
wage levels for 2008 — 2010, but the general wagetsire was in place long
before the bargaining round analysed.

Being substantially above the NMW, the pay agredmgaaranteeBicome
securityby providing a floor under wages. This is espégiahportant in a sec-
tor where numerous job shifts could have jeopadiiseome in new positions.
Moreover, upwardvage flexibilityis possible by way of local agreement on
productivity and incentive schemes which may prewedhployers and employ-
ees with mutual advantages depending on specrangements. Thein/win
pay-offseen in UK print potentially also exists in elezl contracting due to
the framework character of the agreements. Howelir to the transient nature
of electrical contracting, many operatives willdféected by periods of inactiv-
ity from whichincome securitgan suffer. Here the opportunities inherent in
external income securityecome highly important.

Moreover connected twage flexibility according to interviewees of the
ECA, the use of local supplements was not wideshrespecially not in
smaller contractors, which remain the most typligaé of enterprise in the in-
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dustry. Instead of supplementing hourly rates atfamy level, employers
would instead add hours as a bonus, i.e. if yoe lraxked 45 hours during a
week you will be paid for 50 hours. According to A @terviewees this prac-
tice was widespread and constitutes an informal efagwarding extra efforts
by workers, thus contributing twage flexibility

Nonetheless, both union and employer represensatieee happy with the
recent determination and regarded it as a sigmifiaahievement for the indus-
try — in regard to both employee and employer detsaA beneficiabxchange
had been made between the parties’ interests.

It is noteworthy that interviewees on both sidegressed growing concerns
that the spread of ‘bogus’ self-employment was wruténg wages through
tax-breaks and National Insurance scams. Both UNITEECA saw this as the
major challenge to the sustainability of industriglevwage determination in the
future. We will return to the issue below.

Working time

No substantive changes were made to working tiroeigions in the JIB Hand-
book, the only change relating to working time Igetine above mentioned re-
duction in hours needed for overtime payment. WONITE might have in-
cluded reduction of overall working time as a stddtem on their ‘shopping
list,” this was quickly rejected by the ECA.

However, it would be erroneous to ignore the mamoyigions already estab-
lished on working time, since they bear heavilywatking time flexibilityas
well as wage levels. Previous negotiations haveeattrat a 37.5 hours standard
work week which can vary over a reference perio82¥eeks, the maximum
period according to WTR legislation. The individegt-out of course applies.
Also contributing towvorking time flexibilityis how distribution of working time
can vary across all 24 hours of the day and akseays of the week. Employ-
ees receive compensation in the form of variousi@e&onnected to different
shifts and weekend work. However, according toruingsvees shift working
was not frequently used. The Handbook also contmngption to transfer onto
flexible working, which means a permanent inclussd®aturday and Sunday
as normal working days with a 15 % premia attadbdt Nevertheless, the
most common means wforking time flexibilityin electrical contracting is the
UK ‘classic,” overtime.

There seems to be a solution where wage premigirfcome securijyare
used to compensate for any detrimental effectsomnbination securitgue to
work during unsocial hours. Note that we do notsider these premia as
come securityas theydo not secure incomethey merely add to it.

Whether this has been a deliberate exchange onasoious consequence of
past negotiations is not possible to establish foominterviews. Nevertheless,
it seems plausible that trade unions would resportmands ofvorking time
flexibility with pecuniary demands — or alternatively redudion overall work-
ing time — to get compensation.
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Also, what might at a glance seem like a reduatiocombination security
might work the other way around if one looks atéahbced local agreement, as
seen above with shift working. Hergorking time flexibilityincreased together
with combination securityhus potentially constitutesven/win pay-off

Notice periods and external numerical flexibility

There are no additional notice periods in the JEh#book which refers to the
statutory requirements and corresponds nicely thightransient nature of elec-
trical contracting work. The agreement does theeefmt interfere with the
generally higrexternal numerical flexibilityn the UK.

Job demarcations and productivity

The JIB provides quite detailed definitions of gradwhat type of work they
can undertake and what substantive terms and comglithey will receive. This
is closely tied to JIB approved occupational tnagnivhereby apprentices be-
come certified workers within electrical contragtiat NVQ3 level. Together
these components have a significant impaduoctional flexibility

Unions (and for a long time the ECA) have jealowdfended these grades,
arguing that they help guarantee a high level ofgssional standards together
with high productivity as well as well regulatedntes and conditions for work-
ers in electrical contracting. The ECA do not disagwith this viewpoint and
strongly believes in the JIB certification procesiiand job demarcations.
However, the use of agency labour and ‘bogus’ eiployment threatens the
system and certified labour is being outmatchethbaur costs. In the 2007
negotiations, the ECA therefore wanted to instdt®/@2 grade to counter the
tendency of bogus self-employment. The new gradeairaed at co-opting
these ‘illegal’ workers into certified position. flaermore, with new types of
work more befitting to NVQ2 levels, the new gradewd fit technological
developments in the industry. Despite ECA’s atteniptinsure reasonably high
wage levels for the new grade (only 5 % lower tekttrician’s wages),

UNITE refused on grounds that it would deskill théustry and thereby also
wage levels. They feared that NVQ2 workers wouldtoek at this level and
not reach NVQ3 grades through training. So not eduld these new grades
potentially take employment from their main consgitcy, they would not solve
the skill shortage in the industry.

The process and result can be viewed from diffeaagtes. On the one
hand, it could be said that UNITE was merely pridgcinsiders in electrical
contracting by fencing off potential entrants witkwver levels of training.
Hereby, their main constituency can retain theinapmly of providing electri-
cal servicesEmployment securitfandincome securifyfor one group is main-
tained (or increased) at the expense ofthployment securityf another
group. This is to the detriment fafnctional flexibilityfor employers, i.e. an
uncompensated trade-off

On the other hand, the process could be said torergsntinued high pro-
ductivity and an avoidance of de-skilling. Howevara situation where 50 %
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of the work in electrical contracting is alreadyrigecarried out by agency or
self-employed workers the risk of de-skilling apfgesmaller with a new certi-
fied NVQ2 grade. It seems hard to avoid an ins@ésider interpretation of
UNITE's refusal, i.e. it is amncompensated trade-off

Training and education

When the JIB was formed in the sixties, one ofji=atest merits was the in-
stalment of a skills certification system that effeely ensured qualified opera-
tives and thus a high degreefoiictional flexibilitytogether withemployment
security

The JIB registers and monitors training of all agppices in the industry and
also operates the grading of operatives on techgidifications and practical
experience (Joint Industry Board 2006). MoreoveM]TE and ECA have set-
up Joint Training Limited which provides the bulkapprentices in England
(and Wales) with 3000 recruits per year.

However, in line with other industries in the UKedrical contracting suf-
fers from a skills shortage and with an ageing vande this problem will only
be exacerbated in coming years (Joint Industry 8@8807). This coupled with
the issue of agency work and ‘bogus’ self-employiy®vo groups that pre-
sumably do not receive adequate amounts of traipung the industry in a
serious situation — according to interviewees.

It remains, nevertheless, that social partnerhi@a®ily involved in provid-
ing training and education, albeit to a lesser éegn the realms of collective
bargaining. The provisions on Adult Craft Trainistgmming from 1989 aim at
re-educating adult operatives to reach higher fesetompetence while still
recieving either full or slightly reduced pay. Thkisould ensureincome security,
employment securigndfunctional flexibility i.e. a potentialvin/win pay-off.

To the regret of both parties, the scheme hasyrbesin used, making provi-
sions a ‘dead-letter’ and therefaret leading to flexicuritylnstead, much of
the training is done on site and informally, thésplite social partners’ ac-
knowledgement that a more coordinated approadtaitairig is desirable.

With UNITE’s refusal to take the NVQ2 grade on lsharo changes were
made in 2007, but ECA interviewees seemed confittenitUNITE could be
persuaded to relax their opposition as they faealtial pressure of ageing op-
eratives and uncertified labour.

Social benefits and entitlements

By any standard, the JIB Handbook offers considerabnefits for operatives
and was considered by interviewees as a model ragrador other occupations
in the construction industry. To reiterate, thesedsits and entitiements help
guaranteeombination securityogether withincome securityas income levels
are guaranteed during different transitions dudangloyment.

The JIB Combined Benefits Scheme covers variousfiisrihat are
awarded to any JIB graded operative and works amedit basis according to
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which operatives — or de facto their employersuy‘tpoints through their
wages and hereby accumulate eligibility.

The scheme covers sick pay, bereavement leavelgggbay, death bene-
fit*, permanent & total disability insurance togethé&hwrivate medical insur-
ance. Generally, these benefits guarantee somediimoome securitat dif-
ferent periods and stages of working life. As sty can also be argued to
ensurecombination securityi.e. holiday pay. Being well established, recent
negotiations have been about adjusting and impgawvia benefits rather than
adding to or removing items and the 2007 negotiatisere no exception.

Only sick pay and bereavement leave were chandestasntially — the latter
by one day (from 2 to 3 days). Concerning sick jpayh the length and level
was improved substantially. JIB operatives recaiveeekly payment from the
3rd week of sickness for up to 28 weeks which sapphts the SSP. The level
was increased from £140 a week to £160. As interesss noted, these im-
provements of incomedmbination securityvere part of the package deal that
made union acceptance easier and no flexibility agdmeved in a direct ex-
change.

Unions tried to get above the statutory levelsaiEmity leave, but this was
not conceded by the ECA. Actually the ECA intervé@anoted that paternity
leave rates were so low — SSP at £117 comparedridezd pay of £ 450-500
per week — that leave was usually taken as regoladay which underlines the
relationship betweeimcomeandcombination security

In general, negotiations on benefits seemed to banvee to a halt as unions
were mainly interested in preserving items already, and employers had no
desire to make radical changes. Arguably, stasus quads warranted when
considering the package that operatives receiveeXxample, holiday entitle-
ments have always been generous at 30 days contpastadutory levels that
only very recently began to catch up (28 days ds éfpril 2009). All inter-
viewees argued that the agreement masureand did not necessarily need a
major overhaul as did the GPM Agreement which @rpl¢he limited number
of items up for negotiation. However, the dismigsfamproving parental leave
does indicate a somewhat frozen situation in wthehECA has ceased to think
of collective bargaining as much more than meredegrmination.

In flexicurity terms, it is hard to see benefitglantitlements as balanced as
they rarely benefit employers in other ways thavingasatisfied employees
(arguably a huge advantage, albeit not capturemlibglefinition of flexicurity).
However, in the overall package benefits do fad#itcompromise and therefore
clears the way for enhanced flexibility. We refleatthis below.

Provisions for atypical employment

Part-time and fixed time legislation has been ipooated into the JIB Hand-
book and provides prevention of less favourablatinent for these groups of

32 Evidently, this benefit is payable to family memband can therefore not be consid-
eredincome securitper se.
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atypical employment. Due to the transient naturele€trical contracting fixed
term employment is highly prevalent whereas vew ifethe industry work
part-time. As noted above in the section on working, overtime rather than
reduced time is the norm. The Handbook stipuldtasgart-time working is
permissible upon agreement between employer antbge®g

Again, the major issue in UK electrical contractiaghe prevalence of indi-
rect employment, either as agency work or ‘bogel-employment. We have
already outlined the problems these forms of agimmployment bring to the
balance of flexibility and security. Several attésipave been made by social
partners to counter the extensive use by somehoavporating or co-opting
agency and self-employed workers into legitimaRsihtuses. At present,
chapter 17 of the Handbook contains the followingyjsions to try to deal with
the problem. Firstly, jobs of directly employedgitsal employees) are pro-
tected against the use of agency and self-emplaypekiers. Secondly, there are
requirements that sub-contracting companies arebmesrof the JIB. Thirdly,
agencies must participate in training and have groglationships with unions.
Fourthly, these types of workers must be certified.

Chapter 17 thus aims at co-opting the two groupsarkers under the regu-
lation of JIB whereby the aforementioned probleimsid be resolved. Firstly, a
level playing field is created since wage levetsaigned to JIB standards.
Both ‘regular’ employers and directly employed eaygles should eeteris
paribus— benefit from this and for atypical workers, iutw raise wages to
comparable levels. However, it is erroneous torasstinat self-employed and
agency workers are paid less than typical employ@fen the whole idea of
self-employment is, on one hand, to get cash imhamd, on the other, make
labour cheaper as exemption from National Insuraecéributions and other
taxes drive non-wage labour costs down.

Secondly, by involving the atypical forms under 3t certification system,
proper training and grading could be ensured, lyaraproving bothfunctional
flexibility and productivity levels together wiimployment securitipr the
individual. In other words, seen from a flexicunigrspective both parties
would benefit. Again, reality in the sector coust#his logic. Agencies have
little if any interest in joining the JIB as long they can stand outside. Like-
wise, ‘bogus self-employment’ and the people thia them have a mutual
interest in avoiding the JIB for as long as compi@to the law is not effec-
tively enforced. The provisions in chapter 17 aratenregulation in general are
useless if no effective monitoring and sanction ma@ism exist.

Thirdly, the inherenincome securityor JIB operatives would be given to
agency workers and self-employed if chapter 17 wéfective. However, it is
exactly the short-sightedness of these groups dfave that prevent such offers
from being attractive. Rather than having the sgcof benefits, they prefer
cash-in-hand. Equally, the employing companiesag@hcies prefer not to buy
credits from the JIB benefits system and with nemaaisms to force adher-
ence by companies and workers, chapter 17 becordesd letter’.
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The formal attempt to co-opt agency and self-enmgdioyorkerghus falls
shortof desires to address agency and ‘bogus self-emr@aoy’ Clearly, the
industry has been segmented into regulated andewprated work, but it is not
self-evident that the latter group is working undery poor conditions. Argua-
bly, training and benefits are being missed buhéshort term, income levels
seem up to par and perhaps, sometimes even bettefdr typical employ-
ment. The long-term downside is — as mentionedrbefaradual skills short-
age, loss of JIB benefits schemes and hollowingpbpensions for a large
group of workers. Not to mention how the governnistdsing out on National
Insurance payments from bogus self-employment.

At presentt, flexicurity for self-employed and agency workersbsent in
regulation. Whildncome security, combination securigdemployment secu-
rity on the one hand are guaranteed through co-optidarWIB rules, this has
been a huge failure. Employers, on the other hse®in to enjoy extensive
flexibility on all four forms, thus constituting ancompensated trade-off
Moreover, typical employment is jealously protededegulation which indi-
cates an insider-outsider problem that might phske individuals into atypical
employment in the first place. Ironically, dynamioghe sector seem to be
converse: ‘bogus self-employment’ and agency wsiiréeferred by electricians
over JIB employment.

Summary of UK Electrical Contracting

Sector level bargaining and agreements have attaddion in UK electrical
contracting. The JIB works as an overall organisniridustrial relations and
terms and conditions in the industrial agreememwé leeen developed through
the years giving mutual advantages to employersamuoyees. However, this
mature agreement is being undermined by ‘bogusesaffloyment’ and agency
work which escape the rules of the JIB and natiorglrance contributions
making this kind of employment cheaper but alsdeuit the normal benefits
and certifications. Estimates suggest that 50 &ngfloyment is now outside
the JIB structure, making it the single most pragsssue in electrical contract-
ing.

As such the agreement is mature and few changasrdlfor flexicurity
have been made in the negotiations under scrutioyever, taking a broader
look many items contribute significantly to balast®tween flexibility and
security.

There are a few exampleswin/win pay-offsFirstly, the framework agree-
ment on minimum basic pay rates together with thesibility of local wage
settlement on top seems to constitutéir@win pay-offoetweerincome security
andupward wage flexibilityHowever, as employment in the industry is tran-

3 A new (still pending) initiative by the ECA withe backing of UNITE seems to be
on its way which proposes that the JIB should becamemployer of agency workers.
Co-option of these workers under JIB rules woulgsthappen through an employment
contract. Hereby, a realistic alternative to ‘bogal-employment’ and agency working
could be achieved.
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sient by nature, income is highly contingent ugoajbb situation, i.e. is there
enough demand for labour, wherabgome securityalls back orexternal in-
come securityas mentioned above.

Secondly, although not part of the agreement,rtdastry has a comprehen-
sive skill provision regime governed by the JIB amdonstantly under review
by social partners. This contributes positivelypthfunctional flexibilityand
employment securignd thus createsvein/win pay-off The seemingly rosy
picture is, however, seriously under threat frolwgis self-employment’ and
agency workers who do not receive the same dediteairing.

A third potential win/win pay-ofélso deserves mentioniryorking time
flexibility is firmly secured in the agreement as local agezgsnare possible in
practically every way. Unions have accepted thisxchangdor pecuniary
premia, which we do not consideriasome securityWorking time flexibilityis
potentially awin/win pay-offsince it could enhance or redugembination se-
curity depending on local agreements. We refrain fromingagonclusions
here, but the provisions on working time in theeggnent are highly relevant
for flexicurity.

Social benefits and entitlement are many in theagent coverinncome
securityduring different work-life situations. We theredaalso consider them
ascombination securityWhile it was hard to see these provisions asgoein
beneficial to employers, they may have been usedéhangesgor past intro-
duction of flexibility, especially working time. Ho, they could be part cbm-
pensated trade-affas ‘payment’ for loss @lombination security

A clearer example aincompensated trade-offencerned job demarcations
which have been defended by unions. Despite effiyrthe ECA to introduce a
new more encompassing grade at NVQ2 level, theeawgnt still defends the
grading structure, which could be said to hanfpectional flexibilityat the
benefit of job andncome securitpf old grades. Unions for their part argue that
demarcation supports a high level of skills initigdustry, but the risk of creat-
ing insiders and outsiders is worth stressing.

Finally, many provisions have proven hard to clgs$Ve have already
mentioned how working time and flexicurity is higtdontingent upon local
agreements. Even more blurry, however, is the trest atypical employment
on which regulations in the JIB agreement have lbefammed numerous times.
At present, the provisions try, on one hand, t@pbagency and self-
employment under the JIB rules, and on the othprdtect typical employ-
ment. So while social partners have agreed to affgyical employment equal
terms and conditions, they are at the same tinegity restrict the use of these
employment forms. At a glancecome, combinatioandjob/employment se-
curity is low and thexternal numericahndworking time flexibilityis high for
these workers, thus constituting @mcompensated trade-oRegulations try to
alleviate this, but at the same time redapo®loyment securitipr atypical
workers to protegbb securityfor typical employees. The results have been
disappointing, as the use of agency workers arigeegbloyment has sky-
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rocketed in recent decades. It is hard to reaanalgsive picture from a
flexicurity perspective.

5.6 The sectors and the overall flexicurity model in the UK

Perhaps no other country in Europe has experiengéarceful an erosion of
collective bargaining over terms and conditionghasUK in the last three dec-
ades. While there are many reasons and storiedl &bbut this development,
for present purposes, it means that the sectotgsmubare indeed ‘deviant
cases’ that exemplify exceptions to the generalipc

Because of the exceptional existence of sectot syreements in print and
electrical contracting, the cases are all the nmaezesting as they show how
flexicurity can be developed through collectivedzaning even in a very hostile
environment. Also, due to the fact that sectorlléaegaining is more or less
done in isolation — although less so in the eleatrtontracting sector due to
affiliations with general construction — social fp&rs are highly dependent
upon continued trust and power parity as no effeatistitutional backing for
collective bargaining exist in the UK.

From the analyses, it is clear that our sectorl les#ective agreements al-
most exclusively contribute to internal flexicurityith the exception of notice
periods). External flexicurity is regulated throughtutory provisions that by
most measures can be said to fav@dernal numerical flexibilitylthough
income securitys not as bad as sometimes cited. What seemslézkiag in
the UK is a comprehensive systeneafiployment security or more precisely —
a comprehensive skills provisions regime — somethiat actually applies to
both employed and unemployed individuals.

Concerning internal flexicurity, the long traditiof voluntarism in the UK
leaves considerable autonomy for social partnecemalude voluntary agree-
ments on issues affecting flexicurity. In print aeldctrical contracting, agree-
ments contribute significantly to balances of flelty and security. The
framework character of both ensures variation gngvad working time, while
guaranteeing minimum standards on income and wigrlbhlance. Moreover,
the numerous social benefits and entitlements @adthtutory provisions and
could be said to provide an opening for introdudiegibility measures on, for
exampleworking time(both sectors) aninctional flexibility(only print).

However, bargaining in electrical contracting isigethreatened by ‘bogus
self-employment’ which is undermining typical emyteent. Furthermore, the
continuance of sector level bargaining in both@actests heavily on the will
and capacity of social partners in a context wiresgtutional backing for col-
lective bargaining is reduced to a minimum.
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6 Denmark

Perhaps with the exception of the Netherlands,therc@ountry has discussed
and praised flexicurity as Denmark. From the leftite right of the political
spectre, politicians have taken the concept aata ef affairs and as an accom-
plishment of Danish labour market regulation. Tdd@s only rightly be seen in
the light of the recent 15 years of Danish ‘jobanle’ (Madsen & Pedersen
2003) whereby high unemployment was turned intodomployment and
increased employment rates. We have already mextithe ‘Golden Triangle’
logic and how this could foster positive labourammes through high mobility
and labour market dynamics (Andersen & Mailand 200&dsen 2005). The
kinds of balances we speak about in this reportteneever, largely absent
from public debates.

Conventionally regarded as a model country for othember states, the
Danish debate on flexicurity has been about defenttie core features of the
model rather than reforming it. As such, the flexity model has become a
discursive benchmark around which arguments candsie for any employ-
ment policy reform.

Not the matter of deliberate design or the conekisause of good labour
market performance (Madsen 2006), flexicurity isaréheless regarded across
political actors as a common good that createsbalat a macro-level.

Employers associations have, to a large extenpéede¢he foundations of
the model, which builds on high spending on acéind passive labour market
policies that are tax-financed. Similarly, tradéoms do not advocate for re-
strictions on hiring and firing as the macro conmige in the triangle delivers
employment anthcome securityOf course, the present economic downturn
(per 2009) can change all this as the model idgqotlte test. It seems highly
unlikely, however, that the over a century old @tarce of higlexternal nu-
merical flexibility should wither away during this recession.

6.1 The Danish welfare and labour market model

In line with our analytical division of externaldimternal flexicurity we begin
the chapter on Denmark by presenting the main fesiof the welfare state and
labour market model. We do not contend that thedarobe separated in reality
(Esping-Andersen 1999) as transitions in and oengbloyment are heavily
affected by the two realms of policy. To reitertite separation is therefore
analytical and connected to our research questions.

The Danish welfare state model

Denmark has — in common with its Scandinavian riesgihs, Sweden and
Norway — a comprehensive welfare state which pexva relatively broad
range of services and schemes to its citizensdBgilon a Beveridge principle
of universalism, all citizens enjoy free healthecand education which is cou-
pled with a comprehensive safety net against saeka like unemployment
(see below) regardless of income and participatighe labour market, in con-
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trast to Bischmarck welfare states in Continentabolgean (Esping-Andersen
1999). Thus not only is the range of services brmis eligibility as means-
testing is relatively modest. However, as we séedl, labour market policies
and specifically, unemployment benefits are an ptiae to this rule, albeit

only to a certain degree. The Danish welfare staderelatively expensive sys-
tem and is financed through high and progressixatitan. While often an item
of discussion, high taxes are accepted by Danseraices have been de-
commodified or rather taken out of private marketh@nge where individuals
would have to pay themselves. In recent decadissydimeral rule has experi-
enced some exceptions as several functions in ¢gffane state have to some
extent been re-commaodified. Generally, welfareisessare publicly financed
and the change has been about who provides seriideate companies are
now to a much larger degree taking over servicgigian which in turn has
reduced public sector employment. Competitive tendeand outsourcing are
the main tools here alongside privatisations whidhshould be stressed — have
been concentrated in utilities. Talks of introdgcindividualised fees have long
been in existence, so far without a thorough changifect as Danes cling on
to free and extensive welfare.

The Danish labour market model

The regulation of the Danish labour market hasdlgrgeen left to organisa-
tions of labour and employers through collectiveeagnents since neither
minimum pay, nor minimum working time standardgguably two core fea-
tures of the employment relationship — are stailytoggulated (Due et al.
1993). The balance between collective bargainirthlaw on issues pertinent to
internal flexicurity is thus skewed towards colleetbargaining, albeit with
some notable exceptions that we treat in the reptian. Denmark has devel-
oped a quite comprehensive procedural frameworkratcollective bargaining
which furthermore has — if not constitutional baxcki then political backing
via abstention from changing this framework. Voarigm in Denmark builds
on a fundamental acceptance that social partneesgranacy in determining
terms and conditions of employment.

Through the Basic AgreeméhfHovedaftalen)pf 1899 — also called the
September Agreement — between the ConfederatiDawish Employers (DA)
and the Danish Confederation of Trade Unions (ltk®,state allowed for the
institutionalisation of ‘a parallel legal framework which rule-making and
rule-enforcement of employment regulation is caroeat by social partners.

Thus, Danish agreements are legally binding onogpemies have joined
them.

34 We will restrict the treatment of Denmark to prevaector employment as print and
electrical contracting fall into this category.

% Furthermore, the Basic Agreement and the Law drouaCourts institutionalised
industrial disputes by establishing a judicial eystbased on corporative labour courts
(arbejdsre} and tribunalsféaglig voldgif) — the former ruling on breaches of agree-
ments and the latter ruling on interpretation akeagnents (Due, Madsen, & Strgbye
Jensen 1993; Strgby Jensen 2007).
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Also, a‘peace obligation'during the duration of collective agreements was
agreed, effectively restricting industrial actianperiods after the expiry of
collective agreemernits Collective bargaining rounds typically occur gver
third year — albeit with some irregularities — omalti-employer, industrial
basis organised around federations (or bargairanigls of federations) belong-
ing to LO and DA, respectively. Nerga omnegrovisions exist in Denmark for
extending coverage of agreements to all companias industry so coverage is
contingent either upon companies being membera ef@ployers association
or upon companies making accession agreements is tt@mpanies standing
outside employers associations but adhering tagiheements made. In fact,
single-employer bargaining and agreements are gittespread in the LO/DA
area, amounting to approximately 36 % of employ8eteuer 2007). Also,
collective agreements adhere to the so called jari@aiple’ which stipulates
that any individual working in a industry coverexteive the terms, conditions
and benefits inherent in agreements — both menameryon-members. Table
15 provides figures on coverage rates for the teigactor.

Table 11: Coverage Rates in Danish private sector

Share of employees covered by

collective agreement (percent)

All private-sector employees 71

Manufacturing 76

Source: (Scheuer 2007: 239; Scheuer and Madsen 206D

Another cornerstone of Danish industrial relatibas been the public concilia-
tor and linkage rulééfor collective bargaining (Dansk Arbejdsgiverfoirem
2006; Strgby Jensen 2007). In instances of negotiateak-downs, the public
conciliator will step in to mediate between paraes possibly postpone any
industrial actions by 2x14 days. Moreover, the putbnciliator can link either
independent agreemenggreements through public conciliator non-
agreementso an assembled bargaining result for the ent®&JA area, and
put this result for ballot with the employees caeeby LO/DA agreements
(Dansk Arbejdsgiverforening 2006). In sectors tiidtnot reach agreement,
even with the mediation of the public conciliatitrese parties will receive an
agreement suggestidrom the public conciliator.

% This builds on the distinction betweeanflicts of interesbn renewal of agreements —
where industrial action is allowed — acanflicts of right— where industrial action is not
allowed and cases should be resolved in laboutsouitribunals.

3 Linkage rules have been seen as a way to movensigidy for negotiations in each
industry to peak level associations, i.e. LO and (D&e, Madsen, & Strgbye Jensen
1993) and furthermore it has been criticised faresging smaller sectors as majority
principles apply and larger sectors will evidertyminate here (Strgby Jensen 2007).
However, it also provides an incentive for sectpiaaties to reach agreements instead
of getting an inferior result based on the suggestif the public conciliator.
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However, should the ballot result be negative, atidal dispute is in effect
either through lock-out or strike across the LO/&x&a. In fact, these instances
constitute the frontier of Danish voluntarism amhfinterventionism as the
Governments can take action by passing a law omstand conditions if dis-
putes last too lort§ Over the last two-three decades agreements havedn
from comprehensive detailed regulation to framevaggkeements that define
minimum standards which can supplement or deviata fvorkplace agree-
ments. This is often referred to as the differdmesveen ‘normal wage’ areas
(wage as set in sector level agreement) and ‘mimimage’ areas (actual wage
set locally), the former constituting approximat#&by % of the entire LO/DA
area in 2004 as opposed to 34 % in 1989 (Ibid.).

