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Joint Project of the European Social Partner Orgditins

“Social Partners’ Participation in the Europeani&lidoialogue:
What are the Social Partners’ Needs? ”

Interim report

“A review of activities and conclusions from the
project to date as they relate to the phase innglvi
Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania and Turkey”

1. Project overview

In their overall joint work programmes 2003 - 2G0% 2006 - 2008, the European social
partners (BUSINESSEUROPE, UEAPME, CEEP and ETU@etjto take specific actions
designed to improve the capacity of New MembereStat Central and Eastern Europe (CEECS)
and Candidate Countries to participate effectivelthe European Social Dialogue. To this end,
the European social partner organisations launahadjor initiative over a series of phases to
help social partner organisations in the CEECscamdlidate countries to identify what they need
to do at the national level in order to strengttiezir capacity to act as social partners mandated
to represent the views of their members in the gema social dialogue.

The key phases of the project can be summaristadlaws:

PROJECT PARTICIPATING
PHASE DESCRIPTION COUNTRIES
Phase one of the overall project involved the deaind

organisation of two-day seminars in each of eigBECs. The five participants in the

initial pilot project were the
Czech Republic, Hungary,

During the course of each seminar, representatif/tse Lithuania, Poland and

national social partner organisations were invited

PHASE identify what they needed to do at the nationatlév Slovakia;
ONE order to strengthen their capacity to representidgngs of .
(DEC 2003 . : N Following the success of the
their members in the European social dialogue.thén . )
— APR 2005) : i o o . pilot, a second project was
basis of the identified priorities, the social pars X .
oo . T . undertaken covering Estonia,
individually and jointly developed specific and #m - .
’ Latvia and Slovenia.
bound action plans.
A series of follow-up seminars was undertaken irheaf
the eight participating countries. The objectivéthe
follow-up, or “phase two”, seminars were to:
The Czech Republic;
PHASE ¢ Review progress on the implementation of the Estonia;
TWO action plans developed during phase one of theHungary;
project; Latvia;
¢ ldentify and discuss any problems that had beeltithuania;
(MAY 2005 )
encountered and propose ways to resolve themPoland;
— APR 2006) . o T .
0 ldentify future “individual organisation” and Slovakia; and
“joint” priority actions for the national social Slovenia.
partners.



A further series of “two day seminars” was undegtain
PHASE the two newest Member States and two candidate
THREE countries.

(JAN — Bulgaria;
DEC 2007) Croatia;
Romania; and
“One-day review” seminars remain to be held infthe  Turkey
PHASE “phase three” countries.
FOUR
(2008/ 2009)

Three review meetings have been held to discusfinitiags of the project involving the eight
countries that participated in the first phasehefproject. The purpose of this paper is to build o
this series of reviews by describing the outconie¢lethird phase of the project involving
Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania and Turkey, and relativegn to the outcomes of the earlier and
similar meetings that took place in the Czech RépuBstonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia. In order to do this,paper considers the discussions that took
place and the action plans developed by the nadtsmtéal partners in all twelve participating
countries. The report is comparative in nature dmebs not examine the detailed outcomes of
each seminar.

For those interested in a particular country omtoes, individual and detailed reports of each of
the national seminars held to date have been méenrd can be found on the web sites of the
trade union and employer resource centresgurcecentre.etuc.ocagdwww.erc-online.ejl
Synthesis reports have also been prepared whichibdeghases one and two of the project and
these are available at the same locations. Thigtreprved as a basis for discussion in the
conference held in Brussels on 23 and 24 Janud§. Zthe minutes of this event are attached as
appendix one.

Finally, much of the paper is descriptive in najimet where interpretations are made, views
expressed or conclusions drawn are those of t@aand not of the European social partners,
the national social partner organisations or thegean Commission. Any errors or omissions
are also the sole responsibility of the author.