Since the 1980s, bargaining in the industrial macwiring sector between
Danish Industries (DI) and CO-Industry constitiadé®y-bargaining sectan
the LO/DA area mainly as a result of organisatioratructuring on the em-
ployer side with trade unions having to follow gidue & Madsen, 2006). As
negotiations are connected through linkage rubheskey bargaining sector sets
the pace and nothing is really settled beforeahes has reached a settlement
which has huge ramifications for bargaining in prirhus, in what has been
termed'centralised decentralisation(Due, Madsen, & Strgbye Jensen 1993) or
‘organised decentralisation(Traxler 1995) it is the processesdaicentralisa-
tion which allows workplace flexibility to co-exist witentralisationin the
form of higher level coordination across sectorBanmark.

Perhaps because of the coordination capacity ®ftinicedural framework,
new issues, like pensions and leave arrangeméatsyd beyond simple ‘bread
and butter’ issues have entered collective banggiduring recent decades add-
ing to the breadth of agreements (Andersen 2008;&Madsen 2006).

Many scholars stress the ability of Danish socaatners — together with
shifting governments — to reach agreementsdorgsensuaianner (Due &
Madsen 2006). It is not that Danish decision-makingey socio-economic
issues is not conflictual — in fact conflict is paf the system (Strgby Jensen
2007). Rather, decision-making processes are lmsadgotiations anihstitu-
tionalised confliciwwhere social partners take responsibility for issoleencom-
passing charact®r(Pedersen 2006).

6.2 Regulation of external flexicurity in Denmark
This section briefly outlines the public policidfeating balances of external

flexicurity. In accordance with Model 1 on interri@xicurity, we touch upon
employment security, income secuahdexternal numerical flexibilityThe

¥ The timing of intervention is obviously highly fitidised as social partners herald
their right to independent determination of termd aonditions (and with it the right to
take industrial action). Equally important, unioembers (who are also voters) might
resent the regulation proposed by the Governmepmiit@an end to disputes.

39 Cases in point are the Common Declaration of $peidners in 1987, but also the
recent establishment of educational funds by s@aghers partly on request of the
government in 2007.
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rela-tionship betweens these forms of flexibilindasecurity have often been
termed the ‘Golden Triangle’ of flexicurity in Demmmk (Madsen 2006).

Employment security

Arguably the reforms in 1994 of Danish labour mapa@icies represent a de-
parture from a ‘rights-based’ to an ‘obligation-edsregime in which unem-
ployed individuals are met with increasing demaindsrder to receive benefits.
While this shift could be argued to follow the logf ‘from Welfare to Work’
typically found in Anglo-Saxon countries in Denmalnlere is still a much
stronger element of training and education involigggther with longer peri-
ods of eligibility (Lindsay & Mailand 2004).

While benefits can be given from the first day nEmployment, recipients
are required to be job seeking which, among otiiegs, entails making four
job applications a week (under revision) and bdinglto take a job on a day’'s
notice. After one year of unemployment individu@ix months for individuals
less than 25 years old) are required to enterantivation which consists of
either (subsidised) job training or educationalgoaonmes with a vocational
element. The latter can run up for up to five ye@hss is coupled with exten-
sive individual job guidance. There were modesmapts in 2007 to introduce
additional employment allowance/tax break for lcadpwvorkers (2.5 %) on top
of the general tax break existing for all workétewever, subsidisation pre-
sumably makes up for this without removing the pese incentives of high
reservation wages due to relatively high benediele (Westergaard-Nielsen
2008).

Special attention has been given to young peopléramigrants to get them
into employment. The former group, as noted abizvenly eligible to six
months on normal benefits before they are forctmhincational education if
they have no prior one. Those who do have quadlifina are enrolled into job
training (Westergaard-Nielsen 2008). The latteugrs subject to a so-called
‘start aid’ (starthjeelp which basically entails a substantially lowerdkaf
benefits than non-immigrants receive depending aritai and housing status.

Alongside these active labour market policies, Darknas quite a substan-
tial public skill provision system for vocationaiining which administers and
offers education to both employed and unemploydiViduals (Madsen 2005).
The system of continuous vocational training cde$ a basic programme,
Labour Market Education®\MU), Preparatory Adult Education (FVU), Gen-
eral Adult Education (AVU) Initial Adult Training@VU) and Post-secondary
training for Adults (VVU) and various diploma andhster programmes
(Mailand 2008b). Education and training is offelgdboth public and private
providers. This is organised in a national systeth lecal bodies connected to
it with the participation of social partners alamzrupational lines which gives
a strong element of industry-specific skills deypsh@nt (Estevez-Abe, Iversen,
& Soskice 2001). It is telling that Denmark is Iggdarised than, for example,
Anglo-Saxon countries when it comes to skills due telatively large share of
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individuals holding vocational qualifications attintermediate level (Leitch
2006; Westergaard-Nielsen 2008).

Although skills development for the working popidatis not a statutory
right, collective agreements — as we shall se@wlate rights along occupa-
tional lines which put a floor under levels of iaig for adults in employment.
Effectively, continuous vocational training has e a right. Moreover, pub-
lic subsidisation is quite heavy making it attraetfor employers to put em-
ployees on courses. The rights of the unemployed wentioned above.

Income security

As can be seen from the above, passive labour mpokeies (here narrowly
understood as unemployment benefits) are inextgidatked to active meas-
ures after a year, or less for young people.

Building on a voluntary principle of occupationahfis A-kassey, insured
individuals receive a relatively high benefit ortbe eligibility criterion of one
year's employment is fulfilled. The share of ingline the working population
has been decreasing for some time now — from 8080%6 during the last 15
years (Due and Madsen 2009).

Uninsured individuals (and non-immigrants) receaav@eans-tested benefit
which is substantially below th&-kassebenefit. In general, however, replace-
ment rates in Denmark are relatively high whictdiemto the ‘golden triangle’
as highincome securityThe net replacement rates over 60 months of unem-
ployment for four family types and two earningsdes? is just below 80 %
which is above both other countries examined ig shidy (just under 50 % in
Spain and around 60 % in the UK) (OECD 2006). Notayever, that these
rates are controversially high as other studiesrtepsubstantially lower aver-
age net replacement rate in Denmark. Specificaliyhfgh-wage earners rates
are below other European countries. Depending lmulesion methods levels
will vary, but the overall picture regardless ofthwds is that Denmark’s score
is comparatively high.

Arguably, a key issue in the benefit system ispverse incentive to re-
main on benefits. This is especially true for lo@ge groups where replace-
ment rates are as high as 90%! Coupled with otledfiave benefits like housing
benefits and high income taxes, these negativaniives to employment are
substantial (Westergaard-Nielsen 2008). The afonéioreed tax credit of 2.5 %
is envisioned to reduce the perverse incentive.

Conversely, as A-kasse benefits are capped atarcvel, high wage
earners will experience a relatively lower replaeabhrate than low wage earn-
ers, which is in contrast to other countries.

40 Unweighted averages, for earnings levels of 67%18@%6 of average wage. Any
income taxes payable on unemployment benefitsetermined in relation to annual-
ised benefit values (i.e. monthly values multipld12) even if the maximum benefit
duration is shorter than 12 months. For marriecbtasithe percentage of average wage
relates to one spouse only; the second spouseusiasl to be "inactive" with no earn-
ings (OECD 2006).
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It appears that higimcome securityor the unemployed in Denmark is not as
rosy a story as some studies might suggest, ewemgtithe general levels are
favourable (Madsen 2005).

External numerical flexibility and job security

Another key feature of the Danish ‘golden trianggethe relative ease with
which labour can be hired and fired, i.e. hegtternal numerical flexibilitgor-
responds to loyob security Dating back to the September Compromise blue
collar workers do not have statutory rights regagdiotice and the legislative
acts regarding redundancies in the main relatelteative dismissals and sala-
ried workers. The OECD has constructed an indextasuring and compar-
ing what they call employment protection legislat{&PL) in countries using
scaled indicators ranging from 0 to 6 (6 being mestrictive). EPL concerning
collective dismissals refers to regulation in aiddito rules concerning individ-
ual dismissals, e.g. scope of definition of colkeetismissals, additional noti-
fication/delay requirements, and special costscataml to collective dismiss-
als. For regular employment this reflects permsgikocedures, short notifica-
tion periods and severance payments. Using OECBLsiBdex we get a pic-
ture of how flexible Danish regulation. EPL for leattive dismissals are 3.88;
for regular employees it is 1.47 and for temporagykers it is 0.50. This gives
an overall score of 1.83 which is close to the Ukhw.10 and is much more
flexible than Spain at 3.06 (OECD 2004: table 21)2.

This picture is slightly obscured by the Salariedriérs Law Eunktionaer-
lovenr) which gives considerably longer notice periods t@six months) and
thus lowerexternal numerical flexibilityindeed, as more and more workers are
transferring into salaried employment this legha tgolden triangle’ might
begin to wobble. Collective agreements for bludazakorkers often set notice
periods but they remain relatively lenient (as Wallssee below).

6.3 Regulation of internal flexicurity in Denmark
In Denmark, there is no statutory regulation of pag working as collective

agreementde jureandde factofulfil that functiorf”’. Nevertheless, various
policies do impinge on internal flexicurity andstto these that we now tdfn

Combination security and income security

Benefits that enable workers to be absent from wlorkng different situations
in their lives without loosing their income candsed to increase bottombina-
tion securityandincome securityThree benefits are worth mentioning here.

*L This is also why EU-directives are transposed Damish regulation through collec-
tive agreements rather than legislation. Howew&caverage of collective agreements
is not a 100 %, the Danish government has hadriolede supplementary legislation in
order to implement EU-directives for areas not cedeAs this study analyses the
LO/DA area, it is not relevant to treat these sapmntary laws.

“2 It is only on health and safety regulation that $tate has an exclusive function, but
this area is outside of this study’s focus.
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Firstly, the right to leave and allowance connetteparenthoodLov om ret
til orlov og dagpenge ved barselamended 2006) has been extended to 52
weeks for all workers in Denmark. Mothers’ have ttigit to four weeks pre-
natal leave and fourteen weeks post-natal leaubeFs have the right to two
weeks post-natal leave during the first fourteerkseafter birth. Hereafter,
couples can distribute a total of 32 weeks of pededle amongst them. Fathers’
have the option of starting these weeks beforedenrweeks after birth. Fur-
thermore, there is a possibility for extending kater this period to either
eight or 14 weeks but with the risk of reducedwdace. The allowance is
capped at 3.515 DKK/week onto which collective agnents can ensure full
pay by top-up.

Secondly, Danish workers are entitled to the alloveaduring periods of
sickness as determined by the Act on Allowance mu8ickness or BirthLov
om dagpenge ved Sygdom eller Fgdsainended 2004). Again, the amount is
capped at 3.515 DKK/week or 95 DKK/hour, which tensupplemented by
top-ups stipulated in collective agreements. Thegimam period of sick pay
allowance is 52 weeks during an 18 months periol&ss special conditions
apply. Table 20 summarises rates, eligibility aamgth of allowances.

Table 12: Allowances (per 1. January 2008)

Allowance Amount Length Eligibility
Sick Pay Allowance Maximum 3.515 Employers pay first | All workers with 8
DDK/week 21 days weeks uninter-

rupted employment

Municipality pays All workers with 13
after 21 days sick- | weeks uninter-

ness rupted employment
Maximum 52
weeks during 18
months
Sick Pay Allowance Maximum 95,00
DKK/hour
Allowance for Parental | Maximum 3.515 52 weeks (distrib- All workers
leave DDK/week uted between
parents)

Source: (Larsen 2007; Retsinformation 2009)

Thirdly, individuals working less than normal ftiilne work can receive a sup-
plementary allowance to reach a normal wage, thesrangincome security
when there is less demand or availability of wotkwever, regulations stipu-
late that you need to work less than 29.6 houeswreek to be eligible. In addi-
tion, the general rules for eligibility (e.g. beiagailable for the labour market)
also apply for the allowance. The supplementaguahce is contingent upon
membership of the unemployment insurance systeRagsg

In addition, holiday entitlements also enable woske combine work life
with leisure, thus contributing mombination securitgandincome securityf
paid. In Denmark The Holiday AcEérieloven— amended 2003) stipulates the
right to 2.08 days paid vacation for each montkraployment and the right to
25 days of vacation regardless of accumulated aplhy. There are limita-
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tions on eligibility for certain occupations withjpublic authorities. Collective
agreements can deviate from these general stipntaiin a number of ways of
which two are relevant here. One, deviation fromright to 25 days is allowed
via collective agreement if employers and localpssigwards can reach an
agreement on this. Two, through collective agregmpart of accumulated
days of vacation can be postponed to the followizay.

Employment security

As noted above Denmark has quite a substantialgoskill provision system
for vocational training which administers and offeducation to employed as
well as unemployed individuals (Mailand 2008). Hystem of continuous vo-
cational training consists of a basic programméadua Market Educations
(AMU), Preparatory Adult Education (FVU), General Adtttucation (AVU)
Initial Adult Training (GVU) and post-secondary grammes for adults in
Post-secondary training for Adults (VVU) and vasaliploma and master pro-
grammes (Mailand 2008). Education and trainingfisred by both public and
private providers. This is organised in a nati@yatem with local bodies con-
nected to it with the participation of social pas along occupational lines
which gives a strong element of industry-specikidlsdevelopment (Estevez-
Abe, Iversen, & Soskice 2001). See pp 86/7 for nuetails on these matters.

Although skills development for the working popidatis not a statutory
right, collective agreements — as we shall segulate rights along occupa-
tional lines which put a floor under levels of hiaig for adults in employment.
Effectively, continuous vocational training has e a right. Public subsidisa-
tion is, moreover, quite heavy making it attracieeemployers to put employ-
ees on courses. Looking at comparative figures tft@OECD on non-formal
job-related training during a working life, Denmddkes especially well with
over 900 hours on average for each employed pé@BGD 2007a).

Atypical employment and flexicurity

As is customary, the directives on part-time amdditerm employment were
transposed to regulation through two general ageegsrby peak level organi-
sations, LO and DA, in the Agreement for implemé&ataof the Part-time
workers directive (LO/DA 2001) and the Agreemenmntifoplementation of the
Fixed-term workers directive (LO/DA 2002). The agreents prevent less-
favourable treatment for these groups of a-typécaployment unless based on
objective grounds. Again, the terms ‘objective grdsi and ‘comparative
workers’ give scope for disputes over interpretgtiout we will refrain from
treating this legal aspect for present purposes.

Concerning temporary agency workers, the recemtipgsed directivé
(June 2008) should in principle give agency workedenmark rights to equal

*3 The directive proposed: 1) Equal treatment as efitist day on the job will apply to
temporary agency workers in terms of pay, leaveraatérnity leave. 2) Derogation
from this requirement is possible through colleetagreements.
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treatment. As noted in the UK chapter, the directias yet to be finally passed
by the EU Parliament and transposed into nati@gslation. As we shall see,
however, Danish social partners have preceded Earogevelopments on the
rights of agency workers.

6.4 Flexicurity and collective bargaining in Danish Print

In this analytical chapter we begin by outlining tinain characteristics of Dan-
ish print in terms of market and technology andemtive bargaining actors and
structures. This is followed by the analysis of ldtest bargaining round and
how the agreement contributes to flexicurity.

Market and technology

According to Danish Statistics (2008), in 2007 appnately 31.700 individu-
als worked in the print industry, excluding managand self-employed. The
size of companies is mostly small- to medium, wgibime larger publishers.
There has been a tendency for print companies tgeme order to benefit from
economies of scale in tough competition (DanismT2803). Rationalisations
on the personnel side due to technological devedopsnespecially have re-
duced the number of printers (Ibid.), this occuragzhgside the introduction of
desktop publishing (DTPHowever, there is no indication of high unemploy-
ment generally in the sector — in line with thet if¢he Danish labour market
at the time of investigation.

Collective bargaining actors and structures

In recent decades, the print sector has experiemggthisational changes due to
technological advances. Graphical workers (the t&ed in Denmark) used to
be organised on a craft-basis in the Graphical kritowever, with the advent
of DTP a conflict arose which spurred change tarthde union side. The DTP
conflict in 1995 was about placing this type of waor either the agreement
involving the HK union (general union for serviaedeclerical workers) or the
agreement of the Graphical Union (for craftsmeime Tatter covered classic
print occupations, notably typographer workers (DyPand placing DTP un-
der the HK agreement was therefore seen as atreat to job demarcations
and essentially typographical work. Taken to thmla tribunal, the Graphic
Association of Denmark (GA - Grafisk Arbejdsgivadaing) won the dispute
which placed DTP under the HK agreement. This sseriow to the Graphical
Union eventually meant its dissolution in 1999 ameimbers moving into HK
Privat, 3F or the journalist unions. Packaging almdady been moved into the
remits of DI-agreements. Today, the trade unioa swhsists primarily of HK

3) Temporary agency workers will have equal actessllective facilities, such as a
canteen, childcare facilities or transport servidg@dvember States must improve tem-
porary agency workers’ access to training and chile facilities in periods between
their assignments so as to increase their empllityals) Member States have to im-
pose penalties for non-compliance by temporary vegdgncies and user companies
(EIRO 2008b).
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Privat members and a handful of unskilled 3F memsbdgnion estimates of
density rates come close to 100 % (Danish Team)2003

On the employer side, GA and the Employers Assiotiaif Danish Media
(DMA - Danske Mediers Arbejdsgiverforening) negtaiand have done so for
many years. GA estimates that it organises compam®unting to approxi-
mately 90 % of the entire industry. Mainly, it ietlarger companies that join
GA (Ibid).

The Graphical Agreement sets terms and conditionadrkers in the print
sector of Denmark and is renewed with three yeanmals, thus following the
pattern of the Industrial Manufacturing agreem@stGA represents 90 % of
the wage sum in the sector, coverage is relativiglly, although it is difficult to
estimate exactly how many employees fall outsiéeatireement. The agree-
ment is a framework agreement, i.e. minimum waga and extensive local
bargaining sets actual terms and conditions.

The names of occupational groups in the Graphigak@&ment include the
following occupations (and abbreviations) whichlwi used in this chapter:

Table 13: Occupational groups and abbreviationd us&raphical Agreement

Occupational groups

Pre-press TYPO - typographer
LITO - lithographer

Press TYPO - typographer
LITO - lithographer

Post-press KART - carton-related work
BOGB - Book-binder

Source: Beck et al., 2003

Since the industrial unrest of the 1990s withergdyaas the issue of bargaining
area was settled, social partners in Danish Pawe been fairly successful in
reaching agreements and the collective agreemeletr werutiny (for 2007-
2010) was no exception. Thus, the Danish negotiatiould be termed ‘busi-
ness as usual'.

The following presents how the Graphical Agreenieri@anish print con-
tributes to flexibility and security and how thepisions were negotiated be-
tween HK/Privat/3F and GA/DMA. We focus on pay; wiog time; notice
periods anexternal numerical flexibilityjob demarcations and productivity
related measures; training and education; sociafite and holidays together
with provisions for atypical employment.

Pay

As the Danish Graphical Agreement is a frameworkeagent, actual wages
are determined locally. Yearly increases are tyfyitceed closely to the key
bargaining sector, industrial manufacturing, likany other items are — as we
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shall see. To reiterate, framework agreements gngpesure botincome secu-
rity andwage flexibility— of course depending on local agreements. Whereas
upwardwage flexibilityis therefore possible, interviewees did not réfes
possibility of downwards deviations below sectaelerates, but it is not incon-
ceivable that company hardship could allow for psory solutions. Forming
part of‘centralised decentralisation|bcal bargaining on wages has been in
effect for many years and was not agreed in thgaiaing round under investi-
gation.

A novel feature of the Graphical Agreement was-aaled ‘a la carte’ op-
tion for employees. 0.5 % of income (1% as of M&009) is placed in a ‘free-
choice’ account from which employees either chdosget paid vacation or
enhanced pension contribution, the so called Labtarket PensionsAf-
bejdsmarkedspensiehAMP). The item originates from the Industrial Ma
facturing Agreement and was to a large extent qmasted into the Graphical
Agreement albeit with some administrative alteraito fit with existing ad-
ministration of benefits. Negotiations appearetidee been quite uncontrover-
sial as both parties recognised that it was unétbikthat union members
would accept not getting what the employees in stril manufacturing had
achieved.

While still in its early days (and of modest sizlg optional character is
somewhat of a novelty in Danish collective agreetmand designed to give
employees a higher degree of freedom. The trad@uationale beindgonce it
is there, we will try to enlarge iais has happened with AMP which started off
very modestly but now stands at 12 % as of JuB9q@ue & Madsen 2006;
Grafisk Arbejdsgiverforening et al. 2007). In flexrity terms, the free-choice
account constitutes asampensated trade-déivouring employees with what
could be calledncome flexibilitywhile it is hard to see the advantage for em-
ployers. Perhaps more interesting, it underlinasflbxibility is not purely in
the interest of employers.

Working Time

We have already described how machine utilisatr@haustomer-driven pro-
duction in print require companies and thus theipleyees to allow for maxi-
mumworking time flexibility Nevertheless, the previous Graphical Agreement
of 2004 did not follow the Industrial Manufacturidgreement and its trial
period of flexible weekly working time on conditiafi local agreement (Due &
Madsen 2006). Similarly, when local agreement becampermanent feature of
the Industrial Agreement in 2007, the Graphicale&ggnent 2007 only started a
trial period on this issue so it is not automaticegénewed in 2010 when the
agreement expires. Average weekly working timeiis3¥ hours, planned for a
period of 12 months at a time and with a maximum®hours per week to-
gether with a daily maximum of 9 hours (compared&dours in the EU direc-
tive). In the main, employers got what they wardadocal determination of
working time. This flexibility can potentially woror both parties and consti-
tute awin/win pay-offin whichworking time flexibilityandcombination secu-
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rity is enhanced. Putting maximum limits on flexibilégd the requirement of
locally negotiated solutions should — in principlensure the latter.

Also enhancingvorking time flexibilitywere provisions on the use of part-
time work which were changed to bring the agreerirelime with the EU-
directive(Grafisk Arbejdsgiverforening, Danske Medi Arbejdsgiverforening,
HK/Privat, & 3F/Industri 2007). Previous agreememsl only allowed part-
time workers to work at least 30 hours/week, thisshold being brought down
to 8 hours. Consequentially, part-time work hasnreade much more accessi-
ble and flexible for employers (and employees). Butne directive and the
LO/DA agreement on part-time working, the changasiewere quite uncon-
troversial.

Quite the contrary, shift working proved the hatdesn for the parties.
Both union officials regarded reduction of workitiige for night shift workers
as their main demand running up to the beginningegbtiations. Local shop
stewards and members had aired concerns over vegatilth and safety ef-
fects of working night shifts and lead negotiatkmew that achieving a reduc-
tion would be key criteria for successful negotiai. Meanwhile, negotiations
in the packaging industry between 3F and DI hadakad strong employer
opposition to any attempts to reduce working tinaisoever. Indeed, para-
phrasing one union respondent DA had instilledarmember associations a
‘musketeer oathdn not reducing working time under any circumsear@@er-
tainly, the Industrial Manufacturing Agreement diat bring about the changes
hoped for by unions and due to linkage, HK/Privad 8F had slim hopes for
any concessions from employers that would reduseuasuppl{’. As a sec-
ond-best outcome, unions therefore aimed for erdraant of shift premiums
with a possibility of paid time off-in lieu. Alregdemployees working shifts
accumulate paid time-off if working 37 hours a wéttlere is no paid time-off
if working 34 hours). Employers on their part sé& pickle unions were in,
due to membership pressures, and conceded shifiypres in exchange for the
flexibility inherent in current shift working pattes and the clause on local de-
viations.

The exchange of shift working and premiums is ratefor flexicurity on
several points. One, shift working enhanaesking time flexibilityand fulfils
the desired goal of machine utilisation. As the lmygr official noted, using the
sector level agreement was very instrumental fangles to working time prac-
tices when employees on the shop floor resistea, Bhift working can mean
enhancedombination securitfor employees as working time is restricted to
fewer days. However, long shifts are potentiallyulafaced as they can also
mean working unsocial hours to the detriment tdth&aThree, while unions
might object initially to shift working on grounad avoiding unsocial hours,
pecuniary compensation seems an effective persuatge not involving se-

“*4 Due to the tight labour markets at the time, DAwed avoidance of provisions that
would reduce labour supply as a key objective.

> One could suspect that positive attitudes abasgetshift arrangements are more
prevalent in male dominated sectors where child taless a priority for workers.
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curity (as we do not regard shift premiarmsome securify As one union offi-
cial statedworking time flexibilityallows the possibility of around the clock
manning — the question is how much employers hapay for it. Overall, the
agreement on working time seems to constitute cheethanges between par-
ties in the shadow of the key bargaining sectoroild, nonetheless, be prema-
ture to conclude that we are dealing witxicurity, which depends on local
agreements and how these fit with the work-lifeabak of individual workers

Notice periods and external numerical flexibility

The Graphical Agreement, as many other sector Egredements in Denmark,
sets notice periods for redundancies which affezéxternal numerical flexi-
bility of employment in Danish print. Employers are reegito give the follow-
ing notices:

- 4 weeks of employment requires: one week’s notice
- 9 months: two weeks

- 2years: four weeks

- Syears: seven weeks

- 10years: fourteen weeks

- 20years: sixteen weeks

- 25years: eighteen weeks

Employees who have not been notified correctlyiardlie time are paid an
amount equal to his/her pay during the missingceqgberiods. Also, if a redun-
dant worker is rehired within one year and emplayntasts at least four
weeks, seniority is kept. This has a positive eftecworkers’ eligibility for the
social benefits inherent in the agreement and noesextent alleviates a part of
the social risks from being fired (of course thenediate loss of income is ar-
guably more pressing). The above provisions coaldgerexternal numerical
flexibility but are relatively modest and therefore this aarbe concluded.

Job demarcations and productivity related measures

Previous agreements have gradually standardised tend conditions for the
main occupational groups (typographers, lithogrephed carton-related work-
erd®) and in the 2007 Agreement, working time was statised with regards
to when the normal work day starts (now at 6 a.mtgrestingly, however, job
demarcations still remain in Danish Print and viitithe exclusive rights of
some occupations to be in charge of certain tdslssnot that Danish print has
avoided great turmoil in connection with technotadichanges and demarca-
tion as the DTP conflict of 1995 bears witnesEmployers have in the past
pushed for removal of demarcations. HK/Privat aRdv®uld not accept re-
moval without getting something extra in returnc&€awith this situation, em-
ployers associations refrained from demanding rethovdemarcations.

6 Note that BOGB is not included.
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Ironically, new technology was also a reason flmvehg demarcations to
remain. Introduction of expensive machinery requirending of a certain skill
level that might be exclusive to i.e. typograph&gpecting every employee at
the workplace to attain these skills is naive apsbibly expensive in training.
Moreover, the share of labour costs connectediid igrgreatly reduced with
these new machines so the benefit of gettingduittional flexibilityis actually
negligible compared to the potential costs of remgpwemarcations.

A further reason why demarcations have been kapeigxpectation that
they will erode anyway. A new grade, called ‘gragahtechnician’ which is an
amalgamation of occupations, transgresses demamsaind thus breaks them.
If removal is an expensive move in collective bargey why not wait?

The Graphical Agreement is mute on productivityarding arrangements.
However, this should be put into context. With Besic Agreement general
managerial prerogative was established as empltngesthe rightto lead and
distribute work’of course within the limits of the law and colieetagree-
ments. What demarcations do is infringe upon thisegal prerogative but as
noted above; not enough to induce employers to ddmemoval in negotia-
tions.

Looking strictly at the agreement, however, it se¢hat there is ann-
compensated trade-dgvouringjob securityfor the old occupations and lower
functional flexibility As stated, this imbalance may wither away as teewni-
cal grades are introduced.

Training and education

Arguably the biggest innovation in the Graphicakédgment on training and
education was the development of a skills-developrfwindation found in
Protocol 5 Employees with nine months continuoupleyment are given
rights to two weeks educational leave a year furmechoney of the founda-
tion. This tops up the right to two weeks paid edional leave that was already
present in former agreements. However, Protoc@ées chot have the require-
ment that training is company-relevant — this exist§ 62. In flexicurity terms
this could be seen as enhandugctional flexibilitybut even more semploy-
ment securitys skill development can be external to the company

It should also be noted that protocol 7 on locataments allows for devia-
tion from rights in 8 62 — not on protocol 5. Withs funding, employees thus
have a right to freely choose training and eduaodtiom a wider range of areas,
as long as it stays within areas covered by colleagreements.

Again, the item was in the main copied from theustdal Manufacturing
Agreement and it is perhaps instrumental to dwéttla on these negotiations
as they capture well how the Danish IR model works.

The Danish Government was involved in discussidasiahow to improve
skill development and thus raise skill levels gaftgiin the economy. Inclusion
of social partners provided the liberal-consernegiovernment with a way to
share financial responsibility and improve effeetiess of vocational training.
Thus, without intervening in collective bargaininige agenda for negotiations
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was framed by social partners’ mutual commitmenttrh agreements on
education and training funds. The issue was almmasontroversidl as both
unions and employers associations in the main wlaadditional training funds
in the agreements with a view to enhafwectional flexibilityandemployment
security(Mailand 2008J°,

The process indicates how the political level imesense co-opts social
partners as well as frames negotiations in thebleegaining area (shadow of
hierarchy). Subsequently, agreements made in thé&egaining area are dif-
fused to other sectors in a copy/paste mannereit alith some customisation.
It remains to be seen, however, how the foundatitirwork in practice.

Additional provisions in the Graphical Agreemenamntee two weeks paid
retraining for employees with three years contirsuservice who have been
made redundant because of restructuring, cut-backdosures. Specifically,
typographers who are made redundant because odlirgtion of new technol-
ogy and restructuring have a right to pay during fiveeks re-training. While
these paragraphs do not originate from recent agrets they are nevertheless
still in use — albeit in a modest manner perhagsbge of the generally tight
labour market in recent years. With the currenéssion and long-term down-
sizing of typographers especially, the provisionghtcome into more use for
re-training. This way the trade-off b securityfor external numerical flexi-
bility is balanced witlemployment securitipr redundant workers.

Social Benefits and entitlements

In accordance with the above mentioned Sick Pagwidhce $ygedagpenge-
loven), the Graphical Agreement contains provisionsiok gay that ensure
top-up of the capped public allowanclagpenge} see rates above. Further-
more, the Agreement’s § 36 ensures full-time emgdsythe possibility of shift-
ing to part-time after periods of sickness whil@m@ng normal full pay, i.e.
income securityNo changes have been made recently and the asmdt been
subject for negotiations.

As for sick pay, paid maternity, parental and patgieave consists of a
capped public allowance and a supplement by emp@eumulating to stan-
dard weekly pay of the employees concerned. Paddeatze was subject to
heated negotiations during the 2004 collective &argg rounds, spurred by the

*" A caveat arose due to concerns on the union sidetavhether to restrict benefits to
union members. In a context of falling membershiles, making benefits contingent
upon membership was seen as a way to provide isel@stentives to join unions.
Conversely, DI had no desire to restrict skillselepment to members as the idea was
to raise skill levels generally in sectors. DI'dgmtial price was giving up the ‘area
principle’ (see above) completely — something thede unions were not prepared to
do. As an exchange for giving up exclusivity ofitig to education, improved condi-
tions for shop stewards were given in return anéemgent on the foundation was
achieved. Hereby, unions got a seemingly poweofll for workplace recruitment
(ultimately the goal behind the demand for exclitgjythe skills issue was resolved,
and the ‘area principle’ was maintained.

8 The section on the skills development foundati@s wo-authored with Due and
Madsen (Mailand 2008b).
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2004 Leave Act that extended the period with alloegato 52 weeks to be
flexibly distributed between parents (Due & Mad2606). Leave arrange-
ments in the print area in fact pre-date the almestioned arrangements so
when the Industrial Manufacturing Agreement in 2@8#nded leave for fa-
thers with another three weeks, this was alreagyfect in the Graphical
Agreement. In negotiations trade unions used theigwed expenses con-
nected to extending paternity leave to be transflonto the shift premia men-
tioned above. This seems to be a clear examplewfdnoad bargaining agen-
das can be used to enhance exchange possibilitidsoav advances in key
bargaining sectors create room for manoeuvre tbatdwotherwise not have
been there. Outlined in § 37 of the Agreement, atésick) pay follows the
statutory allowances, except there is a maximurio@dor mothers of 28
weeks (4+14+10 weeks) and 12 weeks (2+10 weeks$atfoers. After these
periods, remaining weeks are at statutory allowsince

Both benefits — sick pay and maternity leave — leelguréncome security
during different stages of working life and are@eples of the sometimes
complex interrelationships between statutory piiows and collective agree-
ments. In substantive terms, collective agreememésire that employees do not
risk falling below normal weekly pay to the statytallowance rates.

While sick pay can hardly be said to help work-bidance, leave arrange-
ments significantly aids this and recent extensafr®eriods does — ceteris
paribus — enhanammbination security

Vacation entitlements are squarely in line with Yfazation Act giving 2.08
days of vacation for each month worked. Vacaticouthbe planned with man-
agement. It also gives the possibility for trangfer vacation to the following
year thereby enhancirm@mbination securityProvisions on vacation in the
Graphical Agreement do supplement on length of ti@cdor typographers,
bookbinders and carton-related workers with longise™.

As a novel feature the Agreement introduces somebility for employees.
We have already mentioned the possibility of opforgpaid leisure with the
‘free-choice-account’ above, which should allow émhanced@¢ombination
security— albeit modestly so far.

Common for all benefits is — not surprisingly —tttieey favour employee in-
terests in combination- aridcome securityWhile it has not been the aim to
investigate the ‘long life in bargaining’ of sometbese benefits it seems rea-
sonable that they have generally begnhangedor the flexibility gained on
wages and working timi& Moreover, as one union official stated these fisne
(with the exception of sick pay) serve as a meamsuitalise collective bar-

9 For TYPO-employees, three days extra are givesr 4l years service. For BOGB,
three days extra are given for 25 years serviceKR&RT, three days extra are given for
25 years service (8§ 45a-€).

**This should also be seen in connection to thetfettsector level agreements — in the
minimum-wage area — have lost much of their sigaifce on actual wage increases.
Thus, unions might have an easier time ‘sellindeal including skills development to
members instead of adding a negligible amount tpewacreases — even though the
pecuniary amounts of the two items are the same.
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gaining as members increasingly demand welfargaglbenefits from their
membership. Finally, the strategy seems to beaiheg the benefit is in, it will
get a life of its own and grow bigger as has thePAM

Provisions for atypical employment

While LO/DA agreements have implemented regulatibpart-time and fixed-
term work, there have been no agreements for ageakers. However, the
Industrial Manufacturing area has made advancesihghe so called ‘Agency
Protocol® (Andersen 2007). The protocol in the main addessene of the
core concerns for agency workers and it would skegy straightforward for
HK Privat and 3F in print to get the same provision

This did not happen during the 2007 negotiatiom$att, union officials
found that non-discrimination of agency workers hidady been achieved
through labour tribunal rulings in the electricahtracting industry (e.g. Dansk
El-Forbund vs. Bravida Danmark A/S, 2003). Thisngilconfirmed that collec-
tive agreements in Denmark follow the ‘area prit&€ipy which all workers
with tasks similar to the ones contained in the afecollective agreements
should enjoy the agreed terms and conditions. Wibylsl unions ask for provi-
sions (and have to negotiate with other items)amething that was already
secured? However, the ruling does not addressrdieegon of accumulation of
seniority — as does the protocol — but this didsesm to attract the interest of
union officials. One explanation given was 8§ 13ha&f Graphical Agreement
which states that any redundant worker who is eehfior at least four weeks
within a year of redundancy retains his/her setyiowhile judicial practice of
this article is not clear it would seem that they@ical Agreement actually
provides a better possibility for accumulation ehi®rity than the Industrial
Manufacturing Agreement does.

It is, however, certain that the Graphical agredrigemute on provisions
that offer regular contracts to fixed termed anery workers after specified
periods of employment.

The Danish agreement sets limits for the use dftpae workers. § 10 of
the Graphical Agreement, stipulates that compamisg not reduce the number
of full-time workers in connection to employmentpafrt-time workers when
these hold similar qualifications. Also, if a comgaconsiders hiring part-time
workers, full-time workers have primacy to chooset{time work first and the
number of part-time workers can not exceed the rurabfull-time workers. In
fact most part time work in the sector is in facluntary.

The provisions could therefore be interpreted earaful trade-off between
accepting the use of atypical employment forms evlilsuring that this hap-
pens under proper terms and conditions and wittheutisk of substituting

*1 The protocol contains rules on how to define tmpleyer and with it, which party
bears responsibilities for fulfilling the collectvagreement. Furthermore, it guarantees
accumulation of seniority when transfers betwedss jare no more than 6 months
which should ensure that agency workers do nosfaitt of eligibility limits on bene-
fits in collective agreements.
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typical employment, i.e. @empensated trade-offlote, however, that restric-
tions on use of atypical employment could potelytiedeate insider-outsider
problems.

Summary of Danish Print

The Graphical Agreement in Denmark has been shownprtribute to several
balances between flexibility and security by eitbigpplementing legislation or
filling in where it is absent. This section brieBymmarises the most pertinent
balances identified in the analysis and how thegewtieey created in the 2007
negotiations.

Before presenting specific balances and the presesfsbargaining, it is
prudent to underline the significance of bargainmgndustrial Manufacturing,
which has made several imprints on the Graphicaé&gent. All things con-
sidered, the key bargaining sector is where poweegotiate the major issues
on Danish industrial relations resides. This besaigl, social partners in Danish
print have succeeded in adapting elements to oheirindustrial context and
added independent ones.

A win/win pay-offseems to exist betwegrage flexibilityandincome secu-
rity in the overall framework agreement on pay. Dukntage of sectors in the
LO/DA area, costs associated with collective agesgmare framed together
with real wages being determined locally after mimin wages have been
raised.

Connected to working time the 2007 negotiationtalfedd the possibility to
deviate from normal provisions in the agreementa@mdition of local agree-
ment. Depending on the solutions found in the wiardg working time agree-
ments could constitute eitheompensated/un-compensated trade-affs
win/win pay-offsWhile this is an unsatisfactory conclusion, stsdif practice
are needed to make sense of this type of arrandenmdowever, it could be
argued that the framework on working time guarageminimum otombina-
tion securityin that working time variation can not be changethe sole will
of employers.

The agreement about local deviations also prowdgsloyers with the pos-
sibility of shift working. Unions exchanged this fextensive shift working
premia which works to sweeten the deal for workére might have to work
unsocial hours. However, shift working could alstemtially be beneficial to
workers as work is restricted to fewer days andthdrewe are dealing with
flexicurity or not remains inconclusive.

An issue which was not handled is job demarcatidhs potentially re-
ducedunctional flexibilityand protects jobs for certain workers to the diaad
tage of others, i.e. amcompensated trade-offhe issue was, however, not
very pertinent to employers as a new grade wilessgde old job demarcations.

Training was a huge item in the agreement, alirsitdnd foremost negoti-
ated in the key bargaining sector. Perhaps theedeaxample of win/win
pay-offbetweerfunctional flexibilityandemployment securityvorkers were
given rights to two extra weeks of training. A riésifi processes of coordina-
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tion between top level organisation and governmieshows how sector level
agreements can override company consideratione@achmg and free-rider
issues which seem to hinder satisfactory arrangenietUK print. However, it
should be noted as training does not have to b@anyrelevant there is the
potential of reducindunctional flexibilityinternally in companies, but enhanc-
ing employment securityxternally.

Concerning social benefits, the Graphical Agreemet already very bene-
ficial to workers before the 2007 negotiations gricharily works to guarantee
incomeandcombination securitduring different life stages/situations. Here,
one might speak of an overplckage dealvhere enhancement of benefits that
might only affect security elements actually hedpsial partners reach agree-
ment on enhancing flexibility by way of exchanges.

Finally, atypical workers are protected from unddresatment due to the
LO/DA agreements which transpose the part-timefexed-term workers direc-
tives into regulation. There were no special priovis for agency workers, as
social partners understood labour tribunal ruliagsufficient to guarantee
equal treatment. The equal treatment principle khguarantee Danish atypical
workers in prinincome, combinatioandemployment securitConcomitantly,
employers get a legitimisation of using these fi&icontracts, thus increasing
working timeandexternal numerical flexibilityA compensated trade-afein
thus be detected.

However, before the bargaining round trade uniosisied that the agree-
ment stipulates that the use of atypical employmsapould be limited to certain
extraordinary situations and not be to the detrinoétypical employment.
Hereby, one could argue that insider jobs in tleistry are being protected
against outsiders, i.e. atypical workers.

6.5 Flexicurity and collective bargaining in Danish Electrical
Contracting

This chapter analyses Danish electrical contracfwipwing the same struc-
ture as the above one on print. We begin with atgitesentation of the sector
and how collective bargaining is generally caroed and by whom. Next, we
analyse the most recent bargaining round and hevagheement contributes to
flexicurity.

Market and technology

Similar to the UK, Danish electricians are emplopgdmall sized enterprises
that often employ individuals on a temporary babi® issue of ‘bogus’ self-
employment is, however, not at all as prevalemémmark as in the UK.

Approximately 26.000 individuals were employedhe industry in 2007
according to Danish Statistics. However, this fegdisguises the fact that many
of these are not actually electricians and incluathser workers such as clerical
and auxiliary staff, and thus stand outside thei$anf our investigation. Ac-
cording to union estimates, the figure for eled@nis is closer to 16.000 and is
even more masculinised than the below figure sugges
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Figure 3: Employed persons in Danish Electrical tGaning
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Similarly to many other sectors of Denmark, theolatforce is ageing as the
big cohorts are leaving the labour market. Thisoigpled with a constant diffi-
culty in recruiting new apprentices for the indystr

Collective bargaining actors and structures

Danish electricians are still organised in a cbaf$ed union that continues to
enjoy strong unionisation. According to union esties approximately 90 % of
electricians are members of a union. Dansk ElHadlorganises electricians
in Denmark and bargain on their behalf.

On the employer side, Teknig conducts collectiveydiming and represents
the industry. The organisation also organises pioghbompanies and the two
areas share many characteristics, although ddatkeno merger of the two
areas has been achieved.

As in Danish print, collective bargaining followsetschedule of the key
bargaining sector in the LO/DA area, that is thadubtrial Manufacturing
agreement. Similarly, due to linkage rules, collecbargaining in electrical
contracting follows many of the same patterns agtint sector. While there
are many similarities there are also some diffegeras customisation is also at
play in electrical contracting.

We analyse the 2007 agreement and processes lagultoghis. Bargaining
was set in a context of an enduring constructiammiavhere contractors had
more often than not had a labour shortage promjstinge to invite migrant,
especially Polish, workers to Denmark. This labshwrtage put pressure on
wage demands, as noted in the previous analygisrdf
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The analysis follows the same structure as pregeatialytical sections by
investigating bargaining processes between DansloBlund and Tekniq lead-
ing to the Electrical Agreement 2007.

Pay

There are generally three pay systems at work imidbeelectrical contracting
which can be combined and designed very flexiblyetheling on local agree-
ment between the employer and the local workenesemtative/individual
operatives.

Firstly as noted above, the agreement in electcoalracting stipulates
minimum hourly wages under which no individual ¢enpaid. Actual wages
are higher than these rates, due to local wagerdiei@tion. In addition, pay for
‘skilled and capable’ employees can be set indaidigand directly between
employer and employee without interference fromadqmartners.

Secondly, contractors can set up productivity entmgnsystems for some,
or all of the operatives. While no template is imgttl in the agreement (this
would perhaps counter the whole idea), it is suiggkthat job functions, quali-
fications, education, payment by result, bonusegept fulfilment could be
elements that release pay supplements. These systenonly be changed once
a year unless the system is connected to a cenajiect, e.g. construction pro-
ject. This should protect workers from arbitraryaoges from management that
could put income in peril.

Thirdly, pay in electrical contracting is guided &ypiece-rate systef
(called Landspriskurantern’which over the years has been developed to in-
clude the multitude of installations and wiringslaould be seen as a produc-
tivity enhancing system.

The two latter systems can not be coupled togetttezreas the time-based
system is used when, for some reason, pay couldendétermined using either
the productivity enhancing system or piece-rate.

As noted, the piece-rate system contains negotiated and is viewed by
both parties as out-dated. The Electrical Agreerafratidy allows local piece-
rates to be established between parties at workpdael, should thdand-
spriskurant’not contain rates for specific (new) services,dinte the 2004
negotiations the social partners have put a majert@aul into motion based
upon time-motion studies instead of direct negiwinest

As in the print sector, the Electrical Agreemen2807 followed the Indus-
trial Manufacturing agreement on establishing a-freoice account by which
operatives can choose between pay, paid holidapltanced AMP-
contributions. However, instead of devising a sipefiee-choice account, the
Sunday-Holiday accounS@gnehelligdagskontalready in existence was used
as social partners agreed to increase the amawrthis account equal to what
had been given in the Industrial Manufacturing egrent. Any amount not

52 According to interviews, very few operatives ar@phe actual piece-rate, but
the system still serves as a standard measuralfarating the going rate for a specific
job — or at least the ball park wherein prices eang
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used either as paid holiday or enhanced AMP-cartitb’® would be released
as additional pay at the end of the year. Thisornisted solution was regarded
as more befitting to electrical contracting asntlerpins the flexibility cher-
ished by both partié&$

From aflexicurity perspective, pay determination in Danish eledtdoa-
tracting is highly flexible and allows for considéte wage differentiation and
also income flexibility. As in print, the framewonlature of pay determination
in Danish electrical contracting constitutes a galrmmpensatettade-off
betweerwageflexibility andincomesecurity Risks of wages falling under a
certain level are reduced and the possibility foward wage flexibility is en-
hanced. However, due to the transient nature of@myent, the income of
workers is furthermore contingent upon electriciaasially taking/getting
work. What the collective agreement does is to ieminimum tariffs and
hourly wages, but not overaticome securityThus contrary to print in Den-
mark we can not detectvén/win pay-offon internal flexicurity here as incomes
are dependent on demand for labour which showsiimp@rtantexternalin-
come securitys for this type of work. Evidently, workers’ inc® is also con-
tingent on employment in other sectors, but withdhick transitions in and out
of jobs, electricians are often more in need oémdl safety nets.

Working time

Regulation of working time in the industry is higlilexible and has been so
prior to the 2007 negotiations. The Electrical Agrent defines a normal
working week and stipulates how deviation from thism is to be rewarded by
various pay supplements or can be agreed locatiyeh in line with the
aforementioned ‘centralised decentralisation’.

Normal working hours are 37 hours/week, normalstributed on a 5 day
week and should at least be 7 hours a day, unsetispagree to a 6 day work-
ing week.

Variable working hours can be achieved by mutuat@mgent between em-
ployer and operative. Changes should be notifiamiking days prior to
change and can apply to periods of a minimum o&t2ks and a maximum of
52 weeks (i.e. the reference period inherent inMaeking Time Directive). An
average working week in these periods should amousif hours/week and not
exceed 46 working hours. Furthermore, daily workinge can fluctuate be-
tween 6 and 10 hours and work outside normal wgrkiours releases pay sup-
plements. Provisions on local working time agreeéwilow provisions in the
Industrial Manufacturing agreement where local agrents went from being
on a trial-basis to becoming a permanent item. Nwethis is different from
the print agreement where these provisions ar@erohanent. Moreover, in

3 To reiterate, AMP is an occupational pension sahereated to give employees an
additional post-employment income besides the pupéople’s pension’folkepen-
sioner).

**In the Industrial Manufacturing agreement, indisatiworkers are required to choose
how they want to spend their free-choice fundfiatteginning of the year.
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electrical contracting local agreements are nodomgquired to be centrally
approved by organisations.

The chapter of working time also contains provision staggered working
hours forskudt arbejdstifiwhereby normal working hours are altered under
condition of local agreement, due notification énormal working days) and
the new working hours are in effect for at leagt fivorking days. This way the
flexibility of staggered hours is coupled with rsitéhat to a certain degree pro-
tectcombination securityin other words, the agreement tries to compensate
somewhat the potentially detrimental effects of kirog unsocial hours. In addi-
tion, the agreement allows for weekend work, whegteratives only work
during weekends (not week days) and only 24 hauesrtormal 37 hour week
pay. This group of workers can only work week dagen the approval of cen-
tral organisations, but each workplace can chamgevorking time schedule
back if business conditions require this.

Overtime (i.e. hours exceeding the agreed normakiwg week) should be
reduced as much as possible and qualifies for eopgits or time-off. How-
ever, local shop stewards can also agree to ddvaatethese provisions. Social
partners have made provisions that require ovetiinie granted as time-off in
lieu when the unemployment figures of the industigpass 2 % instead of giv-
ing overtime pay! Obviously, these provisions asmto restrict overtime
working for the few and maximise employment for thany.

It should be noted, the key bargaining sector waménsely influential and
the most recent innovation in the 2007 negotiatisas making local agree-
ments permanent and without organisational appravahe key bargaining
sector, unions gained improved conditions for sétegvards and the skills de-
velopment foundation in return for the provisiomslocal deviations.

Despite these flexible provisions, the potentiabi®ly used according to in-
terviewees. In particular, on construction sitestking time is limited to very
rigid patterns even when this is visibly inefficie®n smaller operations, work-
ing time is distributed almost individually.

Altogether, the agreement’s working time provisians extremely flexible.
Enhancedvorking time flexibilityand its potentially detrimental consequences
for combination securitihas been exchanged for enhanced incomer{oome
security) and certain minimal requirements for notificatidepending on local
agreements and how these fit with the work-lifeabak of individual workers,
the regulations can result in eithvdin/win pay-offsor uncompensated trade-
offs As in print, we can not conclude which as balarare contingent on spe-
cific circumstances of the workplace and individwakker.

Notice periods and external numerical flexibility

The transient nature of electrical contracting atrautomatically makgsb
security‘fragile’ which is also reflected in notice permdrhe Danish electrical
agreement sets out notice periods for hourly paigleyees which affects the
level of external numerical flexibilitppeyond statutory requirements. Employers
should give the following notices:
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- 3 months of employment: Five days notice
- 2years: Fifteen days
- Syears: Twenty days
- 8years: Twenty-five days

Moreover, for an operative working piece-rate, c@is not required and the
holder of a piece-rate contract, i.e. the contraot@ther operatives, can thus
freely reduce piece rate workers. Thus, comparedher sectors, electrical
contracting in Denmark hastremely high external numerical flexibility

As a protection for workers with one year’s contins employment that fall
sick or ill provisions are in place that disalloedundancies during the first
three months sickness. As a new feature in the 2g@dement, workers with
less than one year continuous employment can notaoke redundant during
the first five weeks of sickness or iliness thawiwk-related. Both parties
viewed these (minor) impedimentsdrternal numerical flexibilitas merely
good management practice.

Job demarcations and productivity related measures

Although the 2007 negotiations did not change jelmarcations and productiv-
ity related measures, the overall regulatory fraov&vfor the industry is worth
mentioning. In general, electrical contracting badergone a transition from
‘simple’ installations of appliances to large etexl systems that require dif-
ferent skills and work organisation, in other wohdasctional flexibility Indeed,
much of the work undertaken in the industry todaglone in front of a com-
puter rather than on location. Undoubtedly thishy the first appendix to the
electrical agreement concerns the introductiorCdr &and how these workers
have made the transition to salaried worker statlike balance between work-
ers on the Electrical Agreement and agreementsalaried workers is an ever
pending question.

For the remaining operatives — the focus of ouestigation — demarcations
are few if they exist at all and electricians cegely undertake various func-
tions as workplace and business conditions reqtis. should, however, not
blur the fact that training and certification sysgeare firmly in place to ensure
that only recognised electricians undertake worth@industry. Through strict
monitoring and enforcement mechanisms unions anudogers are committed
to allow only authorised electricians to undertakek, hereby avoiding the
issue of ‘bogus’ self-employment that is so prentie the UK. Similarly,
agency work is almost non-existent. However, thisdt to state that un-
declared work does not happen. Indeed, moonligltimgmonly occur to avoid
taxes and Danish VAT.

% Salaried workers in Denmark have altogether difieterms and conditions. This
especially concerns notice periods, working time idlividual wage setting.
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In general though, electrical contracting is refllj protected from outsid-
ers and internal labour foréenctional flexibilityis considered high as the
agreement remains silent on job demarcations.rin this has the potential to
facilitate new positions for Danish electricianseanmeeded and thus enhance
employment securityor insiders in the industry, there seems to Wwenéwin
pay-offwhen it comes to job demarcations.

Training and Education

Again in accordance with the Industrial Manufaatgragreement, education
was given a boost in 2007 negotiations througheitablishment of a skills
development foundatiorKmpetenceudviklingsfondewhich is co-owned by
social partners in the industry. This adds to thistimg provisions that give any
employee with nine months continuous employmeingta to choose two
weeks training a year which is unpaid, unlessiaig of the company’s skills
development plan.

Contrary to the Industrial Manufacturing agreempntyisions on the skills
development foundation in electrical contractingslaot stipulate a fixed
number of weeks as a guaranteed right for individwakers. Instead workers
can apply for courses and training that is considieelevant for the industry —
in a broad sense — and have expenses and losafencovered. Individual
workers wanting training that is not part of thengany’s skills development
plan can now get 85 % wage compensation. If iar$ pf the company'’s skills
development plans it counts as the companies aamrig expenses and work-
ers are paid 100 % of normal income.

Again, this is an example of how provisions in kieg bargaining sector are
spread and modified to industrial reality. Emplesysaw a chance to couple
skills development plans with the money inhererthinfoundation. The union
for their part, got money to finanagcome securitgluring re-training and edu-
cation that companies hitherto had not wanted nd féurthermore, there is no
minimum and maximum length of skills developmerd arorkers can thus be
more flexible when choosing training.

The linkage to the key bargaining agreement andchlpiigy to customise
was important for this seeminglyin/win pay-offof functional flexibilityon one
side ancemployment securitypn the other. As noted before, the initial agree-
ment in the key bargaining area on skills develapmaeas secured through an
exchangevhere unions conceded to local deviations on wgrkime possible
permanently and without organisational approvahtThis did not happen in
print just underlines that each sector can cusiiwdutions to their needs and
specific negotiations.

Social benefits and entitlements

As in print, sick pay and leave arrangements asedban statutory entitlements
in the public allowance system and collectivelyesgt provisions that top-up
the capped allowance to reach the normal wage glatisence. To reiterate,
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these provisions at once enhaimmmmeandcombination securitywhile the
direct benefits for employers are less visible.

Sick pay is given for a maximum six weeks on cadadithat the employee
has worked at least three months. As a novelther2007-agreement, work
related illnesses and injuries are now also covérkd Electrical Agreement
also contains a right to stay home during a childisder 14 years) first day of
sickness, provided only one parent stays homedditian, employees have the
right to accompany their child’s hospitalisatiom éme week after nine months’
continuous employment. A cap on wage compensatigatiat 130 DKK/hour
which includes the public allowancgagpengg

Concerning parental-, maternity- and paternity égdlie provisions in the
main follow what was agreed in the Industrial Mautfiring agreement. Moth-
ers have 4 weeks pre-natal leave and 14 weeksptat-Fathers have 2 weeks
post-natal leave entitlement. During these pertbdscompensation rate tops-up
the public allowance to a hormal wage, althougly apl to 130 DKK/hour. In
continuation of these periods, parents have 9 wpakkleave in total. 3 weeks
are earmarked to each parent and the remaining tare be distributed as par-
ents see fit. Again the 130 DKK/hour cap appliesmPanies are refunded by
the municipality equal to the maximum allowance tbst is refunded by the
parental leave foundation established by Tekniq.Haiee already presented the
negotiation process of how leave arrangements &d¢emnded in 2004. The
three extra weeks given in 2007 brings about furtbenbination securitas
parents can choose who shall take the optionabgelfianything, this conces-
sion by employers can be seen as a way of swegtdrérpackage-deal for
workers in the LO/DA area and it is hard to ses¢hgrovisions in isolation
from the Industrial Manufacturing Agreement. Morenwaccording to inter-
viewees, since electrical contracting is still vargle-dominated (only 1-2 % of
operatives are female), leave arrangements arairdgrinaternity leave is not
in huge demand by the labour force.