2. Methodology

The “two day” or initial national seminars (phasese and three)

The two day events were designed to identify tlgauisational and individual characteristics
that would enable the national social partnersartigpate effectively in the European social
dialogue. The objectives for the national socatmpers during the two-day events were;

¢ To identify the characteristics of organisationd ardividuals that would contribute most
effectively to the European social dialogue;

¢ To develop individual social partner organisatiod int action plans to prepare for their full
participation in the European social dialogue psscafter accession off May 2004, ¥
January 2007 or, in the cases of Croatia and Tuekey future date.

Each of the seminars was attended by represerdatfugational employers' organisations and
trade unions; representatives from the Europeaialgmartners BUSINESSEUROPE, UEAPME,
CEEP and ETUC and experts.

The seminar methodology was designed to assumadikanum participation of the national trade
unions and employers with “added value” input fribra participants from the European social
partner organisations and the experts. The mgjofithe time in each national seminar was
devoted to discussion in small working groups, lagplenary feedback forums and consensus
building sessions. To further facilitate the getiera development and ownership of ideas and
strategies, the working groups were conductedeémttional language with “whispering”
interpretation available to the European socialngarparticipants and experts to enable them to
follow the discussion and to intervene where apipatg.

Additionally, and in order to maximise bipartitesdiission, agreement and action planning,
where discussions took place in working groupdlgroups were used: One contained
exclusively trade union representatives; a seconthined exclusively employers’ organisation
representatives; and a third group of “joint” orif%ed” composition. The outputs of all three
groups were presented and discussed in plenamgér to develop overall consensus on
priorities and actions. It should be noted thad Bmall minority of cases, the national social
partners did not form a joint group either for imasf imbalance in seminar attendance or
unwillingness on the part of the social partnerddo.

Day one of the seminar was devoted to identifylhmgrhost important characteristics, actions and
behaviours that would lead to a successful entoytime European social dialogue for the national
social partners. Through successive combinatibmsking groups, feedback forums, expert
input and consensus building sessions, the paatitspwere encouraged to develop a short list of
the most important issues that they believed wbalgk to be addressed.

Day two was devoted to the development of individagial partner and joint action plans for
each priority issue designed to speed their transiind maximise the effectiveness of their
participation in the European social dialogue.



The outline format of the national seminars asaswsed during the four meetings in 2007 is:

Phase one and three outline seminar agenda

European social
Session one “Explaining the European Social Diagdgu partner input - plenary

“Building successful organisations and individualsontribute
Session two to the European Social Dialogue”. Working groups

Working group feedback: “Building successful orgations and Plenary presentations

Session three  individuals to contribute to the European Socialbgue”. yp
“Successful social partners and successful meétings

Session four  presentation of research findings. Expert input — plenary

Consensus building

“The characteristics, actions and behaviours tbatribute to i
session — plenary.

Session five  successful engagement in social partnership”.

European social
partner input —
plenary

Session six Presentation: “The tools that have been developéelp you”.

“Actions that need to be taken to strengthen satigdbgue
process in Croatia with a view to actively conttioto the

Session seven . ' N
European level Social Dialogue”.

Working groups

Working group feedback: “Actions that need to destato
strengthen social dialogue process in Croatia itiew to Plenary presentations

Session eight actively contribute to the European level Socialbgue”.

Discussion and agreement on priority actions terjute social

. . : Consensus building
Session nine  dialogue.

session — plenary.

Each of the seminars was chaired and facilitateghbyndependent expert selected by the
European social partners to design and managethimars, Alan Wild of Aritake-Wild.

A report was prepared and translated after eaé¢hnahtseminar for the use of the seminar
participants. Each report provides an overvietheftwelve working sessions, and concludes
with the agreed action plan that was the outconthefinal working session.

During the course of the project, the Europeanad@artner and expert inputs titled “Explaining
the European Social Dialogue” and “Successful $peietners and successful meetings —
presentation of research findings” were re-worl@htorporate the findings of the project to
date and to improve them on the basis of experieBession six , “The tools that have been
developed to help you”, was developed specifidaliythe later stages of the project based upon
the capacity building work undertaken by the Eegplevel social partners as a result of the
project. The three presentations are appenddiistogport and section four of the paper
describes the capacity building initiatives undestaduring the project by the European social
partners.