Besides sick pay and leave arrangements, we heaadglmentioned how
the free-choice account was customised to fit witisting benefits structures in
electrical contracting. As noted, the free-choicecaint was used in the ex-
change for enhancedorking time flexibilityin the Industrial Manufacturing
agreement and it is doubtful whether electricaltiamting workers would have
demanded it themselves. Importantly, workers hhgeoption to choose paid
holiday through increases in the amounts paided3tagnehelligdagkonto’
Vacation entitlements are in line with statutorgyisions in the Vacation Act
(Ferieloven) giving 25 days paid vacation when ti@s been accumulated dur-
ing the previous year. Furthermore it is possiblegansfer a maximum of 10
days to the next year. Finally, any local agreenoertoliday planning can only
be made to improve these minimum provisions — fafieguardingombination
securityfrom footloose employer demands.

Another innovation in the 2007 agreement was tleeess of a Dansk El-
Forbund demand for private health insurance whaststtuted 0.15 % of total
cost increases of renewing the agreement and weas feom enhanced pension
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contributions. While still modest in its size prigahealth insurance could be-
come a new item with which unions can promote ttedwes in future recruit-
ment efforts.

The flexicurity output of social benefits and detfitents is perhaps not as
straightforward as at a glance they only benefibomeandcombination secu-
rity. However, as shown above they have been usedtagpeworking time
flexibility and it can therefore be argued to form part ofoberall package
whereby acompensated trade-dffas been created.

Provisions for atypical employment

The two LO/DA agreements on part-time and fixeartemployment should —
de jure — guarantee equal terms and conditionedokers in Danish electrical
contracting. Part-time working is barely existethile fixed-term work is al-
most the norm due to the transient nature of woitké industry. None of these
agreements or agency work is mentioned in the EdattAgreement.

The incidence of agency work is modest, albeihgsiAccording to one un-
ion official, electricians took a liking to the wagencies worked as it fitted
well with how employment was with constantly smifiiemployers. With an
agency the worker does the work but with a staldeiger of employment.
Moreover older workers especially found it easiefind employment with
agencies as contractors preferred to employ yowrgexs directly. As noted
above, the Dansk El-Forbund vs. Bravida Danmarkr@ltag has established
that agency workers are covered by the ‘area-gi@cand thus enjoy the same
terms and conditions as typical employees. As theruofficials noted in our
interviews, why open an item for negotiations whtencourts have already
given you what you want.

Concerning accumulation of seniority for agency keos to receive certain
benefits, interviewees noted that typical workerd agency workers were
pretty much in the same boat as the industry erjgysature very higlexternal
numerical flexibility Moreover, as it is only sick pay and rights tdlsldevel-
opment that have seniority requirements attachegtbblem was viewed as
minor. Pensions, the free-choice account and vatatys do not have these
eligibility requirement?.

According to interviewees the incidence of ‘bogseif-employment is not
widespread in Denmark. Monitoring is quite effeetthroughSikkerhedssty-
relsen’which ensures that authorisation of certain ojemnatis given to only
one supplier. This authorisation can not be giweother persons so ‘bogus’
self-employment becomes impossible. Any other iildial working on an
authorised operation is thus an employee and threrstibject to normal rules
regarding the employment regulation in the eleatrontracting area, i.e. the
Electrical Agreement. Of course, the system ispeotect and interviewees
could not rule out individual examples of ‘boguslfssmployment.

%% Although paid vacation requires a year of employme
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Altogether, electrical contracting in Denmark iwell regulated sector when
it comes to atypical forms of employment in thatiuduals outside of a normal
employment contract are guaranteed the same terthscenditions. This en-
hancesncome, employmeandcombination securitfor these workers as
wages, working hours, training, vacation etc. gréoupar and employers can
freely use this type of employment.

Furthermore this is coupled with a comprehensivérobof certification. As
in other industries where occupations are protetttisccan be seen in two
ways: Firstly, jobemployment securigndincome securitpf insiders is en-
hanced at the expense of opportunities for outsitbeenter the labour market,
i.e. insider/outsider problem.

Conversely, certification guarantees high levelgudlifications (and guar-
anteed terms and conditions) and with it higtome security, combinatiand
employment securitypr workers but also higfunctional flexibilityfor employ-
ers, i.e. avin/win pay-off

Summary of Danish Electrical Contracting

As in Danish print, the 2007 negotiations of thedflical Agreement were
heavily influenced by the negotiations in the Ibadgaining sector. It is vital to
stress the importance of this coordinating capashgrent in the Danish model
of industrial relations across economic sectorsidtleeless, real negotiations
did take place in electrical contracting at the givas of the Industrial Manufac-
turing Agreement. The following summarises andeel on the balances be-
tween flexibility and security appearing from thiedrical Agreement of 2007.

A couple ofwin/win pay-offavere identified in the analysis. Firstly, the
framework agreement on wages whie@me securitglue to minimum wage
levels is coupled with upwanslage flexibilityseems to constitute a mutual ad-
vantage for employees and employers. However, als welectrical contract-
ing is of a transient naturicome securitys contingent upon external income
transfers when labour demand is low, tbbscuring the win/win pay-off

Likewise, working time could potentially be arradge that flexibility and
combination securityas balanced in\ain/win pay-off We have refrained
from making such a conclusion, however, as thenoalés far too dependent on
individual circumstances. Social partners exchangating time flexibilityfor
pecuniary compensation in 2007 but this, as meati@bove, is not considered
asincome securityand thus remains inconclusive if we are dealintt Wexicu-
rity.

A somewhat clearer example oWan/win pay-offwas found for training.
Here the skills development foundation gave extitélements to training, even
when irrelevant for the employing company. Thisigte- ceteris paribus —
increase botlfunctional flexibilityandemployment securityimultaneously.
However, the former of course depends on how vesidl gkills actually fit to
skill demands of the company.

Connected to the issue of skills, the Electricatefgnent does not contain
job demarcations which should rafsectional flexibilitybut alsoemployment
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securityas individual workers are able to take on diffefjebs — in other words
awin/win pay-offnas been created.

Several social benefits and entitlements exighénHlectrical Agreement.
They have in common that, on the face of it thely benefit employees by
increasingcombinationandincome securityAt a glance, they constitute an
uncompensated trade-ptiowever, seen as part of the big package ofiomgs
to the agreement it becomes clear that demandgdiding time flexibilityhave
probably been met with demands for improvemenhe$eé benefits. The 2007
negotiations saw leave extended and an a-la catitenoon pay, pension and
vacation. It therefore seems appropriate to incthden in acompensated
trade-offwith working time. Again, coordination with thealé bargaining sec-
tor was decisive.

Finally, atypical employment gives a blurry pictarfeflexicurity. On one
hand, equal treatment is secured for part-timediterm and agency workers
through either directives for the first two or lalb@ourt rulings for agency
work. This should simultaneously ensimeome, combinatioandemployment
securitytogether withexternal numericahndworking time flexibilityfor these
forms of employment. Bargaining in the sector hatsbeen influential here.
The Electrical Agreement does, nevertheless, stipdimitations on the use of
part-time and fixed-terms workers, thus protecjoigsecurityfor typical em-
ployees at the expenseafiployment securigndflexibility for the atypical
forms of employment. This could constituteiasider/outsidemproblem and
does not compensate for the loss of flexibility.rietwser, an effective certifica-
tion system puts up barriers for new entrants ¢éanidustry, but at the same
time ensures high quality labour and tfuisctional flexibilityandincome secu-
rity. The flexicurity balance is difficult to establighthout investigating actual
practice and working conditions in the labour marke

6.6 The sectors and the overall flexicurity model in Denmark

Much of the interest in flexicurity to begin witlas centred on the remarkable
labour market performance of Denmark since 1994ically, the success has
been attributed to external flexicurity inherenthe so-called ‘Golden Trian-
gle’ which couples higlexternal numerical flexibilityhighincome securitand
highemployment securiipstead ofob security However, this analysis has
also shown how sector level bargaining in Denmark @ontribute significantly
to flexicurity — albeit mostly on internal forms téxibility and security. This is
perhaps no wonder when one considers the volunteadition for labour mar-
ket regulation in which social partners have tiaddlly had a large degree of
autonomy in determining the terms and conditionsroployment through co-
ordinated sector level bargaining.

It is perhaps this coordinative capacity whichidmtishes Denmark the
most from the UK, where social partners — as weels@en — also have a high
degree of autonomy. Our sectors — print and etattdontracting — form part of
a coordinated process in which the lead bargaiséufor produces agreements
on issues that have societal reach such as voahtraiming and leave ar-
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rangements. As such, our sectors are receivehesétlarge scale compromises
that more often than not have been negotiateceisitiadow of hierarchy with
the government visibly inducing social partneradaress these tasks together.
The fact that collective agreements have wide ameeand that there seems to
be a near consensus on voluntarism aids the bre&dtdreements to grow. We
have argued that this facilitates developmenteXifiurity balances by increas-
ing possibilities of exchanges and our processyanalseem to back this con-
tention. Similarly, welfare related issues in tigeements seem to facilitate
union acceptance of further flexibilisation esptygiaf working time. This was
furthermore coupled with ‘cold cash’ in the formpy supplements.

Our analysis also showed that besides consideralole for manoeuvre’ in
the Danish labour market model, social partnersyea an even and trustful
relationship. Thus bargaining in both sectors waasi@d out in a constructive
climate where mutuality and search for solutionsengioritised over conflict.
This is not to suggest that conflict is not preseranish collective bargaining,
rather it shows that conflict has somewhat beetititisnalised in order to fa-
cilitate production of agreements (Strgby Jens€&YR0
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7 Spain
The term ‘flexicurity’ has been debated more iniBphan in the UK - but at
the same time the term has provoked more resistaaogn Denmark.

The reason that the government, social partnersame researchers in
Spain have latched onto the term flexicurity milgatbecause the term helps to
legitimize past as well as the present governmefitsts to improve the situa-
tion of the highly segmented labour market and pgema strong role for social
partners. First and foremost, several reforms lagtesnpted to transform tem-
porary employment (making up more than 30 perceatployment in Spain
in full-term equivalents) into permanent jobs, amé@nprove various forms of
security for those who remain on temporary constdétirthermore that these
Spanish reforms were among only a handful of exasmpf reforms empha-
sized by the European Commission in the procestngdhe common Euro-
pean flexicurity guidelines in 2007 might have @dya role.

Whereas the Spanish employer organizations haveppatsed the flexicu-
rity concept and the Spanish government has griydaatepted it, the Spanish
trade unions have been more sceptical. The posifitine Spanish trade unions
regarding flexicurity has contributed to making thecussion of flexicurity less
consensual than in Denmark. Like the trade uniomsast other southern and
central European countries Spanish trade uniomeddhe concept was the
sweet icing designed to swallow the bitter pillibralisation (Mailand 2008a).
More specifically, one of the two major Spanisid&anion confederations, has
- using data from a World Bank survey - questiotiedcommonly recognized
assumption that the Spanish labour market is vgig.r

The rigidity of labour market regulation in ternmfshigh dismissal costs, that
has often been referred to as the main reasondéieérhigh numbers of tem-
porary contracts, is according to UGT not as ragdelieved and has not had
the assumed impact on labour demand (Torrentes) 2006

In the following the first section will be a sh@rtesentation of the Spanish
labour market and welfare state model. The secoddfee third sections in-
clude an overview of the legislative and collectdaggaining framework for
external flexicurity (related to unemployment arahsitions in and out of em-
ployment) and internal flexicurity (related to irokk conditions) in Spain. The
fourth and the fifth sections are the core of thalyses. They focus on the role
of sector-level collective bargaining in the pramd the metal working sector
(including electricians) in delivering balancedlekibility and security. The
final section includes a short summary and disoussf the findings.

7.1 The Spanish welfare and labour market model

This section briefly outlines the main charactésof the welfare and labour
market model, giving us a general idea about h@ndsues relevant to flexicu-
rity are regulated in the country.
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The Spanish welfare state model

The Spanish welfare state is often said to belorthe Mediterranean regime
typology, characterized by a strong role for therch and, especially, the fam-
ily in welfare provision as well as limited soclovisions overall.

The Spanish social protection system under Frarasodeeply embedded in
the principles of the breadwinner model. The rdleromen was to stay home
and look after children, the sick and the eldddgnce their access to education
and the labour market lagged well behind other pemo countries and social
care services remained very underdeveloped uetiitid 1970s (Guillén 2006).

Atfter the fall of the dictatorship new welfare sofes have gradually been
developed. They mix the Bismarck and Beveridge nsodbeit still lag behind
Northern European nations in terms of scope andflidavels (Gallupi 2006).
The underlying drive for welfare development carsiogled out as women’s
increasing participation in the paid labour marlgganish welfare development
appears as a via media between both corporatisineoal and Anglo-Saxon
'liberal' models which also incorporates some $atg@anocratic inputs as refer-
ence tokens.

Liberalisation in the provision of welfare servigesioticeable in the exten-
sion of free-market morals and, thus, in the peodifion of 'non-profit' NGOs
and the reinforcement of the process of welfaregpidation (Moreno and
Sebastia 1992).

The Spanish labour market model

In the Franco era from the mid-1930s to the mid@kXhe state clearly domi-
nated industrial relations. The terms ‘state caxfiem’ or authoritarian corpo-
ratism’ were used to describe the relations betveagital, labour and the state
in authoritarian regimes like Spain under Francensttrade unions were
clearly under the control of the state (Lembruct Sohmitter 1982). Applying
more recent ideal types (Crouch 1993; Visser 208p3jn falls rather within
the etatist (state-dominated) models than the nepecatist one (Mailand and
Andersen 2001), even though, as we shall see rdegatopments include
some features of the later.

The demaocratic transition in the late 1970s brogginte changes in the
regulation of the labour market aimed at opening spaces for bipartite regu-
lation by now more or less independent employedsteate unions. However,
the degree of state intervention and the rolewfitathe industrial relations
system remained pervasive. This was confirmed &yL880 Workers’ Statute,
which set up extensive procedural and substantate segulation in order to
support the development of collective bargainirag 8till forms the core of
Spanish labour market regulation today (Molina 206lbwever, strong state
involvement has not developed a system of arbimatind conciliation. This is
so although strike activity and industrial configtelatively high in Spain
compared to the rest of EU. Since the mid-1990aeher, efforts have been
made to introduce regular procedures for solvihgla disputes by mediation
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and arbitration. Bipartite agreements for resohdigputes out of court have
been concluded at the national and regional |40 2009).

The largest and nearly all-dominating trade unionfederations in Spain
are Union General de Trabajadores (UGT) with tethé Socialist party and
Comisiones Obreras (CCOO), with ties to the Comstywarty. Both unions
organise employees in a large number of sector$nghaie sector federations.
UGT was founded in 1888. It has traditionally b#temless radical of the two
unions. The CCOO emerged out of the spontaneousctanaestine workplace
organisation of the dictatorship years. It gairtedmportant role following the
transition to democracy.

Membership density of the Spanish unions is diffituassess - among
other things because members’ unpaid dues makstisatnreliable. Never-
theless, it is certain that there has been a stexiine in the density rate since
the late 1970s where survey findings suggested4b4iercent density in
manufacturing (Martinéz Lucio 1998). Today the unsi@laim a density of 10-
15 percent each, whereas independent sources @stiragate the total trade
union density to be much higher. There are sewx@hnations for the low
membership rates. Among them are that the autormationandatory extension
of collective agreements (see below) and a duattstre of workers’ represen-
tation reduced the incentives of workers to joirons (Molina 2007).

However, like in France, the membership figureggix incomplete picture
of union influence. Collective bargaining coverageuch higher than mem-
bership density and the political influence of ttegle unions does not depend
only on the membership figures.

Unlike employers’ confederations in most other ddes, the only confed-
eration in Spain (CEOE) was set-up before - andiftet - its member-
organisations. The set up was connected to afage of social dialogue in the
late 1970s. The most important member-organisatoasiot branch organisa-
tions, but regional organisations — such as FNCatalonia - and the organisa-
tion for SMEs, CEYPME. Estimates on the densit &OE vary, but rates as
high as 75 per cent of all companies can be foRmbdes 1997).

Spanish collective bargaining system has in redecades been subject to
formal as well as informal decentralizing. Howevater-sector, as well as sec-
toral and provincial agreements continue to playrang role. Hence the type of
decentralization has been organized or centratieeéntralization. Considering
the low trade union density collective bargainiogerage is very high in
Spain: 81% of employees were covered by an agraam@001. Legal exten-
sion of collective agreements contributes stromglgetting the coverage up to
this high level. The number of collective agreeradras grown from 3.763 in
1997 to 4.167 in 2005 — this has contributed todasing the coverage. This
increase is related to a growing number of new @mgs boosting the volume
of employment, as well as a rising number of agexgmat sectoral level. In
2005, collective agreements at sectoral and pralitevel covered 55% of all
employees, whereas national cross-sectoral caleeaireements covered
27.4% of employees. In the public sector, wagesvesr#ting conditions are
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still strongly conditioned by statutory regulatidmecause of the traditional ca-
reer rights of civil servants. However, since tB80s national and regional
bargaining has developed for public sector workEfRO 2009).

Moreover, social dialogue at national level in sal/periods has played an
important role in Spanish industrial relations.rb977 to 1986, a number of
income policy agreements were signed. This periasl followed by a period of
confrontation. A second period of cooperation betwihe three actors began in
1996, when more than a decade of Socialist rule@mdth the election of a
centre-right government. In this second perio@attite agreements were con-
cluded relating: to pensions (1996), labour markfirms (1997), vocational
education and training (2000) and social secuig§0(). Around 2000 the dia-
logue seemed to face difficulties again. Part efrtason for this might be that
in 2000 the government won an absolute majority, Hmetefore, was less de-
pendent on support from employers and trade urilwars previously. With the
election of the new Socialist government in Marf4, social dialogue im-
proved once again (Mailand 2006). Some of theatifes will be dealt with in
more detail below.

7.2 Regulation of external flexicurity in Spain

According to our definitions above we calculateezgternal flexicurity are@x-

ternal numerical flexibilityemployment securitgndincome security As will

be clear from what follows legislation plays a mugghater role in delivering
this than do collective agreements.

External numerical flexibility

As the debate indicatexternal numerical flexibilityandjob security could be
seen as the core flexicurity parameters in Spdiis iE because the Spanish
labour market is highly segmented. Permanent ereployave well-protected
jobs and face a very low level ekternal numerical flexibilityand a very high
level ofjob security whereas the large number of temporary employasees d
high level ofexternal numerical flexibilityand a low level ofob security These
issues are mainly regulated by legislation — bothttie permanently and tem-
porarily employed.

To understand the background for the high numbégraporary employees
in Spain it is necessary to go back to the timeiradademocratization. Since
shortly before democratization in 1977 and untl thid 1990s, Spain experi-
enced a serious economic crisis with unemploymgotds above 15 percent
for most of the time. As a reaction to this crisisjumber of reforms in the
1970s and 1980s legalized the use of temporaryaxiat without introducing a
relaxation of the relatively well protected permatniebs. The first was the
Moncloa pacts in 1977, but the most important mmoight have been the
change of the labour code in 1984 (Miguéles 200tides 1997). Together
with the economic downturn these regulatory chamheg$o a massive increase
in the share of temporary contracts in the 198@seamly 1990s to above 30
percent. Hence, the problem of the Spanish labauket was not only the high



side 116

level of unemployment but also a high level of segtation where temporary
employees had great difficulty in getting permarjebs.

The first attempts to address this situation tdek¢ with the labour market
reforms in 1994 and 1997. The reforms includedyaicant reduction in the
dismissal costs attached to new permanent coni@gtsority of the employ
ers) but also promoted the use of permanent emm@ot/oontracts (a priority of
the unions). These reforms should be seen aghm&tackground of 35 percent
of all contracts in Spain being temporary. This wWeeshighest level in Europe.
A new Labour Market Reform in 2001 introduced fertincentives to increase
the share of permanent contracts — some of thed#edi to specific targets
groups (e.g. young, women and disabled people)QEIB01).

The reforms seem to have been of limited effece pitoportion of tempo-
rary work fell from 33.5 percent (1997) to 31.7 gaart (2000). In the longer
term, however, the 1997 agreements produced ndisant reduction in exter-
nal flexibility. The proportion of temporary workehas however increased
again more recently, reaching 33.8 percent in Z808§uélez 2008).

The socialist government that came into power B62®ade yet another at-
tempt to address the problem of temporary employnidre agreement for
Reform of the Labour Market concluded in 2006 cmrst@a number of features
that distinguish it from the 1997 agreement. Tlaures are designed to en-
courage firms to offer permanent contracts: redectain employer contribu-
tions; subsidies for converting temporary contrauts permanent ones for
specific unemployed groups (young persons, womesr-45s). However, the
2006 agreement also contained measures intendiedittthe period for which
workers may be employed on temporary contractss Those employed on a
temporary basis for 24 months in a period of 30 tm®m the same job in the
same firm will have to be given permanent contratspursuit of this aim, the
Labour Inspectorate is to be stepped up, as isadle bargaining coverage of
this topic (Miguélez 2008). It remains to be sefghe attempts will be more
successful this time.

In 2006 OECD published an index over Employmentdtion Legislation,
which covers regulation deriving from legislationwaell as from collective
bargaining. Spain’s overall EPL score is here @lgreas Denmark has 1.8 and
the UK1.1. In the EU, only Portugal with 3.5 hdsigher score than Spain.
However, since the index covers permanent as waémporary employees,
and Spain has a very high protection index for tenagy employees, the Span-
ish EPL index for permanent employees is compamblewer than the index
of Portugal, Norway, Sweden, Austria, Slovakia,nies Greece and Germany
(OECD 2004). Hence, even though job security if laigd external numerical
flexibility low, Spain is not in an extreme situatiin the EU.

Employment security

Another part of the external flexicurity modelesiployment securitylthough
labour demand has been rising during the 1990$arile most part of the
present decade, and employment rates have incrbgsetipercent from 1998
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to 2007, the low point at the start means thatdbeis not higher than 66 per-
cent, the same as the EU average employment (OB0B) 2

Among the most important regulation measures aataatio this is active
labour market policy (ALMP). Spain has relativeby levels of spending on
active (as well on passive) labour market policyamees. The active measures
made up 0.80 percent of GDP in 2006 and the passbasures 1.43 percent of
GDP (OECD 2008).

The first years after democratisation in 1977 dasvibtroduction of a few
isolated youth employment initiatives such as therk placement contracts’
(contratos en practicas) and training contractaetatos de formacién). The
first Employment Act was approved in 1980. Fromrthid-1980s, when Spain
entered the EU and the economic recession developedrowth and creation
of jobs (mostly temporary employment made posdila legal change in
1984, see below) more initiatives were taken widgmmployment policy. De-
spite these initiatives, Spanish employment poleg still fairly limited in its
scope and scale at the beginning of the 1990s.

A labour market reform in 1994 included a numbeactfons in relation to
ALMP, most importantly the so-called ‘work placemenntracts’ which tar-
geted unemployed young people with university aratimonal qualifications. In
order to provide work experience, the contractsiedehe opportunity for
young people to be employed in jobs related ta fioenal qualifications for up
to two years at a reduced minimum wage (Aragén. &080).

In addition to the labour market reform’s attengptteate more (permanent)
jobs and a more flexible labour market, the sdwogadefit reform of 1992 was
the first attempt to address the social beneffien@issions on incentives to
take up employment (see below).

In late 2003, a new Employment Act was approvegdnjiament and re-
placed the 1980’s Employment Act. This regulateswiorking of the public
employment service in the context of the deces@sibn that had taken the
place of this during the 1990s. The act did nabithiced major changes, but
emphasizes three important features: 1) a quidypo— the public employ-
ment service should supply the job-seeker withoafiieding plan (drawn up in
co-operation with the job-seeker); the job-seekeutd, in accordance with the
plan, participate actively in activation measu&sictive and passive measures
should compliment each other.

Income security

Regardingncome securityunemployment benefits became more generous
during the 1980s and the replacement rates ro8@-8% percent of previous
income, and in some cases - as a result of higginartax rates for low and
mid-income groups - to over 100 percent. The 1@®@m, therefore, sought to
reduce these disincentives by, inter alia, increpgie minimum period of work
to qualify for benefits from 6 to 12 months and é&img the average duration of
benefits from 20 to 12 months and the maximum tond#ths. However, the
majority of the unemployed in Spain was - and &iH young people without a
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job record and therefore not eligible for socialrance, but only for social
assistance. As a result, it is doubtful whethes thform has had any great im-
pact (Rhodes 1997).

Even though after a general strike in 2002 the Bpagovernment had to
withdraw some of the most controversial elemerganming the acceptance of
‘suitable work’ and a number of restrictions on &fks (Miguélez 2008) the
level ofincome securitprovided by unemployment benefits has nevertheless
been reduced further in recent years. Moreoves nibw 40 percent of employ-
ees who still have no benefit entitlement at dtle Terms of entitlement have
been tightened, as is the case throughout the &thas it is now necessary to
have worked for a whole year to qualify for unenyphent benefit for three
months, the amount of benefit has fallen and isirRd®5 percent of the average
wage received during the reference year, and thegido of benefit is now a
maximum of two years (Miguélez 2008). It seems thatattempts to make
work pay- that not only include reforms of unemplmnt benefits but a recent
increase in the minimum income (see below) — hakdn effect. A recent
study found that the average net replacement bateefits versus previous in-
come) in 2007 was as low as 48 percent — much Itveerin both Denmark
and the UK (OECD 2007b).

Regardingoensionissues (also relevafdr income securifySpain has long
had relatively generous early retirement schemgshiese are now being
phased out and different incentives for older wske stay in the labour mar-
ket are being introduced. These include the pdggito work part-time and
receive an old age pension; reductions in the eysple social security contri-
butions for an open ended contract of people oSeretuctions in the pensions
for those that retire before the old age pensiencd@5. Occupational pension
schemes are among the least widespread in therteltcver less than 10 per-
cent of the labour force (EIRO 2004). Among the @mant steps in this regard
has been a tripartite pension agreement from 199%luded a plan for main-
taining public-funded pension schemes as well asgagement on the social
security of agrarian workers. It was remarkablthat the trade unions agreed
to a reduction in pension funds; the governmentheir part, agreed to main-
tain the purchasing power of the pensions anddoired improvements in re-
stricted areas such as pensions for widows andhagThe pension agreement
was only signed by the trade unions and the goventinthe employers’ con-
federation CEOE withdrew from the negotiations lisesthe draft plan chan-
nelled all surpluses from the social security atmnd for maintaining the cov-
erage level in the future; the CEOE wanted thisgased for a reduction in
payroll taxes instead (Pérez 2000).

2004 saw a third important government initiativgarlingincome security
when the new Socialist government raised the minimuage in their first year
in government. The minimum wage issue will be pnése in the next section
as it concerns individuals in employment.
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Atypical employment and flexicurity

Legislation ortemporary work agencidd AW) was introduced in 1994 and
redrafted in 1999. The latest version providesTtAg/ with the same right as
other employees in the company that hire themlmes€ national legislative
attempts to better the conditions for temporarykeofand other atypical em-
ployees) now also have a European backing. TheiEddtive on part-time
work, and since then the fixed-term directive frd@®2, provides prevention of
less-favourable treatment for these groups of efygmployment. This regula-
tion of fixed term work restricts employer use o€sessive definite contracts to
four years. After four years any such contract bezpindefinite, although
derogation from this rule may be justified on ‘altjee reasons’ or via work-
force agreements (both union and non-union). Theigions for part-time and
fixed-term workers can — however — be circumvefgdeference to so called
‘objective reasons’.

On the top of these legal initiatives, CCOO, UGT &@EOE have signed a
collective agreement for TAW, which to some ext@sb mainstreams agency
workers conditions with permanent employees. Ttestaversion covers the
years 2006 — 2010.

7.3 Regulation of internal flexicurity in Spain

According to the division made above, the dimersiafninternal flexicurity are
functional flexibility working time flexibility wage-flexibility,job security
combination securitandemployment security

Job security

Regulation related tmb-securityhas already been presented in the previous
section on numerical flexibility. Here only one tie@ will be added.

In Spain, one of the ways employees and trade ariiame aimed fgob se-
curity, has been introduction wages — the so-called ‘igopdy scale,’ that la-
bour market legislation has opened opportunitieslifoan unknown number of
firms, negotiations have led to agreement that wevkers are paid a lower
wage in return for an enlargement of the workforoe for their recruitment on
an open-ended contract. In many cases these amanggehave only been valid
for a limited period, at the end of which the twoales would converge. In other
cases these agreements have been concluded vathotiime limit. This has
given rise to disputes among the trade unions tekmes (EIRO 2004; Migué-
lez 2008).

Functional flexibility and employment security

Functional flexibilityhas been developed gradually over the years clorse
such as chemicals and banking, however, new wagdnizations have been
introduced including much broader job classificasi@nd multi-skilling of em-
ployees. Collective agreements have played a eig, lthe inter-sectoral
agreements as well as the sectoral agreementsniEneonfederal Agreement
on Collective Bargaining (ANC) concluded in 20021&003, for instance,
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explicitly refers to refers to the need for exchabgtweeninter alia, func-
tional flexibility andjob security But developments in the directionfahc-
tional flexibility are also seen independent of collective agreeniligsiélez
2008).

Training is another important componenfuifctional flexibility The legis-
lative framework of training, that is especiallygortant forfunctional flexibil-
ity, has been developed gradually, but collectiveegeats have also played a
role in relation to training in some sectors. O&@0new legislation was intro-
duced that merged the systems of further traininginployed and unemployed
people. New legislation - based on the tripartigge®ment on Vocational
Training for Employment - also mean that furtheirtiing is now accredited
through a unified National Professional QualificatiSystem. Furthermore,
employees are now able to undergo training not onthie sector they work in,
but also in other sectors. This change has besydinted in order to improve
thefunctional flexibilityand employability of employees. Training in Spigin
supplied by both public and private training sugdi There have been a series
of tripartite agreements on training throughoutltst 15 years. Tripartite bod-
ies exist at national, regional and sectoral letatgg part in the implementa-
tion of these agreements that collective agreenmtst normally contain
rights to training or similar (EIRO 2001). In amernational comparison Spain
is situated in the lower end in the EU when it certieemployees’ use of fur-
ther training. Whereas every employee could exigetceive 930 hours
throughout a working life in the highest scoringiotry (Denmark), the figure
for Spain was 250 hours, in between these is thevitlik 300 hours and the
lowest scoring country, Italy, has 90 hours (OE@DZa). Comparative at-
tempts to measurfenctional flexibilitydirectly do — to our knowledge — not
exist.

Working time flexibility

Regardingvorking time flexibility the aforementioned labour market reform
from 1994 made working hours substantially morgiflle and granted the col-
lective agreements a much greater role at the eepainegislation. This
agreement started a move towards a multi-levettstre of regulation with
national legislation, and sector, company and wadecollective agreements.
The flexibilisation includes annualized hours, gane employment and over-
time. In 2002, 52 percent of the collective agrestmi@cluded annualized
working hours, whereas 20 percent included fixedkmg weeks exclusively
(EIRO 2003). However, the actual use of flexiblerkitog time is very limited.
A recent study found that fewer than 9 percentnableyees in Spain work
flexible hours, whereas the EU average is 23 peitsusi 2007).

Wage-flexibility
Like working time ,wage-flexibilityof one type or another is a possibility within

an increasing number of firms, but again the ughisfopportunity has been
limited so far. In Spain, the pay of only 6 percehemployees in 1996 was
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performance related, whereas the figures for Dekaad the UK were respec-
tively 9 and 28 percent. However, in 1999 it washested that 40 percent of
company agreements had performance-related paydietduals, whereas 30
percent contained incentives for groups or arelssé figures do not necessar-
ily illustrate a fast development from 1996 to 1988cause the percentage
from the later survey means that only some gronpldse companies benefit
from these schemes (Van het Kaahr and Grinell 2006)

Like the UK, but unlike Denmark, Spain has a staguhational minimum
wage. The national minimum wage was introduce®Bi3lby Franco among
other things with the aim of to counteract the fations of trade unions (Recio
2006). Since then, the Spanish minimum-wage has tle@racterized by being
closely linked to the payment of welfare benefiise unemployment benefits,
for instance, has been set at a rate at 75 persEémt minimum wage. It has
also been characterized by its low level compapdté statutory minimum-
wages in other European countries. However, in 2084ew Socialist gov-
ernment increased the minimum wage so in 200&dahed 17.10 euro a work-
ing day. This equals 32 percent of the averagdregsnn Spain and is still low
in a European context. Very few employees worktierminimum wage.
Moreover, the new government disconnected the mimirwage from social
benefits in order to allow the minimum wage to ease without increasing
benefits. The government sets the minimum wagethaytare obliged to con-
sult the social partners on the matter (Hansenfaérsen 2007).

Since temporary employees constitute such a ldrges ©f the workforce in
Spain and the average wages are much lower foe thas for permanent em-
ployees might explain the use of this kind of caatr The average hourly wage
for temporary workers in 2005 was 61 percent ofwhges for permanent em-
ployees (Miguélez 2008).

Combination security

Although starting from a low level Spain has ingetyears made progress
regardingcombination securityopening up opportunities to combine paid em-
ployment with other activities. Some of the mospartant features regarding
combination securitare flexible working hours, leave schemes andichile
facilities. There has been improvement in childdaodities although there is
still a lack of childcare facilities for the yourgjechildren one of main obstacles
for the inclusion of women in the labour marketwéwer, 98 percent of chil-
dren aged 3-6 are covered by day-care servicee(thiarget is 90 percent) - but
this only covers the time children spend in schoot,‘after-school time care’,
which is not extensive in Spain (Léon 2007). Morxpwnly 12 percent of the
children aged 0-3 are covered (Kingdom of Spairb200he lack of this form

of care represents a barrier for women’s full-tiemeployment. Hence, in only
25 percent of couples with children under six dthigmrents work full-time
(Larsen 2005). In sum, the Spanish government sp2i@dpercent of all social
benefit expenditure on these programs, compar#tet8.4 percent EU-15 av-
erage (Léon 2007). The low preschool coverage exanession of the lack of
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affordable childcare facilities for this age grobpt may also reflect Spanish
values of motherhood.

Paternity leave has been extended gradually andetvest legislation pro-
vides 16 weeks of parental leave after the birtthefchild — 10 of these weeks
can be taken by the father. However, only 3.5 pgreeSpanish men have used
this option (Léon 2007).

Even though most aspectsaimbination securitare mainly regulated by
legislation, collective agreements increasingly@a additional role. What this
channel delivers are, however, still relatively #radditions to the benefits
provided through legislation. Some of the legabgdd rights are repeated in
the sectoral collective agreements to that attensigpaid to them at the work-
place level. But there are also cases where thectise agreements provide
rights beyond the requirements of the legislatidrese are among the features
that will be discussed in the following sectionsomfiective bargaining and
flexicurity in the print and electrical contractisgctors.

7.4 Flexicurity and collective bargaining in Spanish Print

The following sections represent the core of theyaes, starting with the
analysis of flexicurity and collective bargainingthe Spanish print sector and
followed by a section on electrical contractingckEanalytical section is intro-
duced by a short description of market and techgyolo the sector together
with a presentation of collective bargaining actmms structures.

Market and technology

In Spain, print is a very traditional branch ofigity. As in other countries it
can be divided into: pre-print, print and post-p(tmookbinding and finishing,
and manipulation of paper and cardboard). Pre-pastradically changed re-
cently with the introduction of new technologiesiexeas this is not the case in
print and post-print, where this introduction hagt more limited. The eco-
nomic crisis and the technological revolution prkee an intense competition
in prices between firms that reduced the profitgie. The technological
change has not been reflected in any widespreauinigawhich has resulted in
relatively low productivity (Spanish Team 2003).

The print sector is composed of small and traditidinms (88 percent of
firms with less than 10 employees). The print se@?ACE-code 22) employs
189.300 persons which make up 0.9 percent of gll@yres in Spain.

In recent years the technological developmentiint pias been fast, and in
some countries rationalization means that as mar3percent of companies
have disappeared within a three year period fro8226 2005. A similar re-

37 Using NACE codes common for all three countrie®irus, print is in this project
defined as the activities in publishing (NACE-c@&fe1), ‘print and service activities’
(NACE-code 22.2), while ‘reproduction of recordeddia’ (NACE-code 22.3) is ex-
cluded. The intended exclusion of manufacturingup, paper and paper products’
(NACE-code 21) has been difficult in the Spanistecdecause some of the statistics as
well as the sector agreement include this branch.
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structuring process is yet to be seen in Spainthauinterviewees expect some
decline in employment during the coming years.

Collective bargaining actors and structures

The agreements in print (paper-production, graptdastry and print) have
normally covered 2-3 years, but the latest cowear fiears. The three last
agreements covered the years 2001-2003, the s@604d-2006 and the third
one 2007 -11. Below the focus will be on the 20@041 agreement. But we
will also include items from earlier bargaining nais when deemed relevant.
As interviews concerned the latest round we capnhmtvever, establish the
processes leading to earlier agreements.

The 2007-2011 agreement was negotiated over nehassl5 months dur-
ing the years 2005 to 2006. Two factors contribtivechaking the process so
long. Firstly, the process included bargaining aeiy complex and detailed
issue, a new classification of professions. This lbargaining issue accounted
for approximately 10 of the 15 months. Secondlgoading to the interviewees
the bargaining climate has been bad for yearsttantevel of trust low.
Thirdly, there were serious internal disagreembeta/een the two major trade
unions during the process. The bargaining procésbevdiscussed further in
the issue specific subsections and in the finassaiton.

In addition to the sector agreement there are fhwa@ncial agreements, all
in the Basque country. Finally, company agreemexitst within the framework
of the sector agreement. The provincial agreenamtsot refer to the sectoral
agreement, nor to the company agreements, butsesgran alternative to them
that is used mostly by small companies.

Like in all other sectors the social partners i dinaphical sector are sup-
posed to relate themselves to &murdo para la Negociacién Collectiva (ANC).
This Agreement on Collective Bargaining has be@eagd annually since
2002. The agreements lay down guidelines for |deszl collective agree-
ments, among them wage increases. However, the &dd€ements are not
binding and the interviewees from the print sedidn’t feel it had any impact
on the bargaining in their sector.

The number of employees covered by collective agess in the print sec-
tor has increased between 1995- 2005, despitecitrease in the number of
employees in the sector (Fernandez-Palomero 2005).

On the trade union side, theain actorsare the sector-federations of the two
dominant confederations UGT (Unién General de Tjeadmaes) and CCOO
(Confederacién Federal de Comisiones Obreras)histiorical links to the
socialist and the communist political parties, ezdively. The two sector-
federations are FeS-UGT (Federacion de Servicldsién General de
Trabajadores) and FCT-CCOO (Federacion de ComunitgcTransporte —
Confederaciéon Federal de Comisiones Obreras). GEODinformed us that
they organize what equals approximately 10 percktite employees in the
sector, and UGT estimated 8 - 10 percent coverage.
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The main actors on the employers’ side are FEIGRAgeleracion Empre-
sarial de Industrias Gréficas de Espafia) thatilras fn the graphical industry
as members; AFCO (Asociacion Espafiola de FabrisalgeCarton Ondulado),
for parts of the paper industry, and FGEE (Fedérade Gremios de Editores
de Espaiia) for publishing.

Pay

There were no attempts to make wages more fleglillimg the two last collec-
tive bargaining rounds. But the sector agreenmaertheless, contain several
elements ofvage flexibilityfrom earlier bargaining rounds.

Overall, pay-setting in the Spanish print secta &&ramework that builds
on a basic minimum-wage set at the sector levehielwis naturally above the
national minimum wage. This basic level is the faion for the calculation of
the various rates in the job classifications systerthat the basic wages are
similar for each job category (see below). At thme time, the sector agree-
ment allows the companies to have salary incentoegsending orinter alia,
productivity and seniority.

The basic wage in 2007 was 13.77 Euro for one wigrkiay and in 2008
14.15 euro. These figures do not include obligatorg optional bonuses and
supplements. It was agreed in the last bargairiogd, that wage increases for
2009 - 2011 should be based on the retail priceximdus 0.25 per cent. The
basic structure of the wage system is an expresdiarwin-win pay-off, where
the basic wage represemntsome securitynd the opportunity to add by various
forms of supplements (see belowage flexibility

The sector agreement also contains bonuses rétasethiority which con-
stitutes a minimum level that can normally onlyreese, not decrease. Em-
ployees who have worked in the same company feethiears receive a bonus
equal to 3 percent of the annual wages. The bawepeated after three years.
Another 3 percent bonus is paid after five yeattsis-bonus is repeated after
five years. Furthermore, the sectoral agreememiaats the so-called ‘June and
Christmas bonuses’ equal to 30 days wage inclustmiprity supplements.

Moreover, the collective agreement includes supplamthat compensate
for different features: nightshifts, health risk&lavertime (this later aspect is,
nevertheless, limited by law). Nights shift (betwed® pm and 6 am) provides
workers with 25 percent supplement of the basicayagnereas work with toxic
substances includes a 20 percent supplement.

The agreement does, however, not only include atiguis for supplements,
but also for special cases where individual comgmtiirough so called hard-
ship clauses are allowed to decline from the agvesgk levels in the sectoral
agreement (Marginson & Sisson 2006). These incusiéuation where 1) a
company had announced in advance a deficit orsa ®)diquidity problems,
loss of significant clients and insolvent costum@is be justified, the manage-
ment at the company concerned needs the comparpyaepgepresentatives to
sign up to it. In case there are not such repratees a sector level a joint bi-
partite committee can do the job.
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The redesign (simplification and modernizationjhed job-classification
system (see below) led to de facto wage increasemfestimated 25 percent of
the employees, since each job-description is lirtkealpoint system, which
again was linked to wages. In sum, the agreemehtdas a flexicurity balance
in the form of a win-win pay-off in relation to tleeerall structure. Moreover,
the agreements includedmpensated trade-sffn that employees are compen-
sated with wage supplements feorking time flexibility(see also below).
However, this cannot be classified as flexicurgytlzey do not include any se-
curity element. Nor could the relatively flexibleages be seen as part of any
other specific balances.

Working time

Working hours in the print sector are among thgést in Spain and the trade
unions have aimed for reductions since the negotisiof the first sector-wide
agreement in 2001. In 2001, this resulted in ad4 heduction of the annual
working hours.

Hence, working time was one of the important issnéke bargaining
round. In the print sector there are annualizeckimgrhours, meaning that the
hours have to reach a certain number by the etiteofear, but that it can vary
within the year, with the exception of those wotkon the night shift. They
have a fixed 40 hour working week. However, indlgeeement there is a
maximum of 10 hours a day and 50 hours a weelahygtes for all employ-
ees®, However, according to the interviewees, the@misinofficial norm of a
40 hour working week for all employees. The agregrdees not include regu-
lations of overtime pay, other than specifying thay can be exchanged into
free time in accordance with the Worker’s Statlitee Workers Statute lays
down that overtime pay cannot be below the nornagenfor the job in ques-
tion. This relatively loose framework leaves it,fdeto, to the company to spec-
ify the overtime pay.

In the latest agreement the number of annual (@f&oworking hours will
be 1,776 in 2009, but from 2011 it will be reduted,768. To get the employ-
ers to accept this reduction in working hours thee unions had to accept an
extension of the period the collective agreemeneroby one year, so that it
runs until 2011. This could be seen a®mpensated trade-dfetweercombi-
nation securityand a prolonged period of industrial peace. Howesiace the
combination does not include any flexibility diméors it does not represent
flexicurity.

During negotiations the employers attempted taagedrtain share of work-
ing time reserved for work that cannot be planmealdvance, but they failed to
get this through.

Shift-work is very widespread in the print industag mentioned above the
norm in the manufacturing part of the sector hanke work in three shifts. As

%8 This is actually above the 48 hour limit set ia #8U working time directives. How-
ever, the directive opens opportunities for indidtiopt-outs.
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stated above this type working time flexibilityis compensated, but does not
form part of any specific flexicurity balance.

Notice periods and external numerical flexibility

Notice periods - and other features relateediernal numerical flexibilitguch
as redundancy pay - are mainly regulated by leggsiamore precisely by the
Workers Statute. However, a few numerical flexipilssues can be found in
the collective agreements, among them in the dolee@greements in the print
sector.

Trial periods are one of these issues. The triabgds for ‘superior or me-
dium qualified technicians’ are six months, whereagechnical and adminis-
trative staff it is two months and one month fdrather employees. However,
there were no changes in relation to the trialqurin the last collective bar-
gaining round.

Early (partial) retirement is another issue in dlgeeement related to numeri-
cal flexibility. Until recently retirement age wésgally based at 65, but this
‘standard year’ has been abandoned and now thacefiged retirement age.
Early retirement entered the agreement as late the ilast bargaining round.
However, the paragraph in the collective agreensea implementation of
legislation on partial retirement. The short paapgrsimply states that employ-
ees - after having gathered the demanded requisitioan accede to partial
retirement, as long as there is an agreement betthiegarties. This inclusion
of the rules in the collective agreement was aripyifor the trade unions. By
including a paragraph in the collective agreemerthis possibility, the trade
unions hoped to focus more attention on this aqétidhat employers would
hereby feel more committed to actually providingtiphretirement.

The trial period of two months for technical andréwmistrative staff is rela-
tively short, whereas the other is similar to Ewap averages. Short trial peri-
ods mean that after only a short period of emplaoypermanent employees
are difficult to get rid of in the Spanish systdfence, it represents higbb
security At the same time it contributes to the segmemradif the labour mar-
ket, in that it increases incentives to use tempyazenployees.

Furthermore, the partial retirement scheme is ar @gpression afombina-
tion security but could also be seen as a fornjotf securityfor older people.
As with most other bargaining issues the intervieswerould not allow that this
be part of any specific flexicurity package or Imaka. And in this case it truly
seems that partial retirement is uncompensatechainplart of any balance that
includes flexibility.

Job demarcations and productivity

The most important change that took place duriedatest bargaining round
regardingfunctional flexibility- and maybe the most important change in the
whole agreement - was a substantial redesign dafléssification system which
describes job-tasks in the graphical industry. dldgob classifications often
connected the tasks to specific machines. More $0@rjob-descriptions were
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reduced during the negotiations to approximately. Whereas the old system -
which had origins in the 1970s - only took the wtirlt had to be done on the
machine into consideration, the redesigned systeotakes skills and respon-
sibilities more broadly. The new system came intoé the I of January 20009.

The redesign was a clear priority of the trade ngiduring the bargaining
round. The employers knew it was about time to ghahe classification sys-
tem because it was outdated. Among others thinge @6 the machines related
to the classification were no longer in use. Howgeaecording to the inter-
viewees it was not one of the employer organizatipriorities to do so. The
reason it was the trade unions, and not the emgddgiat wanted a more simpli-
fied and updated classification system might seemprising, but it can be ex-
plained by three factors. Firstly, the employerghi@ Spanish print sector do not
seem to be forerunners when it comes to introdnaifcmew technology and
new forms of work organization. The potential bérfefr the employers of a
new classification system that could provide nfarectional flexibilitymight
therefore not have been obvious to them. Secoadly maybe more important,
the trade unions used the redesign of the claa8dit to lift wages (see above)
and to get skills and formal qualifications acknesided. The employers might
have foreseen this — if so this might have contéfuo the lack of enthusiasm.

In the early stages of the negotiation proces®98v2UGT and the employ-
ers’ organizations were close to a compromise ercliissification system, but
CCOO found that too many important features whefteout in a draft para-
graph between the two other dominant negotiatiotnpes and could not there-
fore support it. As an example of what was left, tlwe CCOO interviewee
mentioned the problems of barriers for accedingfome category to another
when a machine was removed from the workplace.

The employer and the UGT representatives agreedibaedesign of the
classification system had de facto made job desenip broader and thereby
increasedunctional flexibility however, still within the borders of the catego-
ries. The CCOO interviewee, however, did not seleamge towards greater
functional flexibility but only towards greater recognition of the indizal em-
ployees’ performance.

According to the interviewees, the reclassificaigatem was not part of a
specific quid-pro-quo with the employers, but pHrén overall give and take
(see below). This seems plausible. If the employs€ould have been ex-
pected, were aiming for the reclassification, ildchave been seen as an ex-
change betweeinnctional flexibilityand de facto higher wages — but as de-
scribed this was not the case.

Education and training

The latest collective agreement does not contaytharg regarding education
and training. There are several reasons for thisrding to the interviewees.
Firstly, the trade unions see the national systefarther training as sufficient
and they recognize the value of the state recodrumarses. However, the em-
ployers’ organization has the opposite opinionfangresent system, and will
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await the result of the governments forthcomingmef of the further training
system. Secondly, the employers’ organizationstfetrfurther training will be
used to ask for wage increases and for automatingtions on the ground of
completed courses. Thirdly, whereas the trade griiod it natural that training
takes place within working hours, the employerghmsector want — as a result
of their scepticism towards the present systemainitrg to take place outside
workings hours.

Apart from these differences in between the empkiy@rganizations and
the trade unions, the interviews also indicate tihatwo trade unions gave
different priority to training as a bargaining issiWhereas the interviewee
from CCOO pointed to education and training asafri@e issues that the trade
unions most wanted to see on the future bargamgegda, the UGT inter-
viewee did not see the lack of further trainingaamajor problem in the sector
compared to the level of wages. Whether theserdiffaes also reflect a more
general difference in the priority of training mettwo organizations is not
known by the authors.

Social benefits and entitlements

Whereas the have been no changes in vacationistiil 30 days annually,
not including bank holidays - a number of change®iation to leave and ab-
sence from work has been included in the lates¢cible agreement. They are
all related tacombination securityand to some extent alscome security

Firstly, the possibility to take voluntary leave Employees with more than
one year of seniority has been extended, in thatibw possible to seek unpaid
leave from four months to five years, whereas @7 it was not possible to
seek leave for less than one year.

Secondly, leave under special circumstances haséaended slightly too.
Whereas there is still a possibility - not a right apply for three years leave
for every child born in the family and for each fgmmember that is declared
disabled, the possibility to apply for leave in tteese of age, accidents or sick-
ness if a family member cannot take care of hinmelferself has been ex-
tended from one to two years. Also shorter leavegs related to a number of
other incidences have been extended.

Thirdly, as something new an accumulation of hdordreastfeeding has
been introduced. This provides women that arelstastfeeding their children
after maternity leave with the right to one houtezfve per working day. These
hours can be accumulated into full working days asel as a continuation of
the maternity leave.

Sickness pay is one of those social issues where ttave been no changes
in the last bargaining round and where all aspested in the sector agreement
is taken from legislation. The rules provide empley in situations of tempo-
rary incapacity to receive 100 percent of the fiashth’s salary from the's
day. The companies have to pay the difference legtwee social security pay-
ment and the wage.
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It is important to note that most of the rules amglulations on social issues
have been introduced very much in the shadow oéfghy, i.e. as resulting
from pressure from legislation. Most of rules aagulations are the compul-
sory transpositions of the legislation into thdettive agreements, in that col-
lective agreements act as the implementation todhie legislation in these
cases. In a few cases, the introduction of theesbias only been inspired by
legislation - or by the situation in other sectdmsis is so because the majority
of the other sectors have more developed workslifence regulation than the
still male-dominated graphical industry. Howeverem though the sector is
male-dominated one of the trade union represeetafiointed to the increased
number of women in the industry as an incentivpap more attention to work-
life balanced issues. 33 percent of the employe@801 were female (Spanish
Team 2003).

The interviewees did all agree that the changesoik-life balance issues
were minor, but both the UGT and the CCOO repregieetexpected further
improvements for their members in the coming roumals that the issue has
entered the bargaining agenda. The changes deaot ® be part of any spe-
cific flexicurity balances, in that the gains ircegty are not compensated with
gains in flexibility — or with any other featuresr that matter.

Provisions for atypical employment

Temporary employment is less widespread in thetgecapsector than in most
other sectors on the Spanish labour market. In 20®percent of the employ-
ees in the sector were on temporary contract. M@medemporary employment
and part-time employment are more frequent for wothan for men in print.
Temporary employment for women in 2002 accounte@@opercent of total
female employment in the sector whereas it onlypasted for 15 percent of
male employment (Spanish LFC 2001; Spanish Tear3)200

There are no features in the sectoral collectiveexgent regarding tempo-
rary employment and the sector collective agreerogribe print industry is no
exception. The basic regulation is laid down irdigion, EU directives and in
inter-sectoral agreements on TAW.

Part-time work is not very widespread in the psettor. Part-time employ-
ment for women accounts for 4.9 percent of femaipleyment, whereas in
2001 it made up only to 1.5 percent of male empkyniSpanish LFC 2001;
Spanish Team 2003). There was no new agreemerarttimpe work in the last
collective bargaining round.

Summary of Spanish Print

At first glance, it seems that the employers ditlaahieve much in the bargain-
ing process. According to the employer represergtathe employers’ priorities
wereworking time flexibility(in the meaning of improving the opportunity for
the employer to ask for overtime), a freezing @f $leniority bonus (so that new
employees would not have a right to this) and perémce related wages. All
interviewees agreed that the employers’ did noteed in getting any of these
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priorities through. What they did obtain was a gaar extension of the collec-
tive agreement, so that it now covers more thausual three year period.
Moreover, the signing of the agreement providedetiployers with what the
trade union interviewees labelled ‘relative peace’.

The trade unions, on the other hand, have obtairredesign of the classifi-
cation system as well as a (limited) reduction orking hours. Moreover, the
trade unions aimed for improvements in the wori-bllance area. The trade
union representative emphasized the improvemerttssrarea, not so much for
the content of the improvement, that accordindhéart were marginal, but be-
cause the theme is now on the bargaining tableandherefore be used as a
platform to aim for improvements that exceed tlgaleninimums in coming
bargaining rounds. The trade unions furthermoraedifor a reduction in
working hours. They also succeeded in this redautiagain gains were rather
limited. The trade unions also wanted improvementealth & safety issues
and further training, but they did not manage t®sdo

As an analytical tool, we have found that flexilyiland security - or differ-
ing types of flexibility and security - could redato each other in four ways: as
pure win-win situations (where flexibility and seity are added on an equal
scale), asose/lose pay-aff(where arrangements in fact counteract each other
and produce imbalances) @ampensated trade-sf{where the trade-off con-
tains a compensation for employers and/or empldy@essuncompensated
trade-off.

The interviewees refuted that the agreement indusiue-specific ex-
changes on flexicurity or any other specific bangaj issues. All issues should,
according to them, be seen as one overall givaal®] i.e. a package. In three
cases, however, it was possible to see flexichatgnces, namely a win-win
pay off betweenvage flexibilityandincome securityin the overall pay-setting
framework); a compensated trade off between timalility and pay (shift
work and wage supplement in connection to thesg)paompensated trade-off
betweercombination securitya reduction in working hour) and industrial
peace. However, only the first of these cases doeldassified as flexicurity,
because the compensation in the other cases didahade flexibility or secu-
rity, but something else.

In addition to theeompensated trade-sfthe agreement includes a number
of uncompensated trade-sffThe bargaining round in focus included an in-
crease irfunctional flexibilitycaused by the introduction of the new classifica-
tion system. Interestingly, the increased flexipitian be seen as an (maybe
unintended) consequence of a bargaining aim ofréee unions, not the em-
ployers’ organization. This illustrates the poirade by Wilthagen & Tros
(2004) that one can not exclusively regard flekipis only of interest to the
employers and security as only of interest to tadd unions. On the security
side uncompensated trade offs were also foundinihgsion of a paragraph on
partial retirement and the breast-feeding accunaudtours as well as other
new and old social benefits issues could all be ssexpressions obmbina-
tion security but were merely transpositions of legal requinetse



side 131

The question remains if in total the collectiveesgnent could be seen as
containing a flexicurity balance. The agreementa@os regulation that ex-
pressesvage flexibility(overall framework, flexible wage systems), tirtexi-
bility (annualized hours¥unctional flexibility(new job classification system),
combination securitypaid absence from work, maternity leave, hours fo
breastfeeding, vacation, reduced working hourg) tara lesser exterjgb se-
curity (short trial periods) whereas elements that cbelgerceived as expres-
sions ofexternal numerical flexibilityincome securityandemployment secu-
rity (with the exception ahcome securityrom sickness benefit) are by and
large absent.