The “one day review” seminars

The phase two seminar methodology already usdtei€EEC eight and planned for 2008/2009
in Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania and Turkey built uploat used successfully during the “two-day”
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national seminars. The shorter, one-day, meetimgdt was designed with the objective of
assuring maximum participation of trade union amgplkeyer representatives. The contribution

of the participants from the European social partmganisations and the experts was designed to
promote focussed debate; to facilitate problemtifleation and resolution; and encourage action
to address the problems identified.

The working sessions making up the review semiaare summarised as follows;

Phase two seminar outline agenda
“Implementation of the phase one action Presentations by the national social
Session one plans.” partners.

“The current European social dialogue agen

Session two and likely priorities for the future.” dﬁresentatlon by the European social

partner organisations.

Working group discussions and
feedback followed by review in
plenary session.

“Adapting and improving action plans in the

Session light of experience and changing priorities.”

three

“Actions to assist new member states social
Session four partner organisations already undertaken by Presentation by the European social
the European social partners.” partner organisations.
Concluding plenary session
Session five  “Discussion of priority needs and éssti discussion.

Finally, the total schedule of meetings was a®¥ad;

Country First seminar Review seminar
Slovakia 29 & 30 Jan 2004 1 Feb 2006
Lithuania 17 & 18 Feb 2004 25 May 2005
The Czech Republic 9 & 10 March 2004 21 Jun 2005
Hungary 15 & 16 June 2004 4 Oct 2005
Poland 20 & 21 June 2004 15 Nov 2005
Slovenia 24 & 25 Jan 2005 15 Feb 2006
Estonia 7 & 8 Feb 2005 29 Mar 2006
Latvia 10 & 11 Mar 2005 26 Apr 2006
Turkey 22 & 23 Feb 2007 To be held
Bulgaria 28 & 29 Mar 2007 To be held
Romania 26 & 27 Sept 2007 To be held
Croatia 1 & 2 Oct 2007 To be held

Review meetings for the various phases of the prejere held on 24th and 25th June 2004, 26th
April 2005 and 27th June 2006.



3. A summary of phase three national seminar outcomesTurkey, Bulgaria,
Romania and Croatia.

Turkey

The Turkish national seminar was held in Istanbup@ and 28 February 2007. The seminar
was unusual in that the future participation oftlaéional social partners in the European social
dialogue is less definitively scheduled than ineottountries. Inevitably the discussions were
less focussed on specific preparation for partt@pan the European social dialogue and related
more to the perceived strengths and weaknessegiaf dialogue in the country.

Throughout the Turkish seminar four important isspermeated the discussion;

¢ The Turkish trade unions believed that current lesleting to trade union membership
involving certification of membership by a “notdirgndermined their ability to develop a
broad membership base. They felt strongly thattiexj laws may not be in compliance with
ILO Conventions 87 and 98 on Freedom of Associadiod the Promotion of Collective
Bargaining;

¢ The trade unions believed that employers outsitenaber of traditionally well organised
sectors, and in international companies in genesale unwilling to embrace trade union
recognition and social dialogue at the enterprisgional and sectoral levels. This argument
was disputed by the employers’ organisation pauicis in the seminar;

¢ Both employers and trade unions believed that kdi@ébgue in the country is, as yet, an
immature concept. To a significant extent emplaydations were described as being based
around relatively narrow “win/lose” parameters anchallenge for the social partners was to
“move beyond their history”;

¢ For both employers’ organisations and trade unithrese was a need to further develop inter-
organisational communication and cooperation witid between the two sides. Unusually,
in the report back from the Turkish joint workingpgp, each organisation participating in the
group gave its own feedback on the discussiontthdttaken place.

By the end of the first day of the seminar, the lewygrs and trade unions had agreed on three
areas where they believed positive work could lettaken. Consequently the second day of
the seminar was spent working on the following éssu

i) Building on the strengths of existing social dialegractices and institutions;

i) How to make best use of the funds that would becavadable to them as a
candidate country;

iiiy The development and use of the talents of youngiShupeople.

All participants felt strongly that building on sking strengths was the most appropriate strategy.
In particular it would be important to identify ydiprojects where it might be possible to work
together toward “win/win” solutions. In this cortaghe following areas for further action were
identified;

¢ The development of joint approaches to applicatfonfuture project funding was a popular
idea;



¢ The employers’ organisations suggested that ndtéiseussions might be held on a
framework for bringing more women and young peaple the formal labour market;

¢ The joint working group suggested that the socaatners could work together to improve
their influence on Government and on an initiatveducate young Turkish people on the
benefits of social dialogue.

At the organisational level, two action areas wserggested;

¢ To improve inter-organisational communication andperation within the trade union and
employer organisations;

¢ To develop plans and actions to improve the pradass capacities of trade union and
employers’ organisation staff. For the trade ugsjdanguage training was felt to be
particularly important.

The full report of the Turkish seminar is availatiieough the employer and trade union resource
centres hosted by BUSINESSEUROPE and ETUC respégtiv

Bulgaria
The Bulgarian seminar was held in Sofia off a8d 28' March 2007. In wide ranging open
discussions on the first day of the seminar a nurobinportant themes were discussed,;

¢ The national social partners believed that the @owent did not do enough to promote social
dialogue and respect for existing employment lamg @llective agreements;

¢ The effectiveness of social dialogue was inhibligé number of issues including
organisational pluralism; a mismatch between thetires of employers’ organisations and
trade unions; and the effects of recent restruaguon trade union membership and influence
in important sectors;

¢ The notion of “positive partnership” between theiabpartners remains an immature concept,
with much current employee relations activity belraged around a culture of conflict rather
than dialogue;

¢ Social partner organisations lack the financial prafessional capacities to be as effective as
they will need to be to be influential at the Ewrap level,

¢ A more effective structure for bipartite socialldgue at the national level needs to be
established.

By the end of the first day, the trade union anglesyrers’ groups had decided to work on three
themes;

i) Building material and human capacities in theiramigations;
i) Improving the effectiveness of social partner oigations at all levels;
iii) Building a culture of genuine social dialogue.



The joint group had agreed to focus its activibedeveloping an outline constitution for a new
bipartite National Consultative Committee.

The Bulgarian trade unions agreed that they netegrk on four areas;

<

Building organisational and individual capacitieslakills for international social dialogue;

¢ Better dissemination of knowledge and informatiorEmropean social dialogue related
matters;

¢ Finding new sources of funding for social dialogekated initiatives;
¢ Putting pressure on Government to enforce exigtimpgloyment laws.
The Bulgarian employers established four areaadtion;

¢ Increasing employers’ organisation membership thindihe provision of more and better
services;

¢ Training for those engaged in representation aEtlrepean level;
¢ Better information flows within employers’ organiigms and with members;
¢ Improved consultation and coordination between eggrk’ organisations.

As a result of their work, the joint group presehte the plenary an outline constitution for a new
National Consultative Committee for improved biftarsocial dialogue. The focus of the work
of the committee would initially be the implemeiatof European level agreements and the
development of joint opinions where these wereirequ Accordingly, formal membership
would be limited to those organisations that arentvers of the European level social partner
organisations and important gaps in membership dvbelfilled by using co-opted experts from
other organisations.

The full report of the Bulgarian seminar is avaiéatihrough the employer and trade union
resource centres hosted by BUSINESSEUROPE and E&kli&ctively.

Romania

The Romanian seminar was held in Bucharest 8re2@ 27 September 2007. During
discussions on the first day to identify and agmeareas to focus upon for maximum
improvement in effectiveness, the Romanian tradensrand employers explained that they
wished to work in two “side” groups only, with ajoynt discussions being held in the plenary
group. It emerged during the day that one of thetrimportant issues facing the Romanian
social partners is organisational plurality and thhibited their ability to work in smaller groups
that might not fully involve every organisation.