That the bargaining process in focus did not ineladnscious efforts to bal-
ance flexibility and security should not be surpgswhen a number of features
of the bargaining actors and bargaining contextalen into consideration.
Firstly, to the extent that the flexicurity concépknown in the sector organiza-
tions at all it is understood as balancing flexipivith health & safety, and not
the four components of flexicurity that are foundhe academic debate on
flexicurity. However, conscious balancing couldl $iave taken place. But the
bargaining climate has - according to the trademngpresentatives and as
described above - been bad for years and the déwrist between the employ-
ers’ organizations and the trade unions seems teifyelow. One of the trade
union interviewees did not find that the employeegresentative were inter-
ested in reaching an agreement at all, and evardfthat the bargaining proc-
ess included airing of sexist perceptions by sohtheparticipants. The diffi-
culties are reflected in the extremely long bargajprocess. It took 15 months
from start to finish. Most of the time was spentdiscussing the new profes-
sional classification system.

The analysis below will focus on balances of fldiipand security in rela-
tions to specific bargaining issues. In is notetwprthat the interviews from the
print sector — as those for the metal-working sectodicate a different under-
standing of the concept among the sectoral soaidhers than the usual under-
standing. Hence, all of the interviews expressemadge of the term, but they
understood security as related to health and safetgtitions. It is meaningful
to do so, but this does not reflect the internatiqrolitical and scientific
flexicurity debate.

7.5 Flexicurity and collective bargaining in Spanish Electrical
Contracting

The following section contains the analysis of ibexity and collective bar-
gaining in the metal working sector — covering gie@ns — and represents the
second part of the core of the Spanish analysisstafe by introducing market
and technology in the electrical contracting sefatdowed by a short presenta-
tion of the collective bargaining actors and stiues.
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Market and technology

It has not been possible to limit the study todletricians in the Spanish case
(NACE-code 45.31), because there is no separdectioe agreement for this
occupation. NACE-code 45.31 covers 110.000 empkysgual to 0.5 percent
of all employees in Spaih The electricians are covered by the collective
agreements for the metal-working industry. For teason the metal working
industry will be in focus below.

Metal working - as it is demarcated by the colligreements in Spain - is
a very big sector. It covers not only NACE-codet@33, but also a number of
sub-codes under the construction industry, su@#d&sl, which come under the
collective agreement for the metal industry. TheQ¥Acodes 27 to 33 cover
1.362.800 employees equal to 6.8 percent of alleyaps in Spain (INE 2008).
The activities are relatively diverse and includégr alia, manufacturing of:
basic metals (such as steel and iron), fabricat@lmproducts, machinery and
equipment, office machinery and computers, elegitritachinery, radio, televi-
sions and telephony and medical instruments, dptisauments, watches and
clocks.

In recent years, the out-sourcing and internationalpetition, means that
competition is much stronger now than just 10-1&yeago. Furthermore, skill
shortages are now developing. At the same timeemimg economic conditions
during 2008 affected the demand for the industoy&lucts.

Collective bargaining actors and structures

Like all other sectors in Spain the metal workindustry on the trade unions
side is dominated by CCOO and UGT, or more pregitair metalworking
sector departments (CCOO Federacion Minerometakiigid Metal, Con-
struccion y Afines de UGT (MCA-UGT)). Apart fromeke two trade union
federations so-called ‘nationalist’ trade uniormtrGalicia and the Basque
Country play a minor role. Trade union presenceaha&ays been strong in the
sector and the estimated trade union density iblddhe national average at
approximately 16 percent.

The largest organisation on the employers’ sidedsfemetal (the National
Employers’ Organisation of Metal Sector in Spahgtthave both branch or-
ganisations and individual companies as membeies ofganisation covers a
total of 80.000 companies employing more than lianilemployees. However,
not all potential branch organisations are memaedsConfemetal is not pre-
sent in all the 50 provinces — a fact that compdisaector level industrial rela-
tions (see below).

Like in all other sectors in Spain collective bangag in the metal working
sector is linked to the ANC agreement. Accordingrte of the employer inter-
viewee the ANC agreement in the metal industryseduas a point of reference,
whereas one of the trade unions representativesh&a®NC as mostly having

% The demarcations are different than in the UK Bedmark and the number of em-
ployees therefore not directly comparable.
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an impact as a reference point in other sectotshtnae weaker traditions for
collective bargaining. However, the real differencegarding the collective
bargaining structure between the graphical industiy the metal working sec-
tor is the weight between the sector level andptiogincial level.

The core of the bargaining structure is the praairievel. There are also
company level agreements in the sector as an atheen- not a supplement — to
the provincial level, but the majority of employesre covered by the provincial
agreement. It is only the largest firms that hagempany agreement.

There are several reasons why the provincial leaslbecome the centre of
gravity. The provinces as units for public admirsison were set-up by Franco
in 1938, inter alia, as a tool to control labowuss and control the trade unions.
Hence, labour regulation became placed at thid.|&he metal working sector
shared this condition with other sectors in Sphirt,in most of the other sectors
a sector agreement was developed. That this didapyen in the metal sector,
according to some of the interviewees, may be tirtkethe very diverse nature
of the metal industry that helped to sustain tHosees at provincial level not
wanting a sector-wide agreement.

The first attempt to conclude a sector-wide agrednuook place in 1987,
where Confemetal, a number of branch organisatodsUGT drafted an
agreement. However, CCOO did not agree with it beedhey found the
minimum wage too low. After this failure some ofr@@metal’s organisations
left Confemetal. It wasn't until 1996 that the neiep towards a sector agree-
ment was taken. The Workers Statute points to ebeuwf issues that could be
negotiated at sector level. These include trialggs; geographical mobility,
health and safety, employment contracts and diseipegime. The social part-
ners at sector level started to negotiate on ahese issues one by one, but it
was as late as 2006 that all the specific issues ealected into one document.
It took so long because resistance on the emplosieiestowards a sector wide
agreement was still strong. Apart from the chapperspecific bargaining is-
sues, there is also one new chapter in the 20@®agmt that lays down the
bargaining competences at the different levelsgdtahe agreement through
despite the resistance the agreement was givemea Biatus than the provincial
agreements. The sector agreement isemerdo’, simply an ‘agreement’ not an
‘convenio’,, which best can be translated as an ‘bindingeagesit.” The CCOO
representative mentioned the demarcation probletvgaen the metal industry
and the construction sector as one of the reabimagreement was needed.

In August 2008 a revision of the agreement tookeld his added two more
chapters both are related to health & safety. @pe tlown structures for a new
social dialogue body of health and safety, whetiea®ther introduces a new
health and safety card and lays down the trairéggirement necessary to ob-
tain this. The card applies to metal working comgamvorking in the construc-
tion sector and will become obligatory from 2011.

Contrary to the situation in Spanish print, thegla@ming climate has — ac-
cording to the interviewees on both sides at thieta been good between the
employer and the trade union negotiators, duriegstittor- as well as during
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the provincial bargaining process. However, suipgiy the deep-rooted ten-
sions on the employer side between sector andmmiavilevel did not create a
problem on the employer side. One of the interviessexplained the relative
tranquillity of the bargaining climate as resultiingm consensus reached on the
inter-sectoral level of many issues — and, asdi@®ve, no interviewees found
that very big issues were on the table at the sectthe provincial level.

However, the good bargaining climate in the moséné bargaining round at
sector and provincial level does not spring fromghtasting trustful relations
within the sector. In order to get the employerthobargaining table in the
Madrid province in 2001, the trade unions went toikes. The employers did
not want to bargain at that time, but did so duthéostrike. One of the trade
union representatives explained the improvementlafions between the social
partners as a result of a change in leadershipeemployers’ side.

Since the provincial level is where most of thegiaaming activities take
place, this will be what we mainly focus on beldhe Madrid provincial
agreement has been chosen for the analysis fa thesons: It covers a large
number of employees and it was said to be a stdraggeement in the sector in
many ways.

Pay

Overall, pay-setting in the metal working sectoBjpain has — like the graphi-
cal industry - a framework character that buildsadrasic minimum-wage for
each category of employee set at the provinciallewhich is naturally above
the national minimum wage. Currently the basic weayges from 17.34 euro
per day for employees with less than one yearmbséy to 31.00 euro for
officials (not including any compulsory or condita bonuses or supplements).
These basic levels are the foundation for the tatiom of the various rates in
the job classifications system so that the actasidowages are similar for each
job category (see below). At the same time, théos@greement allows the
companies to have salary incentives, dependingqter,alia, productivity and
seniority.

The basic structure of the wage system is an esijoresf a purevin/win
pay-off where the basic wage represént®me securityand the opportunity to
add by various forms of supplements (see beleage flexibility

The average hourly wage in the sector accordimgfétemation from Con-
femetal is 7.98 euro an hour for unskilled work&g0 euro an hour for skilled
workers, 9.01 euro for administrative employees Hh@7 euro for engineers.

Companies — whether they are covered by provilagjegements or not —
have wide competences to introduce performanceerefzay schemes. Hence,
the level ofwage flexibility which the sectoral agreement makes room for, is
relatively high. The extent to which this opportyrig actually used by the
companies is not known to the authors. Moreover pttovincial agreement
includes a bonus for increased productivity ofescent of the wage.

There were no changes in the collective bargairongd in focus — or in the
previous one — to make wages more flexible. Orteefew changes that took
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place regarding pay was that bonuses could beinsmanpanies without per-
formance related wage-systems. The bonuses hawpsgvvaried for different
gualification levels of employees (the higher tiveel, the higher the bonus),
but the 2005-08 agreement mainstreamed them aEuf&Da day effectively
worked. This could be seen as a movement in tieetttin of reducingvage
flexibility, but since the amount of money considered ismsibdd, the inter-
viewees agreed that it is not a development ofsagyificance.

Another change took place in relation to the s¢edabonus of permanence,
which is a form of retirement bonus. The bonusase-time bonus for employ-
ees with more than 10 years of service who choadg eetirement. This bo-
nus-system includes a bonus from 12 to 3 months ealary declining from
retirement at 60 to 63. This system was made plesisibthe Workers Statue. It
was included in the 2001-04 agreement, but ismmtded in the 2005-08
agreement.

Both trade union representatives expressed satwmiagith the salary in-
crease agreed in the last bargaining round. Theakimcrease in 2007 was
close to 5 percent. The wage is now tied to theeguwent forecast of the retail
prize index, which is based on last years’ figufidee collective agreement
added 0.5 percent to this. The trade unions reptathees were clearly not sat-
isfied with that system, even though they foundabiial wage increases suffi-
cient.

In sum, the sector agreements include a win-wingsain relation to the
overall structure. Moreover, the agreements allomwiage flexibility but no
further flexibilisation had taken place in the tairgng round in focus and no
other specific balances between wage-flexibilitgd aacurity could be found.

Working time

Like in the graphical industry the core of workitige regulation in the metal
working industry is annualized hours. The hoursesreduced from 1792 to
1776 in the latest bargaining round. The numbevarking hours is now the
same as in the graphic industry. The trade unigpeessed dissatisfaction with
the extent of the reduction and given the presem@mic climate they did not
expect further reductions.

With special relevance for the present study som! of hours’ which was
increased to 8 hours annually (only four for 2008 working time can be
extended or reduced annually. The employees needam day notice in ad-
vance if this pool is applied. This is an extensybworking time flexibility-
however a limited one - and it was a priority of #mployers. As with most
other issues the interviewees did not see anyfipgaid-pro-quo in relation to
this specific issue, but saw it as part of an d/gree-and-take. Nevertheless,
the working time-flexibility resulting from the pbof hours could be seen as
compensated (unintentionally) by an equally limigetiension otombination
securityinherent in the pool of hours.

Moreover, according to legislation, there is a pobty to extend working
time up to 80 hours annually. This rule is parthef Workers Statue, however,
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it is the collective agreements and individual cactis which set the actual level
of overtime pay. The provincial agreement, howegpgns up the opportunity
for overtime to be compensated so that one hoaverftime work will lead to
one hour and 45 minutes reduction in working tififee employees need a
seven day notice in advance if they are expectedtl overtime.

Finally, the agreement includes a form of ‘declarabf intent’ in relation to
flexible working time. This says that ‘the signipgrties of this agreement,
keeping in mind the situation in the sector, waatse mindful of the possibil-
ity to realize an irregular distribution of the tkimg time’.

Annualized hours are an expressiomofking time flexibility and the small
pool of hours for non-specified use is a small esiten of this flexibility. Con-
trary to the situation in the print industry, ieses not to be part of compensat-
ing exchanges with security or any other features.

Notice periods and external numerical flexibility

As mentioned in relation to the graphical industngst features related &x-
ternal numerical flexibilityin Spain are regulated by legislation, not coilect
agreements. However, there are some dimensiorfeteafbllective bargaining.
One of these is the trial periods that in the metaking sector are one month
for all employees apart from the technicians. Tezhns ‘without a title’ have
a two month trial period and technicians ‘witheithave a six month trial pe-
riod. There was, however, no changes regardingritigoeriods during the last
two collective bargaining rounds.

Similar to the graphical industry, early retirementeferred to in the collec-
tive agreement even though it is regulated by tloekéf Statute. The short
paragraph in the collective agreement states ‘thadrder to promote a rejuve-
nation of the sector it is recommended to use timéract established in the
article 12.6 in the Workers Statute. For the ca$egorkers aged 64 years old,
who wish to retire with 100 percent rights, the pamies affected by this agree-
ment can substitute each retired worker. Worketderahan 63 old can retire
early, obligating the employer to substitute thieed worker with a worker on
a temporary contract, preferably a young workesingi this person his or her
first employment contract. This new worker willygia the contract until the
retired person reaches the age of 65’ (Articlel®22)'.

Similar to the graphical industry, the short (2 mrrial period for some
permanent white collar workers - combined with lthreg terms of notice for
permanent employees laid down in legislation - Gbuate to thgob securityof
permanent employees, but could not be seen aspaession of flexicurity, in
that it is not compensated with flexibility in oth@ays than to increase the
incentive to use temporary employees (a form ofeniral flexibility), and
hereby contributing to segmentation.

Job demarcations and productivity

There were no changes in relation to job demaneatmd productive or other
features related tlunctional flexibilityduring the last bargaining round. How-
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ever, at the sectoral level the social partnerseyin 2001 on a new job classi-
fication system to replace the one from the 19T@s.old one was outdated and
contained descriptions of job functions and machihat no longer existed.

The new classification system includes fewer améder job descriptions. In
some cases the agreement groups the old categddesw ones. Hence, the
new classification system could then be seen asva tim the direction of more
functional flexibility

However, the agreement has not been implementaitl pnovinces. The
Madrid province is one where it has not been imgletad. According to some
of the interviews, this is due to the built-in weagereases for some groups in
the new classification system that creates empsoyesistance to the new clas-
sification system. Other interviewees found thatilew system is better suited
for large companies. Which of these explanatidremy, are the right is diffi-
cult to say, but it is a fact that some of the éacgmpanies in the Madrid region
not covered by the provincial agreement have implaed the new classifica-
tion system.

Although not implemented in the Madrid provinces tiew classification
system could be regarded as contributing to flaiticbbalances. The new clas-
sification system’s built-in wage increase couldsben as compensated flexi-
bility, but also in this case the compensationasan expression of security.
With similarity to the introduction of a new clafisation system in the print
industry the perception of the compensation asqgfatpackage is nevertheless
challenged by the fact that the introduction of¢lgstem according to the inter-
viewees was a priority of the trade unions, notaimployers.

Education and training

In the provincial agreement there is only one sparagraph related to edu-
cation & training in the last two collective agremms. The paragraph empha-
sizes the importance of education and traininggidts to an agreement be-
tween the social partners at provincial-sectonalliéo set-up a ‘regional’ (pro-
vincial) education committee with parity betweea tio parties. The tasks of
the commission should be to administer non-spetipans for education’ and
point out directions for these plans. However,dbmmissions are also men-
tioned in the 2005-08 and have never been set-ope Nf the interviewees had
any accurate explanation for why the implementatibtine commission had not
taken place. According to them, there was willirggfor a serious effort at the
time the agreements were signed, but this willisgrevaporated before the
commission became a reality. The introduction efédbmmission was first and
foremost the priority of the trade unions, but ¢éineployer representative was of
the impression that the trade unions no longer ga@at priority to the issue.
Another interviewee referred to a number of otfmnittees that the social
partners had agreed upon, and that had never kasighed.

That these funds are not (yet) established ane ikerothing else in the
provincial (and hardly anything in the sectoraljesgnent does not imply that
the social partners are not engaged in the issaduwifation and training.
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Through the inter-sectoral committee (Fundaciépdntita — in the past called
FORCEM) and tripartite channels they influencedbeernments training pol-
icy and the content of courses. Moreover, individuaployers contribute to a
training fund by paying a quota (0.7 percent ofttital wage sum) to a fund,
which is managed by the Foundation. However, reggrithe search for
flexicurity balances, the lack of education andéhiray issues means that the
sectoral and the provincial agreements do not ibwrté to the balance of e.g.
functional flexibilityandemployment securiigs they could have.

Social benefits and entitlements

Contrary to the collective agreements in the gregdhndustry, the last bargain-
ing rounds in the metal working industry have ot {o the inclusion of new
features related to social benefits, leave, abseooework and vacation. The
employer representative reported that the tradengnilid not ask for these dur-
ing the negotiations. The trade union represematbonfirmed this. They ex-
plained that the timing of the last collective kargng round took place shortly
after the socialist Zapatero government came iotegp. At that time there
were expectations that the new government woutddioice new legislation in
the work-life balance area and the trade uniongedhio wait and see what
they would introduce, before they used collectigegiining as a tool to obtain
further improvements in this area.

There are a few paragraphs related to social isbuéshese have not
changed during the last bargaining rounds. Thededa reasons for absence
from work with pay and the vacation calendar. Padde is given in relation to
medical consultancy, marriage (including of relesiy; birth, grave illness or
hospitalization and death of relatives. The oniytsece in the agreement on
maternity leave specifies that the employee auticalit re-enters the company
when the leave period is over and that the emplefeeld the company notice
three months in advance of the leave.

The provincial agreements regulation on sicknegdgpfunded on the
Workers Statue, but is slightly different from tf@tind in the graphical indus-
try. According to the provincial agreement aftex filDth day of sickness the
employer should pay a 15 percent supplement (gbtegious pay) on the top
of what the employees receives as social secweitgfits or from private insur-
ance companies that the employer cooperates with.

The length of vacation is regulated in the provaheigreement. All employ-
ees have the right to 30 days of vacation.

In sum, the bargaining process focused on did ddta the list of social bene-
fits or improve them, but the provincial collectiagreement contains a number
of social benefits that express a certain leveloohbination securityand also —
to some extent tncome securityit is, however, difficult to see these as part of
any specific flexicurity balance, because theseriigdtems are not balanced
with any form of flexibility.
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Provisions for atypical employment

The number of temporary workers in the metal wagkimdustry is estimated by
the trade unions interviewees at the sector levbktaround 20 percent,
whereas statistics from Confemetal includes a &@g low as 15 percent. In
any case, this is clearly below the national aver&mne of the interviewees
explained the more limited use of temporary workerthe metal working in-
dustry as the high demands for specific skills imithe sector combined with
the necessity that the workers have some know-Hdasis and routines in the
firms they are working with — two things that da mormally go hand-in-hand
with temporary work. Moreover, the relatively stgopresence of trade unions
in the sector was also pointed to as an explanasahe Spanish trade unions
oppose temporary work.

There are no features in the sectoral collectiveexgent regarding tempo-
rary employment and the sector collective agreerfogrihe metal working
industry is no exception. The basic regulatioraid down in legislation, EU
directives and in inter-sectoral agreements on TAW.

Summary of Spanish Electrical Contracting

The collective bargaining structure in the metafkirtg industry means that it
is necessary to include both the sector and thérrial levels to get the full
picture of what was delivered between the intetesatand the company/firm-
level has delivered in terms flexibility and seturHowever, even though both
the sector and the provincial level (the later epiified by the province of Ma-
drid) are included, there have been few changesl@ance for flexicurity in
the bargaining rounds focussed on. Regarding ttterst agreement, the inter-
viewees emphasised that the real improvement testbaeach such an
agreement rather than the agreements actual cotenagreement is still non-
binding and the content rather general, but nevptelns might be added during
future bargaining rounds. Regarding the provinaggeement the interviewees
were of the opinion that this agreement was notadribe most important ones
in that it did not contain many important new feaslor important changes in
existing features.

Repeating the exercise from the section on thehgzapindustry on ‘who
gets what,” the trade union representatives empbashat the wage increases
were the most important improvement for them, haytalso mentioned the
limited reduction in working time as an achievem@ifite achievements of the
employers in this sector are also less obvious.efhgloyer interviewee as well
as one of the trade union interviewees emphadisadite employers managed
to reduce the trade union demands on both wagewarkihg time reductions
by 50 percent. Moreover, the employers had blodkgdiementation of the new
classification system in the Madrid province. Fipathe employers gained — as
a usual result from collective bargaining — relatikanquillity. But the provin-
cial collective agreement does not contain any features from the employ-
ers’ point of view. The employer representativ@alenied that the employers
had any in the bargaining process.
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Treating the sector agreement as the same exesdiaeely possible in that
the agreement as stated above was primarily a gaownvince the employers’
representatives at provincial level about the Uesefis of having a sector level
agreement. However, if any specific gains for tt®i@d should be pointed to, it
is worth mentioning that the new professional éfacsgion system was a prior-
ity of the trade unions.

As appeared from the issue-specific descriptidresaggreements only con-
tain two specific packages that could be class#ieflexicurity — these are the
overall framework-based pay-system balaneiage flexibilityandincome
securityand the limited pool of hours for non-specific usalancing time flexi-
bility and combination securityHowever, the agreements include a number of
other flexibility and security related issues tteten as a whole could represent
one or more flexicurity balances. These forms weaige flexibility(in the form
of flexible wage systems, bonuses of permanencad, ftexibility (annualised
hours and pool of unspecified hourgipctional flexibility(new job classifica-
tion system), and — less developed, but still presencome securitysickness
pay, paid leave) ancbmbination securitfannualised hours, shortening of
working hours, maternity leave, paid leave, vacgtia sum, the several un-
compensated trade offs — and the trade offs corapeshsvith features other
than flexibility and security — when added, couéddeen as an unintended ex-
pression of flexicurity, that do not qualify forihg awin/win pay-offout as
(unintendedrompensated trade-atfirough a package deal.

To conclude, the collective bargaining processesyaad in the sector do
contain quid-pro-quos some of which could be seesnaall steps in the direc-
tion of flexicurity. However, it is worth making tweservations, apart from
noting that the actors did not aim for balancing ¢élements of flexibility and
security. The first is that the extent of mostladde elements are relatively
modest, which — among other things — have to db thi¢ fact that the ‘room
for manoeuvre’ in the Spanish sectors are resttiojethe extensive legal regu-
lation. The second is that when taken togetherbéth@nce between the flexibil-
ity and security elements in the metal working agrents are not balanced, but
lopsided — there is more flexibility than securifsgain, this could be explained
by the extensive legal regulation which providesergecurity than flexibility.

As an introduction to the analysis of flexicuritythe sector, it is worth men-
tioning that the interviews conducted in the metatking sector - like those
conducted in the print sector - indicate a différemderstanding of the concept
among the sectoral social partners than the usukdratanding. Hence, most of
the interviews expressed knowledge of the termabutf them understood
security as related to health and safety conditittris actually meaningful to
do so, but this does not reflect the internatigruditical and scientific flexicu-
rity debate.

7.6 The sectors and the overall flexicurity model in Spain

Collective bargaining in the two sectors show thagn within a state-
dominated model as the Spanish one, collectivediairgy on sectoral (and
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provincial) level has delivered some form of flaxity balances. They have,
however, been very limited and have come about mokess unintentionally as
part of overall bargaining quid-pro-quos. Moreoverat least one of the two
sectors analysed the relations between employerfrate unions is — and has
long been - of a low-trust nature. Therefore, aard@veloped bargaining rela-
tionship where parties try to balance flexibilitydasecurity seems not to be
within reach in the near future. In the other seetbe metal working industry -
relations at provincial level seem to be improvibgt continuous disagreement
on the employers side on the usefulness of seetet-bargaining is a barrier
for this level and relations need to be developedraimportant tool for bar-
gaining on flexicurity related issues as well dseotssues. Finally, even though
the flexicurity debate has attracted the interégt® main labour market actors
at national level, the concept ‘flexicurity’ amotige sector level actors is un-
derstood as balancing flexibility and health & $afeto the extent that the
concept is understood at all.

That these sectors have not developed flexicuatgrites on a larger scale
does of course not imply that such balances cdmndeveloped in other sec-
tors. However, this is not very likely. The extemsiabour market regulation in
Spain leaves limited ‘room for manoeuvre’ for tleetor level, even though this
has extended somewhat during the years. Thisrsgsoding issues related to
external as well as internal flexicurity. With aakepresence at workplace level
in most sectors, and succeeding governments’ usiaftite inter-sectoral
consultation and bargaining, this so-called ‘sodialogue’ has developed into
the main channel for social partner influence, alsdlexicurity related issues.
Still, the sector level can deliver important supéntary features of flexibility
and security that alone or in interaction with libgally based flexibility and
security dimensions can make up future flexicuniyances.
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8 Comparative analysis

In the following we summarise findings of the stumycomparing across coun-
tries and sectors. First, we take a look at thélaiities and differences appear-
ing across countries. Second, we present siméarénd differences within
countriesand across sectors. Third, we discuss the importahpesgonditions
for developing flexicurity that have appeared froor analysis. Finally, we
discuss the importance of facilitators for devehgpilexicurity in negotiation
processes.

8.1 Variation across countries

This section presents the main contributions tidleity by showing similari-
ties and differences across countries. Table 13abgives an indication of the
variation. Note that we restrict ourselves to trestipertinent balances of
flexicurity and refer readers to the appendix talite details of how exactly
flexibility and security are balanced.

Undoubtedly, the UK and Danish agreements contgithumhore to develop-
ment of flexicurity than the Spanish agreemeHitss is in line with our expec-
tations that labour market models where colledti@eaining is relatively more
potent and autonomous from legislation would yrelote balances. But the
Spanish agreements did nevertheless show exanfgiesvdbalances could be
created despite the major role of legislation.

Generally the framework character of pay in all countries dartself be
regarded as striking a balance between flexibgity securityas it couples
wage flexibility and minimum income security. Evidly — as with all other
formal regulations — the actual practice and out®in the workplace will
define the specific balance which might be skeveeghie party or the other
depending on local bargaining power. Moreover |¢hel of minimum wages
constitutes the extent of income security and cta@éxample be posited next
to median wage levels of a country as an indicatieasure of security.

With these reservations in mind, we do conceivéosdevel agreements as
setting limits on downward pressures on wages (ircsecurity) and allowing
for upward variation (wage flexibility) and we thagnsider it as an example of
a win-win flexicurity pay-off.