As a result of the working group activity, the Rami@m social partners identified a number of
important issues;
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¢ Government was felt not to support social dialogdequately; not be open to the views of the
social partners on important issues nor effectiasiyure the application of laws currently in
force;

¢ There are felt to be simply “too many” social partorganisations in the country to facilitate
effective social dialogue and the development sihigle “national view” for either side.
Moreover, the structures of employers’ organisatiand trade unions do not fit comfortably
together at levels lower than the national level;

¢ More “trust and respect” between social partneanigations will be needed if a genuine
culture of positive dialogue is to emerge in Roraani

¢ Trade union and employers’ organisations lack #gmsgnal and professional competencies to
work effectively at the European level.

At the end of the first day, the Romanian sociatnExs agreed to continue to work in two “side
based” working groups on three issues;

i) Managing organisational pluralism more effectively;

i) Improving bipartite social dialogue;

iii) Building the skill base of those representing taBamal social partners at the
European level.

By the end of the second day, both working growgabdgreed on similar plans for improvement
that can be presented under three broad headings;

¢ Restructuring for improved effectivenesboth the trade union and employers’ organisation
participants felt that both sides need to restmagcgither formally or informally to reduce
fragmentation and to assure a better “fit” betwensocial partners for dialogue at all levels;

¢ Fostering a partnership culture both sides agreed that concrete steps neededtéixén to
improve relationships such that genuine partnersbigpd emerge. Common projects could
be identified where win/win” solutions were poseibind better bipartite cooperation could
improve the influence of the social partners witlvgrnment;

¢ Capacity building for European engagemerttade unions and employers felt the need to
invest further in building the skills and qualiftmns of those representing their organisations
in Europe.

The full report of the Romanian seminar is avagabrough the employer and trade union
resource centres hosted by BUSINESSEUROPE and EE&kli&ctively.

Croatia

The Croatian seminar was held in Zagreb Barid 2° October 2007. The general discussion on
key issues that took place on the first day ofsttrminar raised very similar issues to those
emerging in the other three “phase three” countries

¢ Croatian laws on trade union registration were eié\wy the participants as promoting and

inappropriate degree of fragmentation of emplogpeasentation that made effective
dialogue difficult;
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¢ Government was felt not to promote social dialoguficiently nor take social partner views
seriously enough;

¢ Pre-requites for improvement in the quality an@eti’eness of social dialogue were better
planning and cooperation by the national levelaqggartners; closer linkage between
national and European priorities; increased mdtergources and better skilled staff.

At the end of the first day, the social partnerd &greed to focus their discussions the following
day on four practical issues;

i) Improving the influence of the social partners ablfc policy;

ii) Making bipartite social dialogue more effectiveaingh the establishment of clear
priorities, better organisation and more coopeeatighaviours;

iii) Addressing the issue of fragmentation of represiemaand

iv) Improving the level of awareness of European issnespriorities amongst
members.

During the working group activities, the joint gmrecommended that the social partners
concentrate on building from existing strengthbeathan making wholesale changes to what
were essentially adequate social dialogue systechstauctures. Within this overall framework,
the trade union and employers’ organisation grodstified very similar priorities;

¢ Better organising disciplines would improve thereat process of dialogue. This would
require an agreement on immediate and longer teorities; the establishment of a clear
schedule for discussions; and the creation ofsadelversarial atmosphere based on greater
trust and respect;

¢ The social partners should focus their public poéitforts on finding a solution with
Government to the legal problems at the sourceaghfientation of employee representation
and to assuring the more effective applicationxigtang employment laws;

¢ Putting more effort into the communication of “Eped and European issues with members
and the Croatian public.

The full report of the Croatian seminar is avaidathiirough the employer and trade union resource
centres hosted by BUSINESSEUROPE and ETUC respégtiv

Common issues and areas for action
From the summaries above, it can be seen thatdimreissues raised by the social partners in the
four countries are quite similar. At every semjriae social partners raised the issues of

¢ The role of government — typically failure to suppsocial dialogue; ineffective application of
current labour laws; and legal issues inhibitifig&fve social dialogue;

¢ Organisational pluralism and ineffective systemsriter-organisational cooperation;

¢ Immature systems for social dialogue charactetigeal predominance of conflict base
relationships (except Croatia) and poor planningcfmperation (Croatia);
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¢ The need to make bipartite social dialogue morecéiffe;
¢ Increasing financial and professional capacities.