It was clear that the framework character alsoiappb the issue afiorking
time. In all three countries basic parameters have betblished in the agree-
ments with the possibility for local variation. Warg time flexibility thus
seems to have been high on employers wish ligtibahie form of annualised
hours (Spain) or extensive shift-working (UK andnbe&rk). Since the potential
win/win pay off between working time flexibility @hcombination security is
such a complex issue depending on circumstances tthe individual, we
have refrained from identifying flexicurity heree@erally, working time flexi-
bility has been compensated by pay supplementasowe do not consider
those as income security, it is hard to view tiishange as leading to flexicu-
rity.
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It was only in Spain, however, that a reductioowerall working time was
achieved, although it was on the wish list of tradens in both the UK and
Denmark. Of course, the extent and starting pdittie@ reduction should be
kept in mind and in this light the reductions aféairly modest importance
only contributing a low degree of combination ségur

Table 14: Summary table of countries and sectors

Job security Employment Income security Combination
security security
External UK — PRINT (AT) UK — PRINT UK — PRINT
numerical UK — PRINT (AT)
flexibility UK — ELEC
DK — PRINT DK — PRINT DK — PRINT
DK — PRINT (AT) DK — PRINT (AT) DK — PRINT (AT)
DK — ELEC DK — ELEC DK — ELEC
DK — ELEC (AT) DK — ELEC (AT) DK — ELEC (AT)
Working UK — PRINT (AT) | UK —PRINT (AT) | UK-PRINT (AT) | UK —PRINT?
time flexi- UK —ELEC UK — PRINT (AT)
bility UK — ELEC?
DK — PRINT (AT) DK — PRINT DK — PRINT?
DK — ELEC DK — PRINT (AT) DK — PRINT (AT)
DK — ELEC (AT) DK — ELEC DK — ELEC?
DK — ELEC (AT) DK — ELEC (AT)
ES — PRINT?
ES — ELEC?
Functional UK — PRINT UK — PRINT UK — PRINT
flexibility UK — ELEC
DK — PRINT
DK — ELEC
ES — PRINT?
ES — ELEC?
Wage UK — PRINT
flexibility UK — ELEC
DK — PRINT
DK — ELEC
ES — PRINT
ES - ELEC

Abbreviations: Elec = electrical contracting; ATatypical employment;
“?” = where flexicurity balance is uncertainty

Only the Danish social partners reached agreenmewbokerstraining and
educationand the win/win pay-off between functional flexityi and employ-
ment security. This was achieved through a goventatlg induced break-
through in the lead bargaining sector. As soohageneral framework for
skills foundations was agreed here, the other settiowed suit only adapting
on the margins to specificities in their area.Ha UK, efforts were not missing,
but the governmental inducements in print werestraing enough to establish
an effective arrangement and in electrical coningdraining efforts are ham-
pered by the overwhelming use of self-employmeati&@ partners in Spain
had not included training to any significant degteeprint, trade unions per-
ceived the national training system as sufficiemt the issue was not high on
the bargaining list for employers who feared addiil costs. In electrical con-
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tracting, the issue did not receive enough attarticenter bargaining. Spanish
social partners instead focus on influencing thdipal arena where tripartite
agreements fulfil the function of national skillogision systems. A crude
comment on the point of training could thus be anhish social partners at
sector level lack other issues to renew, UK paitiekiding the government can
not agree on the issue, and Spanish social padtreggle to get wage and
working time items in place at sector level andubon the political arena for
training.

Perhaps not surprisingly, a key issue in negotiatisenhanced benefits
Serving to enhance both combination security andnre security, trade unions
practically all trade unions bring demands on bigsmé&rward in negotiations.
Indeed, conceding more benefits by employers carsbd as leverage for in-
troducing flexibility on wages and working time.

Removal of job demarcatiomgas another key bargaining item which is con-
nected to functional flexibility. A case in poirstthe establishment of full func-
tional flexibility in the UK print agreement whickas coupled with a guarantee
that no individual would experience lower wagesaose of new tasks and re-
sponsibilities, i.e. a form of income security.9pain, job demarcations were
re-designed (not removed) which actually raisedenagels for workers. Per-
haps this is why it was trade unions who promoteghges and not employers
with the ‘normal’ interest in functional flexibiljt

In Denmark, print unions also wanted somethingeeatrd the price for re-
moving job demarcations was considered too higarbgloyers. The Danish
electrical agreement was already void of demaroatialthough the certifica-
tion system works to restrict employment to certgialified workers.

The logic of getting paid for change can also hetbforsocial benefits
connected to certain life-stages/situatiohat pave the way for compromises.
These can best be seen as parts of the overathgackeal where the lists of
demands are joined allowing for final agreements T¥as indicated by social
partners in both the UK and Denmark. A less visibid deliberate exchange
can perhaps be seen overall in the Spanish sedher® social benefits have at
least paved the way for industrial peace, but gdeochaps) enhanced flexibility.
The difference between the two former countries Spain is how conscious
social partners were about these overall packagjs.dgonetheless, the fact
that Spanish print employers got little from theish-list indicates that the
package deal logic involved less flexibility andnesecurity, however small
the changes actually are. In Spanish electricaracting, employers seemed
more interested in minimising changes altogethdriarfiact had no wish-list.

Finally, cross-balances betweggpical and atypical employmegave rise to
similar outcomes in both the UK and Danish agredmearamely safe-guards
for typical employment. This was not the case inigpwvhere social partners
refer to legislation on these items. However, vigwethe light of how different
regulation exists for typical versus fixed-term waots, it is perhaps no wonder
that Spanish collective agreements are mute osubject. Legislation still
protects typical employment; trade unions havengertive to put additional
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provisions in sector level agreements if they ediluénce legislation in the
political arena.

Going back to the UK and Denmark, it is hard tageidvhether clauses on
protecting employment for typical workers vis-a-the use of atypical em-
ployment are in fact aiding flexibility or restrieg it. It could be argued that by
putting some protection from under-cutting standamad over-use of atypical
employment, these forms of flexibility are finalligcepted. Conversely, it could
also be said that the clauses are protecting irssatehe expense of outsiders.
In the present study, it remains inconclusive weethese provisions create
cross-balances between groups or favour insiders.

However in general, it seems clear that EU-direstiand specific provisions
for atypical employment have potentially facilitdthe use — not abuse — of
part-time and fixed-term workers. Of course, comptie to regulations is a
precondition for avoiding abuse — which we do meestigate here. Agency
workers still lack legal protection in the UK, whithis seems to have been es-
tablished in Denmark by labour tribunal rulingsSpain, legislation from the
1990s established equal rights for agency worlkgsent European develop-
ments on a draft directive will — if implementedaxtly — change things across
Europe and thus have most notable impact in theMd&re regulation has been
missing.

8.2 Variation within countries and across sectors

Variation of contribution to flexicurity across $ers is much more modest than
across countries, reflecting the continued impaeawf national welfare state
and labour market models. It is therefore harditally to detect variation in
the types of balances found and we thus limit dueseto focusing on specific
forms of flexibility and security in the following.

Starting withthe UK due to the lack of institutional frameworks fallec-
tive bargaining, the contribution of collective gaming to flexicurity is more
uneven and more sector-specific. In UK print, egdlgoworking time and
functional flexibility were pivotal and formed thackbone of employer de-
mands in negotiations. Concerning the former fieots the differences be-
tween manufacturing and construction industriepesive machinery de-
mands machine utilisation and thus working timeibigity. In electrical con-
tracting the ‘preferred’ form of flexibility is egtnal numerical as employment
comes and goes with different building projectsn€woning functional flexibil-
ity, print differed from electrical contracting that demarcations were still in
force for the latter. Similarly, social partnerspnnt have focussed to a much
larger degree on how to enhance productivity thinqugvisions of full-cost
recovery and commitments to improve production gsses. While the electri-
cal contracting agreement speaks of this, it onlysdso in very generic terms.
One could detect pressures of international coriefiin print and the absence
thereof in electrical contracting to spur theséedénces.

Differences between the two UK sectors could atsdétected in their way
of regulating atypical employment. This is undoulbea reflection of the very
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diverse situations of atypical employment the teotars are facing. In print,

the use of atypical employment is rather limited amployers have conceded
guite a few channels into typical employment thitougview procedures of

local chapels. Much more problematic, electricaitcacting has experienced an
explosion of ‘bogus’ self-employment and agencykeos who undercut terms
and conditions together with qualification levedacial partners have tried to
develop cross-balances between the typical andcatyjprms of employment
through co-option of the latter but to no avaikdems that the attractiveness of
circumventing collective terms and conditions — auitth it the balances of
flexibility and security — is substantial enough fwth individual workers and
the contractors hiring them.

The importance of institutional frameworks for demity between sectors
perhaps becomes most evident in the highly cootelihaodel oDenmark
Here sectors belonging to the LO/DA area receiveernoo less the same bar-
gaining guidelines from the key bargaining secorwhen negotiated items
contribute to new or already existing balances, ihidone more or less across
all sectors. Examples of this case are negotiatioleave, skills foundations
and working time flexibility. Differences betweegctors lie in the detail and in
customising provisions to sector-specific circumsts like administrative
frameworks and also the nature of employment (fltesometimes reflected in
each other).

However, a few notable differences do appear betilez Danish agree-
ments, albeit in the detail. Firstly, working tirflexibility has received consid-
erably more attention in the print bargaining rotimah in electrical contract-
ing. Similarly to the UK, this revolved around ghiforking and how to reward
it with premia. While not part of a specific fleuigty balance, it shows how the
characteristics of the sector influence the baiggiprocess. In electrical con-
tracting the ‘preferred’ form of flexibility is egtnal numerical as employment
comes and goes with different building projectsilevim print it is working
time flexibility to a higher degree. Secondly amhigected to the point on ex-
ternal numerical flexibility, electrical contracgirhas slightly shorter notice
periods than print which evidently relates to théune of employment in the
sector.

Finally, the wage systems differ between the twaxicgs as electrical con-
tracting retains a piece-rate system (typical torstruction industries) and print
uses hourly-wage systems. The flexicurity variatiohard to establish here,
although ceteris paribus income security mightdresidered higher in hourly-
wage systems as the income of electricians is mhependent upon employ-
ment demand.

The cross-sector variation 8painis limited due to heavy legislative influ-
ence on provisions and the relatively narrow barggiagenda. Moreover, one
could suspect that variation would be larger it#leal contracting had its own
independent agreement which would allow for morg@misation. The differ-
ence connected to the nature of employment invibesectors might therefore
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have been visible in the Spanish agreements asibryin the UK and Den-
mark.

8.3 Preconditions for developing flexicurity

In our analyses, we have detected a strong impzetahcontext — here under-
stood as the general welfare and labour market ofte variation between
countries. It was argued that we can distinguigivéen countries dominated
by either legislation, markets or collective bangag. We have argued that
collective bargaining as a form of governance cddduperior to legislation in
providing flexibility due to the proximity to sect needs. In a similar vein, we
have argued that collective bargaining is supedanarket-based solutions as
the inherent power imbalance is countered by opgahiabour thus providing
more security for workers. Indeed, our analysee giidence to support that
collective bargaining to a larger extent than liegisn can be customised to the
specific needs of employers and employees in sedttmwever, as noted in the
methodological chaptave could not ‘test’ empirically whether collectivar-
gaining is superior to legislation or market-bassautions with regard to pro-
viding flexicuirty balances.

The UK and Denmark share the ‘voluntarist’ labowarket model but have
developed distinct collective bargaining structuaed traditions over time and
especially the last two decades have lead to isetkdivergence. In fadhe
UK print and electrical contracting sectors are bgimeeasures ‘deviant cases’
in a country where collective industrial relatidrese almost eroded in the pri-
vate sector. Analytically they represent a crittest bed for the assumed link
between collective bargaining and flexicurity. Fermore, the UK cases
somehow constitute a counterfactual analysis asegéow balances of flexi-
bility and security could have been regulated efsr®, had collective indus-
trial relations not eroded as they have in the B¥om the analysis it seems
clear that social partners in UK print have bede &bstrike numerous balances
between flexibility and security — and this with@uty (formal) coordination
across other sectors and without any lead bargasentor to follow. The im-
portance of institutional backing for reaching agrtoutcomes was evident
around the issue of training — a win-win item, whhould usually produce
agreement. Without a credible ‘push’ from the Goweent — shying away from
burdening employers — negotiations in print (eleatrcontracting did not nego-
tiate on this in the analysed round) led to a sptinmal solution without strong
sanctioning mechanisms. UK print seems to suffanfthe often mentioned
stumbling block of training linked to fights ovelapement of costs and avoid-
ance of ‘poaching’ in the absence of a higher lewerdination of training
(Estevez-Abe et al. 2001). As such and in congreievith voluntarism, UK
social partners still enjoy rather wide autonomgdaclude agreements on a
host of flexicurity related issues, but resultsetgbmore squarely on the inde-
pendent abilities of sector level social partners.

While in general this can be said for any collextdargaining systenan-
ish print and electrical contracting form part of aatinated system where
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different levels, arenas and actors interact irmoiged ways. This makes social
partners in our sectors of concern ‘receivers’ ahgndecisions from the lead
bargaining sector but also indirectly from ‘the dtwa of hierarchy’ when gov-
ernment influences bargaining rounds. Thus, inreshto the UK example,
Danish negotiations on training were coordinatest fn tripartite forums, then
with a pledge by the government of public funding #astly with the lead bar-
gaining sector setting up a skills-development @ation. As such, independent
bargaining in Danish print and electrical contnagtis restricted to the margins
and to adapting general provisions, for instanceaining and leave, to sec-
toral conditions. Overall, however, Danish secéwel agreements cover a wide
range of items thus adding to the possibilitieHe{icurity development.

In the state-dominated model $fain the sector level ‘struggles’ in compe-
tition with alternative levels and arenas of retjola most notably the national
legislative. In addition, provincial agreementsse¢xo further complicate things.
The lack of a clear bargaining centre of gravityradd to reduced autonomy
since comprehensive bargaining on issues mightrbecdead letters’ in prac-
tice. Thus instead of invigorating the bargainiggrada where this is possible,
i.e. through extended bargaining on training arngtation, social partners rely
on the national legislation framework and try téiiance the political and tri-
partite arena. Nonetheless, even though the autpobsocial partners has
been restricted and even though social partners aetually not consciously
doing so, we could still find traces of flexicuribyilding in Spanish collective
bargaining. Generally it seems that developmefieafcurity via collective
bargaining can take different paths according txHijz contexts.

Besides these contextual preconditions, we havsifabel additional factors
influencing development of flexicurity. Arguablyhere both social partners
are willing and dependent on reaching an agreetherroduction of agree-
ments that balance flexibility and security is fdaied by the three dynamics;
joint-problem solving, exchanges and package deatsther words, in sectors
where this is not the case, we might expect thaafahilitators are less domi-
nant. For example, we have refrained from systeralfitiexamining how
threats of industrial action affect the productadrilexicurity regulation. Inter-
estingly, the Spanish metalworking unions had &gkle action as a way to get
bargaining in the first place, but whether thislfated flexicurity balances or
not is a different story. Ceteris paribus, one rgipect strike action to induce
less balanced agreements as strikes less oftemttiaasult in problem solving
and compromise. Hereby we also argue that producfidlexicurity regulation
in collective agreements depends on a minimum req@nt ofpower parity
between social partners. Elsewhere, Houwing (2888)shown that to some
degree trade union strength leads to more sednrigllective agreements.
While power is a difficult concept to grasp or maas a minimum degree of
interdependence and equal force to back up bargpalaims are important
preconditions for development of flexicurity. Outérviews support this claim
and in a similar vein show that it is difficult ppoduce balances through threats
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or coercion — a finding that mirrors how difficldigislative reforms are without
the acceptance of both social partners, as se@axéonple in France.

Similarly, mutual trustbetween social partners appeared crucial for givin
concession on items that might be costly for omeyp@he compensated trade-
off variant of flexicurity is a prime example of eh trust becomes important.
By making a trade-off where one party’s gain isdhbieer’s loss, the confidence
that this will be compensated somehow is cruciattie trade-off to happen in
the first place. These findings mirror researchifge (2007) and Sgndergaard
(2007) at company level on how to balance flexip#iolutions to the interests
of both employers and employees. When agreementsatebe forced upon
one party (as it seldom can in collective bargajhinade-offs are therefore
quickly dismissed which often result in stalemate® credible compensation
is offered. Trust that parties will receive comptitm seems important which
relates to the issue of whether the labour marketehgives backing to con-
structive collective bargaining on flexicurity itensee also Huzzard et al.
2004).

Some of our Spanish interviews underline this pbinteference to low trust
and therefore underdeveloped bargaining agendasstate-dominated model
perhaps plays a role as a stumbling-block for ctite agreements that include
more items which could contribute further to flaxity. It could be argued that
Spanish trade unions as the weaker party rely moiafluencing legislation
than on invigorating collective bargaining wherepdogers block additional
items on the bargaining agenda. Social partnersdeet free to develop their
sectoral alternatives to legislation and sometiihissindeed legislation that
induces collective bargaining as seen for exampl8manish policies related to
work-life balance. Nonetheless, due to the lowttbetween social partners
collective bargaining becomes reduced to the vasjds and parties to the
agreement refrain from advancing to other flexigueiements. As a compara-
tive EIRO report has suggested, the role of goverrimin inducing flexicurity
strategies between social partners becomes VitRIJR2008a).

One could also argue that the agreements in tharghkn a perilous situa-
tion due to the lack of a general and coordinatsttutional framework. Put
differently, collective bargaining in general (anih it development of flexicu-
rity) depends to a high degree on the continuediatatust and power parity of
social partners to seek negotiated solutions. @rese preconditions disappear,
there is no institutional backing to withstand énesion of sector level bargain-
ing that has happened elsewhere in the UK economy.

The Danish sectors on the other hand forms patooiordinated IR system
that produces outcomes with socio-economic consegsefor the whole econ-
omy. As such, social partners can more easily gash other as bargaining
relations are firmly put into stable structures.il&Inothing is forever (certainly
falling union density rates and increasing decdisition could change the
Danish model) this should make collective bargajrirand thus its contribu-
tion to flexicurity — more robust.
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8.4 The importance of facilitators in negotiations processes

Based on interview data, the tracing of negotiagimotesses revealed that to
some extent production of flexicurity balancesdoléd the dynamics proposed
by our analytical facilitators. To reiterate, tlwstfthree facilitators concerned
mechanisms by which social partners reach agresrigait should take into
consideration both flexibility and security. Thegere: joint problem solving,
(specific) exchanges and (general) package deabdy#cally, it was hard to
make distinctions between the three facilitatorstbe following examples
were regarded as quite clear evidence of the pegpagchanisms in collective
bargaining.

The examples gbint problem solvindetween social partners were few but
are worth underlining as this way of decision-makperhaps represents best
what flexicurity proponents encourage policy-makerpursue. In UK print,
the Partnership Agreement — almost as a functiots lame — gave rise to a
couple of examples of joint problem solving whdexibility and security were
balanced. A case in point is the reform of priskgay where introduction of
the Bradford system facilitated both sick pay iases and controls over ab-
sence. Other issues included shift-working, sickgrad local bargaining on
working time. This was possible through custom@abf regulation to mutual
concerns together with respect of individual inséseand social partners in the
UK print sector thus seemed more interested inymrooin of solutions than on
distribution of value. As stated in the theoreticiapter this facilitator is con-
tingent upon joint problem identification and iratlregard the UK social part-
ners in print were helped by a process of focusigspsurveys and the partner-
ship approach in the joint review body. This ishably why both Danish and
UK respondents referred to this facilitator morgenfthan their counterparts in
electrical contracting. In Spain, there were nemfices made to this facilitator.

Concerningexchangesa prevalent example hereof in all countries w&as a
surances on pay as a compensation to increashilitgxin general. Especially
on working time flexibility, the use of enhance@mia as a side-payment fa-
cilitated agreements in all countries. Althoughdwgenot conceive this as being
flexicurity as such, it is an important exchangediag into the flexibility of
agreements. In Denmark it can be argued that eehzerts of benefits, like the
free-choice account, were introduced to sweeteadgheement in general with-
out forming part of a specific exchange.

A clearer example of a potential win/win flexicyrithe framework charac-
ter of agreements seems to constitute an inhexehtage between wage flexi-
bility and income security. Moreover, confidencatttocal workers will receive
adequate pay rises seems to make unions accegetigsatralisation and thus
flexibility of wages. Similarly, an exchange betwegorking time flexibility
and combination security seems to have facilitatpdtential win/win pay-off
through the framework regulation of working timeowkver, as noted in the
analysis this win/win pay-off is highly contingampon local/individual circum-
stances.
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Concerningpackage dealssome items simply got into the agreement by
way of almost silent acceptance of the other pgeyhaps to get the overall
package through. In other words, the flexicuritiabaes were achieved more or
less unconsciously. Thus, even where specific g&@enents and joint problem
solving were dominant, the whole agreement dependdte package being
accepted by all parties. So when looking at thalitgtof flexicurity balances
we cannot ignore that to a large extent collecigeeements constitute an en-
semble of bargaining items that need final acceygt@md thus cannot be seen
in isolation.

A good example of this is the UK print sector, whaile many items were
negotiated separately, nothing was agreed untilyéhiag was agreed. Argua-
bly, this meant that some flexicurity balancesg like one concerning full cost
recovery (functional flexibility and employment seity), were silently ac-
cepted as part of a general package. In UK elettrmntracting, the logic of
package deals was at play in a different way silggrovisions are simply
renewed round after round as it is practically omége bargaining that is still
active. Here new agreements are contingent upadal g@atners accepting the
old provisions over and over again. The flexicubglances inherent in the
agreement could therefore be argued to form paatpEfckage deal, albeit a
special case.

In Denmark, the role of the lead bargaining sectar not be overstated
when speaking of package deals and social partmerint and electrical con-
tracting merely had to adjust provisions to malaritit. Social partners in
small Danish sectors like printing and electriagatttacting have great incen-
tives to produce agreements and thereby avoidehergl proposal by the pub-
lic conciliator. Thus they accept the package enfdte of an inferior alterna-
tive.

Thus it seems plausible from interviews that theasgics of package deals
should be regarded as facilitating final agreemgrgn exchanges have been
made or have run into a deadlock. The actors irgbttaen ‘calculated’ the
overall costs and benefits of the agreement andltemative costs of not
reaching one, e.g. strike, public conciliator.

Nowhere, however, was the dynamic of package deaite apparent than in
Spain, where social partners had a whole diffenaderstanding of flexicurity
than the one promoted here. This is not to say3panish social partners did
not deal with forms of flexibility and security, bitireveals that the logic under-
lying our facilitators was not present in negotia. Furthermore, the Spanish
analysis revealed that social partners were ramgbived in single-item ex-
changes between flexibility and security. Rathee,dynamic was one of pack-
age deals that took a (very) little bit from thepdoyers wish list and coupled it
with trade union wishes. Spanish negotiations ak stere more focused on the
basics of collective bargaining: getting a wage ded ensuring industrial
peace together with a steady labour supply fodtiration of the agreement.

In sum, the analysis of sector level bargainingesses has revealed that
development of flexicurity has followed the logicaur facilitators. Howevelt
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has not been possible to order the facilitatorsaading to which one is more
likely to lead to balanced outcomasd the different dynamics are indeed com-
pletely capable of co-existing in actual bargainingcesses.
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9 Conclusion

Flexicurity studies have often made reference taarent link between col-
lective bargaining and development of regulaticat fosters a balance between
labour market flexibility and security. Followinge above comparisons, we
arrive at our overall conclusion to the researabstjon which was as follows:

‘To what extent and how are collective bargainimglagreements at sector
level contributing to balances between labour maflexibility and security?’

By comparing sector level bargaining in print afet&ical contracting in the
UK, Denmark and Spain this study can — with duemegions — confirm and
nuance the proposed link between collective baiggiand flexicurity. Our
analyses have shown numerous examples of colldmtirgaining and agree-
ments contributing to development of flexicurity &yher supplementing or
legally deviating from statutory regulation andiriidj in where it is absent. Thus
generally speakingector level bargaining in the UK, Denmark and Syaio-
cure win/win pay-offs and compensated trade-offeéen labour market flexi-
bility and securityand we can give an affirmative, albeit provisomyswer to
the research question. Naturally, we have founkkciive agreements to con-
tribute strongly to internal flexicurity, while extnal flexicurity is largely left to
statutory provisions and schemes.

A general positive contribution to flexicurity agyed in all three countries
despite the very different contexts for collectbargaining. However, we did
find variation between the countries which showddsben in relation to the
welfare state and labour market models.

In generalthe voluntarist countries, the UK and Denmark, gieesidera-
bly more autonomy and therefore scope for colledviargaining on flexicurity
items.Thus social partners in these two countries haelarger extent suc-
ceeded in designing balanced agreements tharSpairish counterparts. In the
UK, due to the lack of any coordinated IR systdm,gpecific bargaining capa-
bilities of sectoral social partners are key taiftarity ‘successes’.

This is less the case in Denmark where the seatersmterwoven in a coor-
dinated bargaining system in which social partag¢rsational level take on a
broad range of macro-economic and welfare statgetresponsibilities.

In Spain, legislation dominates regulation whictmidishes bargaining
autonomy and reduces the items onto which flexiglr@lances can be created.
However,even in Spain (sometimes unconsciously) balancestheen created
in collective agreements

Although we identified some differences across@sand within countries
these were much less pronounced than differencessacountries. This under-
lines the importance of national institutions aralyw of regulating labour mar-
kets. Again, we can not conclude that a system dated by collective bargain-
ing (Denmark) is superior to a state-dominated if§pa market-dominated
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model (UK) regarding delievery of flexicuirty balzas through collective bar-
giaing.

Tracing of negotiation processes, moreover givesireal backing to the
causal mechanisms fmint problem solving, exchangaadpackage deals
collective bargaining that facilitate these flexitpoutcomes. The latter facili-
tator was most in evidence which underlines theatiéurity development is not
necessarily a conscious and deliberate action@pdht of social partners.

Furthermore, we pointed to two preconditions thétflaxicurity develop-
ment. In the sectors that were most successfulanbing flexibility and secu-
rity, mutual trustandpower parityseemed to characterise bargaining relations.
Conversely, sectors that lacked these preconditi@ns not as innovative in
their ways of balancing flexicurity related items.

9.1 Discussion of conclusion

Comparative studies such as this report in the @@k to explain relationships
between conditions on the basis of careful casseseh giving the variation
needed on key variables. The case selection asdraFsdesign should allow
the researcher to infer causal patterns on whaufiieient and/or necessary
conditions for a certain outcome are (Ragin 1987).

Is the existence of collective bargainsgfficientfor development of
flexicurity? A provisory answer would be yes. Allrssix cases give evidence —
of course to varying degrees as noted above séuabr level bargaining pro-
cures balanced outcomes of flexibility and secuMgreover, the process-
tracing uncovering the causal mechanisms for thasmmes seem plausible
and backed by empirical evidence. However, it wdndderroneous to make
such a strong inference.

Firstly, while much effort has been put in the agtcalisation of an opera-
tional definition of flexicurity in this studyflexicurity as an analytical concept
still remains contestable and this weakens thaitglof the study. As we have
only investigated formal regulation, we can noshee that the espoused
win/win pay-offs and compensated trade-offs afaat balancing flexibility
and security in practice. Indeed, this is a probierlexicurity research in
general and one which relates to the link oftersmgbetween second layer
(formal regulation) and third layer (labour marketcomes) flexicurity.

Secondly, we fully concede that the contributioralfective bargaining is
by and large restricted to internal flexicurityhereas external flexicurity is
mainly provided in legislation. Thus if one belisvibat the relevant aspects of
flexicurity lie in the ability of provisions to foer labour market mobility, then
collective bargaining is less pertinent for theaapt. Indeed, one might ask if a
narrow conceptualisation of flexicurity would matke above analysis obsolete.
We do not think this is warranted as in-work flexity is just as relevant when
studying labour markets. But we do concede thatobtiee key reasons for the
interest in flexicurity has been the apparent biekween strong external
flexicurity and high labour market mobility for exgle in a country like Den-
mark.
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Thirdly, it is hard to infer sufficiency of collective bargainingpen the study
has only included two sectors in three countriegjuably, more cases of sector
level bargaining in more countries should be madattempt disproval of the
contribution to flexicurity. However, this studyahis that not all sector level
bargaining and agreements contribute to flexicugitgnly and that we need to
look for additional conditions like mutual trustchpower parity since collective
bargaining in not sufficient by itself. We haveataentioned contextual factors
such as the role of states and procedural framesnehkch for their part feeds
into both trust and power issues. Finally, the raagnd technology — also in-
cluded in this study — has an impact on the stiesegf social partners and we
find that cross-sectoral differences in flexicudigvelopment can in part be
explained by differences in the nature of work oigation and employment.
Together, these factors might guide further emalritudies that include more
countries and more sectors.

Is the existence of collective bargainimgcessaryor development of
flexicurity? Again, the issue of validity connectiedthe flexicurity concept
poses problems for inference. But there are alserdtoubles stemming from
case selection. Mill's indirect method of differengrovides a well-known and
more sophisticated procedure for inferring caugatittase-studies than the
method of agreement (Ragin 1987). By looking afpifessence and absence of
two conditions — the independent and dependeraivari- the hypothesised
link can be established. Thus the comparative destiguld ideally include
enough cases to allow for variation on the indepahdariable, i.e. existence
and non-existence of collective bargaining at sdeteel, with the aim of
checking whether there is congruence with the egalevelopment of
flexicurity and collective bargaining at sectorééuf all cases with no sector
level bargaining did not exhibit flexicurity (howewdefined), then inference
could be made (provisory) about the necessity béctive bargaining. Ideally,
the researcher should establish whether eithesmatpolicies and/or company
level policies equivalent to provisions in sectrdl agreements procured the
same win/win pay-offs and compensated trade-offaddn the sectors covered
in order to infer about necessity. However, thelgtdid not include sectors
without collective bargaining at sector level alibb this was the original intent
of the authors.

Fourthly, to some extent this stulgs relied on the interpretation of how
formal regulationsconstitute balances and how collective bargaipingesses
have facilitated this. This is mainly our own irgestation as we have not inves-
tigated the actual practice in the sectors. Aswiaterpretative study, we are
left with the somewhat unsatisfactory limit to tiediability of this method
(Bryman 2001). In other words, it is not certaiattbther researchers at differ-
ent times would reach the same conclusions assmeport. Nonetheless, given
the lack of any coherent theory and method of flesity studies, the systematic
exploration and interpretation in this study ar@dmtant first steps to build a
more reliable approach.
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Finally and of outmost importance, we consider Whebur case findings
aregeneralfor our countries. In other words, can we gensediindings to
other sectors in the UK, Denmark and Spain.

Concerning the UK, print and electrical contractiimng unquestionably ‘de-
viant cases’ that constitute exceptions to the thé¢ terms and conditions in
UK employment are determined in the absence oéctille bargaining. Admit-
tedly, single-employer bargaining does still existhe private sector, but sector
level bargaining can in fact almost be restrictedur chosen sectors. As such,
the UK analysis proves that even in a hostile emwvirent, collective bargaining
can actually deliver flexicurity outcomes that biéngoth parties to the em-
ployment relationship.

The opposite is true in Denmark, where coordinaastrong between sec-
tor level bargaining that by and large covers nobshe private sectors. In other
words, the findings on Denmark can be generaliseditigh degree to the rest
of the Danish labour market — at least in the LO/@éa.

It is hard to determine the ability to generali$¢he Spanish cases, as Span-
ish industrial relations is highly fragmented betwe multitude of bargaining
levels and centres. A cautious guess would betlieabverall significance of
legislation bears heavily on any sector in Spairs ttontributing to homogene-
ity. However, due to fragmentation each level calddelop different solutions
which contribute to heterogeneity.

In sum, we need to infer conclusions from our stwitir caution.Yes,col-
lective bargaining can be a sufficient conditiondevelopment of flexicurity
regulation, but probably only when other precowdisi in the context and in
bargaining relations are satisfiddio, we can not infer that collective bargaining
iS necessary as alternative regulation mechanisgist procure the same kinds
of balances. Our findings can generalised to different degredepending on
countries. In the UK, findings are exceptions t thle; in Denmark they can
be generalised widely and in Spain we simply neecermformation on each
sector.

In sum, we find that our study has produced vakiaidights into a hitherto
omitted research question, but we also acknowldufemore studies are
needed to reach a deeper understanding of théditvkeen collective bargain-
ing and flexicurity.

9.2 Perspectives - for research and policy development

This section points to important avenues for fureisearch if we wish to under-
stand how flexicurity is developed. Moreover, wieag on the continued rele-
vance of the concept in light of the current ecoitortimate.

Building on the above discussion of findings thare several avenues that
we find essential if the understanding of flexitpidan progress. Firstly, we
need more cases, ianalytical scopgto procure more variation on the inde-
pendent variable and ways to include sectors waitkettor level bargaining
should be devised. This poses serious conceptdab@erational problems on
how to investigate and compare flexicurity in ecmimareas where different
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forms of regulation dominate, for example legislatand markets versus provi-
sions in collective agreements. Indeed, such aystidild require gathering
and analysing data on company level practices. iEhist an impossible en-
deavour and other studies have used this typetafiddlexicurity studies
(Chung 2007; Klindt & Mgberg 2007).

Secondly, while more cases might be needed to inédwence about the
necessity of collective bargaining, manealytical depthis needed to account
for the complex causal patterns leading to the ldpweent of flexicurity in
rule-making processes. This has been attemptesbim studies at workplace
level (Sgndergaard 2007; lisge 2007), but couldigapply to all levels and
forms of rule-making. Tracing processes seems afarayarded here. Future
research should, however, be very careful aboutingedevelopment of
flexicurity as a deliberate strategy (Madsen 200%)eed, this study has
stressed that flexicurity might not have been tilédrate aim of negotiations.

Thirdly, for flexicurity studies to evolve into @akerent research field further
conceptual refinememf the dependent variable is needed. This studyeha
ployed a focus on formal regulation and four type#exicurity balances, but
we need deeper knowledge on how regulation actaé#fiégts practice in labour
markets. In that regard, it would be helpful to @avmicro-level theoretical
foundation of how regulation affects employers angployees. This could give
value to claims made about the positive effecteafcurity on macro-
economic performance. In other words, we need tsvkimow and why balances
of flexibility and security lead to improved penfoance. In this regard, focus
on enhancement of labour market mobility due torggrexternal flexicurity
seems promising (Bredgaard et al., 2007b). And requarely related to this
report, does strong internal flexicurity lead tgioved labour market perform-
ance?

The last point reminds us that flexicurity is bymeans restricted to either
internal or external forms of security and flextlyil Future research should not
neglect the multiple dimensions of flexicurity astibuld remain attentive to the
possible interactions of internal and external fewhflexicurity (Bredgaard,
Larsen, & Madsen 2007a; Nielsen 1999). We stillbnmeknow whether and
how different forms of flexibility complement or Isstitute each other and if
combinations with security change this.

Will flexicurity continue to receive attention imlitics and research com-
munities as national economies face increasingficdit times? Much depends
on whether flexicurity model countries like Denmarikd the Netherlands prove
economically resilient or weak in a context of rmaoonomic restructuring and
hardship. Undoubtedly, the interest of policy-makessides in discernable la-
bour market performance and its proposed link tariwes of labour market
flexibility and security. If performance falls shaf expectations, then interest
might wither away.

It is telling that the European Commission hasesehat toned down its fo-
cus on Danish flexicurity as the model to copy omeeas realised that the pre-
conditions for such a system are unfeasible elsmwiddready, calls fopolicy



side 158

learninghave been moderated as sensitivity to nationaligistances has been
invoked. As with other fads in the quest for a cammdirection for the Euro-
pean welfare and labour market model, flexicuriigim suffer from a lack of
transferability.

Similarly, the economic recession will also hawgngdicant ramifications for
the types of balances identified in this study &mdll be interesting to see if
the outcomes of collective bargaining will change tb company hardships. A
hypothesis could be that social partners will cemeder increasing pressure to
deliver solutions favouring flexibility over sectyrito foster competitiveness as
has been the case during past economic crisescatid jeopardise the bal-
ances studied above. To a large extent the resdliehflexicurity rests with the
actors involved and their willingness to seek loaign solutions.

Furthermore, the present recession brings to tlghtvinners and losers of
various flexicurity models. By this we mean thdfatent groups might suffer
more hardship than others within different laboarket regulations. Are
agency workers for example equipped to face théestges of competition
from typical workers who have been made redundawilbthe latter group
crowd-out the former? Are active labour marketgieb effective in facilitating
job shifts and are the new jobs up to par withdldeones on terms and condi-
tions? Evidently, crisis puts labour market regalato the test and the flexicu-
rity recipe might quickly fall out of fashion if germance falls behind.
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Appendices

Table 15: Summary table for UK Print

Substantive Main provisions Flexicurity Type of bal- Process in nego-

issue and relationship dimensions ance tiations
to legislation and directions

Pay Framework Income security | Win/win pay-off | Exchange
agreement on (+) FC
basic rates

Wage flexibility
Opportunities to (upwards) (+)
vary wages up-
ward at company
level
Procedural Wage flexibility Compensated Exchange
framework for (downwards) (+) | trade-off
downward devia- FC
tions due to com- | Income security
pany hardship )

Employment

security (+)

Working time | Basic limits on Working time Un- Negotiated in the
standard working | flexibility (+) /Compensated | shadow of legisla-
week (48 hour) + trade-off or tion
individual opt-out | Combination win/win pay-off

security (+/-) Option of negoti-
Negotiated refer- Depends on ated extension of
ence week of 52 local agree- reference period
weeks ments on used

working time
Extensive shift Working time Un- Joint-problem
work patterns flexibility (+) Compensated solving/exchange
trade-off

Generous shift Combination
premia security (-/+)

Compensated

with shift premia
Arrangement of Working time Win/win pay-off | Joint problem
working time a flexibility (+) FC solving
managerial pre-
rogative Combination Depends on

security (+) local agree-
Subject to consul- ments on
tation with chapel working time
Notice rules for
shift work

Job demar- Removal of job Functional flexi- | Win/win pay-off | Joint problem

cations and demarcations bility (+) FC solving/Exchange

productivity
Wage rate guar- Income security
antees (+)
Managerial pre- Functional flexi- | Compensated Exchange
rogative on man- bility (+) trade-off
ning and produc- FC
tivity enhancing Job security (+)
measures
Consultation with | External nu-
chapel merical flexibility
Q]
No redundancies
because of func-
tional flexibility
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Full cost recovery
for collective
agreements

Functional flexi-
bility (+)

Income security
)
(Cost contain-

ment (+))

(Employment
security (+))

Win/win pay-off
FC

Exchange/part of
the package

Training 0,5 % of payroll Functional flexi- | Potential Shadow of hierar-
on learning and bility (+) lose/lose pay- chy
skills - no com- off due to
pulsive measures | Employment under-
security (+) investment (?)
Involvement of Functional flexi- | Win/win pay-off | Joint problem
chapels in learn- bility (+) FC solving
ing and skills
plans Employment
security (+)
Social bene- Extension and Income security | Win/win pay-off | Joint problem
fits and enti- increase of sick (+) FC solving
tlements pay

Introduction of
Bradford system

Employment
security for
employers (+)

(Cost contain-

ment (+))
Unions tried to Combination Un- Non-agreement
get above statu- security (+) compensated
tory levels of paid trade-off

leave

(Cost contain-
ment (-))

Provisions for
atypical
employment

Equal treatment
for part —time and
fixed term em-
ployees

Income security

)
Job security (+)

Working time
flexibility (+)

External nu-
merical flexibility

*)

Win/win pay-off
FC

Shadow of legis-
lation

Recommendation
of equal treatment
for agency work-
ers

Companies
should only use
reputable agen-
cies

Income security

*)

External nu-
merical flexibility

*)

Potential
win/win pay-off

Part of overall
package (non-
compulsory provi-
sion)

Review by chapel | Employment/job | Un- Joint problem
to offer perma- security (+) compensated solving

nent employment trade-off

for temporary (Income security

workers after six (+) due to eligi-

months consecu- | bility)

tive service (non-

compulsory)

Review by chapel | Employment/job | Un- Joint problem
to offer perma- security (+) compensated solving

nent employment trade-off

for agency work-
ers after three
months consecu-
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tive service (non-
compulsory)
Use of fixed term External nu- Compensated Exchange
and agency merical flexibility | trade-off
workers only in (+1-)
peaks or
Job security (+)
No redundancies | for typical em- Insider-
of typical em- ployees outsider prob-
ployee lem

FC = flexicurity balancecdpmpensated trade-dficluding both flexibility and security
or pure win-win situations).
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Substantive Main provisions Flexicurity Type of balance | Process in
issue and relationship dimensions negotiations
to legislation and direc-
tions
Pay Framework Income secu- Win/win pay-off Exchange
agreement on rity (+) FC
basic rates
Wage flexibility
Opportunities to (upwards) (+)
vary wages at
company level
Working time Opportunities to Working time Uncompensated | Not part of
vary working time flexibility (+) trade-off or 2007 negotia-
at company level win/win pay-off tions
Combination

security (+/-)

Depends on
local agree-
ments on work-
ing time

Notice periods No additional External nu- Uncompensated | Not part of
and external notice periods merical flexibil- | trade-off, but 2007 negotia-
numerical ity (+) should be seen tions
flexibility in connection
Job security (-) | with external
flexicurity
Job demarca- Job demarcations Functional Un- Non-
tions and pro- have been kept flexibility (-) compensated agreement
ductivity trade-off
Income secu-
rity (+) Risk of in-
sider/outsider
problem
Training Comprehensive Functional Win/win pay-off, Not part of
training and skills flexibility (+), but being un- agreement
provision system depending on dermined by
governed by JIB relevance for ‘bogus self-
company employment’
FC
Employment
security (+)
Social benefits | Sick pay Income secu- Uncompensated | Not part of
and entitle- rity (+) trade-off, but 2007-
ments perhaps part of negotiations
(Cost con- package deal to
tainment (+)) compensate for
flexibility
Bereavement and Income secu- Uncompensated | Not part of
death benefit rity (+) trade-off, but 2007-
perhaps part of negotiations
Combination package deal to
security (+) compensate for
flexibility
Above statutory Income secu- Uncompensated | Not part of
rights to paid rity (+) trade-off, but 2007-
holiday (30 days) perhaps part of negotiations
Combination package deal to
security (+) compensate for

flexibility
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Provisions for
atypical em-
ployment

Provisions at-
tempting to co-opt
agency-work and
‘bogus self-
employment’
under JIB rules
(dead letter)

Protection of typi-
cal employment

External nu-
merical flexibil-

ity (-)

Working time
flexibility (-)

Functional
flexibility (?)

Income secu-

rity (+)

Combination
security (+)

Employment
security (?)

Job security
(+) for typical
employment

Employment
security (-) for
atypical em-
ployment

Blurry picture

Provisions are
dead letter and
do not secure
rights for atypical
workers as
‘bogus self-
employment’ is
highly prevalent

Provisions seem
to stress protec-
tion of typical
employment
without succeed-
ing in co-opting
atypical em-
ployment

Not part of
2007-
negotiations

FC = flexicurity balancecompensated trade-dffcluding both flexibility and security

or pure win-win situations).
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Substantive Main provisions Flexicurity Type of balance | Process in

issue and relationship dimensions negotiations
to legislation and direc-

tions

Pay Framework Income secu- Win/win pay-off Exchange in
agreement on rity (+) FC the shadow of
basic rates key bargaining

Wage flexibility sector
Opportunities to (upwards) (+)
vary wages at
company level
A-la carte option Income flexibil- | Un- Part of pack-
between paid ity (+) compensated age
vacation or en- trade-off
hanced pension Combination
contributions security (+)

Working time Deviations from Working time Un- Negotiated in
provisions possi- flexibility (+) /Compensated the shadow of
ble by local trade-off or legislation
agreement (trial Combination win/win pay-off
scheme) but with security (+/-) Influence from
max. of 45 h./week Depends on key bargaining

local agree- sector

ments on work-

ing time
Local agreements | Working time Un- Exchange in
makes extensive flexibility (+) compensated the shadow of

shift working pos-
sible

Cost contain-

trade-off (note
however shift

lead bargaining
sector

ment (+); premia)
Enhanced shift because of
premia reductions in
overtime
Job demarca- Job demarcations Functional Un- Non-
tions and pro- have been kept flexibility (-) compensated agreement
ductivity trade-off
Income secu-
rity (+) Risk of in-
sider/outsider
problem
Training Skills-development | Functional Win/win pay-off Influence from
foundation giving flexibility (+), FC lead bargaining

right to 2 depending on sector
weeks/year cho- relevance for
sen train- company Shadow of
ing/education legislation
Tops up 2 weeks Employment Adapted to
already given security (+) sector
Rights to re- External nu- Compensated Not part of
training in case of merical flexibil- | trade-off 2007-
redundancy ity (+) FC negotiations
Job security (-)
Employment
security (+)
Social benefits | Sick pay supple- Income secu- Compensated Not part of
and entitle- ment to public rity (+) trade-off 2007-
ments allowance FC negotiations
(Cost con-

tainment (+))
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Paid parental Income secu- Un- Not part of
leave extended to rity (+) compensated 2007-
a total of 52 weeks trade-off negotiations
Combination
security (+)
A-la carte option Income flexibil- | Un- Influence from
between paid ity (+) compensated lead bargaining
vacation or en- trade-off sector and part
hanced pension Combination of package
contributions security (+)
Provisions for Equal treatment External nu- Compensated Shadow of
atypical em- for part-time and merical flexibil- | trade-off legislation
ployment fixed term em- ity(+) FC
ployees Stipulated in
Working time LO/DA agree-
flexibility (+) ments imple-
menting EU-
Job security (- directives
), for fixed
term workers
Income secu-
rity (+)
Combination
security
Employment
security,
through rights
to training (+)
No special provi- Income secu- Lose/lose pay- Not raised in
sions for accumu- rity (-) off negotiations
lation of seniority
Employment
security
Q]
Functional
flexibility (-)
No special provi- - - Not raised in
sions for agency negotiations
workers
Due to labour
tribunal rulings
on ‘area princi-
ple’, trade
unions feel
comfortable
that agency
workers are
guaranteed
equal treat-
ment
Limitations on use | Working time Compensated Not part of
of part-time and flexibility (-/+) trade-off 2007-
fixed-term workers negotiations
External nu- or

Protection of typi-

cal employees

merical flexibil-
ity (-/+)

Job security
(+) for typical
employees

Insider-outsider
problem

FC = flexicurity balancecompensated trade-dficluding both flexibility and security

or pure win-win situations).
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Substantive Main provi- Flexicurity di- Type of bal- Process in

issue sions and mensions and ance negotiations
relationship to directions
legislation

Pay Framework Income security Win/win pay-off | Exchange in
agreement on (+) FC the shadow of
basic rates key bargaining

Wage flexibility sector
Opportunities to | (upwards) (+)
vary wages at
company level
A-la carte op- Income flexibility Un- Part of package
tion for employ- | (+) compensated in the shadow
ees between trade-off, how- of key bargain-
paid vacation or | Combination ever part of ing sector
enhanced pen- security (+) package to
sion contribu- enhance work-
tions ing time flexibil-
ity

Working time Deviations from | Working time uUn- Negotiated in
provisions flexibility (+) /Compensated the shadow of
possible by trade-off or legislation
local agreement | Combination win/win pay-off,

(trial scheme)
but with max. of
46 h./week)

security (+/-)

potentially
compensated
by increased
social benefits

Depends on
local agree-
ments on work-
ing time

Influence from
key bargaining
sector

Local agree-
ments makes
extensive shift
working possi-
ble

Enhanced shift
premia

Working time
flexibility (+)

Cost containment
(+); because of
reductions in
overtime

Combination
security (+/-)

Compensated
with higher shift
working premia

Win/win pay-off
or uncompen-
sated trade-off

Depends on
local work-life
balance

Exchange in
the shadow of
lead bargaining
sector

Notice periods
and external
numerical
flexibility

Short notice
periods depend-
ing on seniority

External numeri-
cal flexibility (+)

Job security (-),

Uncompen-
sated trade-off,
but should be
seen in connec-
tion with exter-
nal flexicurity

Not part of
2007 negotia-
tions

Job demarca-
tions and
productivity

No job demar-
cations in
agreement

Functional flexibil-
ity (+)

Employment
security (+)

Win/win pay-off
FC

Not part of
2007 negotia-
tions

Effective certifi-
cation monitor-
ing system

Income security
(+) for insiders

Job/employment
security for insid-
ers (+)
Job/employment
security for out-
siders (-)

Uncompen-
sated trade-off
(for insiders)

Risk of in-
sider/outsider
problem

Not part of
Agreement
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Training Skills- Functional flexibil- | Win/win pay-off | Influence from
development ity (+), depending FC lead bargaining
foundation on relevance for sector where
giving rightto 2 | company working time
weeks/year flexibility was
chosen train- exchanged
ing/education Employment

security (+) Shadow of
Tops up 2 legislation
weeks already
Adapted to
sector

Social benefits | Sick pay Income security Compensated Exchange

and entitle- (+) trade-off

ments Work related FC
injuries and (Cost containment
illnesses now +)
covered
Paid parental Income security uUn- Influence from
leave extended | (+) compensated lead bargaining

to a total of 52

trade-off, but

sector and part

weeks with Combination could be seen of package
option of dis- security (+) as part of over-
tributing be- all compensa-
tween parents tion for in-

creased work-

ing time flexibil-

ity
A-la carte op- Income flexibility Un- Influence from
tion for employ- | (+) compensated lead bargaining

ees between

trade-off, but

sector and part

paid vacation or | Combination could be seen of package
enhanced pen- security (+) as part of over-
sion contribu- all compensa-
tions tion for in-
creased work-
ing time flexibil-
ity
Provisions for Equal treatment | External numeri- Compensated Shadow of
atypical em- for part-time cal flexibility(+) trade-off legislation
ployment and fixed term FC
employees Working time Stipulated in
flexibility (+) LO/DA agree-
ments imple-
Job security (-), menting EU-
for fixed term directives
workers
Income security
()
Combination
security
Employment
security, through
rights to training
™)
No special Income security (- | Lose/lose pay- Not raised in
provisions for ) off, but the negotiations
accumulation of same as for
seniority Employment typical employ-
security ment due to the
“) transient nature
of electrical
Functional flexibil- | contracting
ity (-)
No special - - Not raised in

provisions for
agency workers

negotiations
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Due to labour
tribunal rulings
on ‘area princi-
ple’, trade
unions feel
comfortable
that agency
workers are

guaranteed
equal treatment
Limitations on Working time Compensated Not part of
use of part-time | flexibility (-/+) trade-off 2007-
and fixed-term negotiations
workers External numeri- or

Protection of
typical employ-
ees stemming
from certifica-
tion system

cal flexibility (-/+)

Job security (+)
for typical em-
ployees

Insider-outsider
problem

or pure win-win situations).

FC = flexicurity balancecompensated trade-dficluding both flexibility and security



Table 19: Summary table for Spanish Print
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Substantive Main provi- Flexicurity Type of bal- Process in
issue sions dimensions ance negotiations
and directions
Pay framework income security compensated h
agreement on (+) trade-off exchange
basic rates wage flexibility FC (unintended)
(+)
opportunities to uncompensated
vary wage flexibility trade-off exchange
wages at com- (+)
pany level (unintended)
Working time shortening of combination compensated h
working time/ security (+) trade-off exchange
extension of
bargaining pe-
riod compensated
time flexibility (+) | trade-off
shift work/wage
supplements exchange
Notice periods short trial peri- job security for uncompensated | part of overall
and job protec- ods for technical | insiders (+). trade- off package
tion and managerial employment
staff (2 months) security for
outsiders (-)
Job demarca- redesign of functional flexi- ? exchange
tions and pro- classification bility (+) (unintended)
ductivity system/de facto
wage increase
Education and
training
Social benefits accumulating combination uncompensated | exchange in the
etc. hours for breast- | security (+) trade-off shadow/copy of
feeding legislation
leave under combination uncompensated | exchange in the
special circum- security (+) trade-off shadow/copy of
stances income security legislation
(+)
sickness pay combination uncompensated | exchange in the
security (+) trade-off shadow/copy of

income security

*)

legislation

Provisions for
atypical workers

FC = flexicurity balancecdpmpensated trade-dficluding both flexibility and security

or pure win-win situations).




Table 20: Summary table for Spanish Electrical @aning
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Substantive Main provi- Flexicurity Type of bal- Process in

issue sions dimensions ance negotiations

and directions

Pay framework income security compensated exchange
agreement on +) trade-off (unintended)
basic wage rates | wage flexibility FC

()

opportunities to wage flexibility uncompensated | exchange
vary (+) trade-off (unintended)
wages at com-
pany level
equalising bo- wage flexibility uncompensated | exchange
nuses across ) trade-off (unintended)
qual. levels

exchange
bonus of per- wage flexibility uncompensated | (unintended)
manence (sen- +) trade-off
iority)

Working time Annualised working time uncompensated | exchange
hours flexibility (+) trade-off (unintended)
shortening of combination compensated exchange
working time/ security (+) trade-off (unintended)
extension of
bargaining pe-
riod
pool of hours (8) | time flexibility (+) | compensated exchange
for non-specified | comb security (-) | trade-off
use FC

Notice periods short trial peri- job security for uncompensated | exchange

and job protec- ods for technical | insiders (+). trade- off (unintended)

tion and managerial employment
staff (2 months) security for
outsiders (-)

Job demarca- redesign of functional flexi- ? exchange

tions and pro- classification bility (+) (unintended)

ductivity system/de facto
wage increase

Education and - - - -

training

Social benefits Conditions for comb security uncompensated | exchange in the

etc. paid leave (+) trade-off shadow/copy of

income security legislation
()

sickness pay comb security uncompensated | exchange in the
(+) trade-off shadow/copy of

income security

*)

legislation

Provisions for
atypical workers

FC = flexicurity balancecdpmpensated trade-dficluding both flexibility and security

or pure win-win situations).




Table 21: List of respondents

Country | Sector Name & position Organisation Time
of respondents
UK Print Andrew Brown British Print Industries | 10 Septem-
(Corporate Affairs Federation ber 2008
Director)
Tony Burke (As- UNITE the Union 19 August
sistant General 2008
Secretary)
Electrical Alex Meikle (Head | Electrical Contractors’ | 9 September
contracting of Employee Association - ECA 2008
Relations) & Ste-
ven Brawley (Em-
ployee Relations
Advisor)
Tom Hardacre UNITE the Union 19 Septem-
(Lead Officer of ber 2008
Construction)
Neal Evans (Re- UNITE the Union 10 Septem-
search Officer) ber 2008
Denmark | Print Bjarne Nielsen HK Privat 18 Septem-
(Vice-Director) ber 2008
Lars Bram (Direc- Grafisk Arbejdsgiver- 1 September
tor) forening 2008
Peter Andersen Feelles Fagligt For- 3 September
(Negotiation Sec- bund - 3F 2008
retary)
Electrical Jorgen Juul Ras- Dansk Elforbund - 11 Septem-
contracting mussen (Director) DEF ber 2008
Ole Tue Hansen Dansk Elforbund - 17 Septem-
(Union Secretary) DEF ber 2008
& Jens-Olav
Pedersen (Vice-
Director)
Thorkild Bang Tekniq 24 Septem-
(Vice-Director) & ber 2008
Bent Lindgren
(National Officer)
Spain Print Joaquina Rodri- Comisiones Obreras - | 26 Septem-
guez CCOQO. Federacion de | ber 2008
Comunicacién y
Transporte
José Ramoén Union General de 29. Septem-
Castafion (Gen- Trabajadores — UGT. ber 2008
eral Secretary) Federacion de Servi-
cios
Jesus Alarcon Asociacion 29 Septem-
Fernandez Empresarios Artes ber 2008
(General Graficas Madrid -
Secretary) AGM
Electrical José Luis Vicente Confemetal 26 septem-
Contracting | (Director of the ber 2008
(Metal) juridical depart-
ment)
national Jestis Ramos Comisiones Obreras — | 29 septem-
level (Secretary of CCOO. Federacion ber 2008
union action) Minerometallrgica
Electrical Antonio Torres Comisiones Obreras — | 30 septem-
Contracting | (Coordinator of CCOO. Federacién de | ber 2008
(Metal) union action) y Metal (Madrid)
Raquel Marquez
province (assistant)
level, Ma- Clemente de la Unién General de 30 septem-
drid Casa (Political Trabajadores — UGT. | ber 2008
Secretary) Federacion de Metal,
Construccion y Afines
Sanchez Fres- Asociacion de 30 septem-
neda (Assessor) Empresarios del Metal | ber 2008

de Madrid — AECIM
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