In three countries (all except Turkey), the sopattners explained that the effectiveness of social
dialogue was hampered by inadequate financial resswand the quality and quantity of
professional staff available to them.

When areas for action are compared, the followlingtration shows the action areas listed in
order of consistency between countries;

Countries promoting
action in the area
Bulgaria, Croatia,
Romania and Turkey

Area for action

Improving the capacity of staff

Improving relationship between the social partrgrs
developing joint approaches to future initiativeséed on
win/win solutions

Improving cooperation between employers’ organiseti  Bulgaria, Croatia,
and between trade union organisations Romania and Turkey
Bulgaria, Croatia
and Turkey

Bulgaria, Croatia,
Romania and Turkey

Working together to improve influence on government

Finding new funding sources for social dialogue
development

Better dissemination of social dialogue relatedinfation
to members and the general public

Turkey and Bulgaria

Bulgaria and Croatia.

Whilst the countries involved in this phase of thejectare at different stages of social
partner maturity and at different stages of intégreinto the European Union, the
similarity of social dialogue related issues anopmsed areas for action were generally
more similar than those seen in the “CEEC eigli™'the eight”, and in 2004/2005, the
gap between “best and worst in class” was gredthis subject is reviewed in more
detail in section five of the paper below.

4, Capacity building tools and support developedypthe European level social
partner organisations.

The underpinning philosophy of the project as ale/hieas to provide a mechanism to help the
national social partners in the participating coestidentify key problems and develop and
implement their own specific action plans to resalyem. The role of the European social
partners and experts was to add value to nationakyted discussions rather than to be directive
or promote the adoption of externally generatedetsodr ideas. However, as early as the first
seminar held in Slovakia in February 2004, it beeafear that the national social partners would
benefit considerably from focussed and practidéhitives taken at the European level to address
common problems.

Whilst the vast majority of actions aimed at impgr@vnational effectiveness in the European
social dialogue were best developed and implemdatedly, it became clear that work on four
commonly identified problems could be greatly faéaied by initiatives at the European level.
The four action areas fall under the following hegd;
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¢ Securing additional resourcesssistance in the identification of funding sourmesnprove
the effectiveness of social dialogue and help iRintpappropriate submissions;

¢ Organisational and individual capacity auditinghe provision of tools to facilitate the
analysis of organisation and staff competencedocassful engagement in the European
social dialogue;

¢ Training and developmentproviding opportunities for staff in participatimgganisations to
benefit from experiential participation in Europdawvel meetings; attend training
programmes; adopt mentors; and undertake languaigeng;

¢ Improving communicationprovision of a “one stop shop” for information redet
specifically to the social partners on social digle issues and the facility to get important
documents translated for national use.

The range of assistance currently available has Beeeloped over the four year duration of the
project to date and has evolved as needs have ethandecome better identified. Efforts were
taken to avoid taking responsibility for the getieraand delivery of initiatives away from the
national level and only to undertake facilitatimgfiatives to address common problems that
could be more effectively provided at the Europleael. As an example, the translation fund
was launched as one way to help tackle the comnideitified problem of communicating
European issues more effectively, and followingdlseovery that the national implementation
of a European level agreement was being handicappate country by the fact that both social
partners had produced their own, and differenbslietions of the original agreement.

The trade union and employer social partners eaegh their own range of services within the
four action areas above reflecting the specifialsad their constituents. For example, ETUC
focus more heavily on the enhancement of languadéexhnical social dialogue skills through
formal training programmes. For the employersglege is generally perceived to be less of a
problem and they have addressed personal capaditiriy through experiential visits and
mentoring rather than formal programmes.

At the centre of each of the approaches are wekdiisade union and employer “resource
centres” that are hosted through the main sit&STefC and BUSINESSEUROPE respectively
and can be accessed directly from each of the Earopocial partner sites. Starting from fairly
rudimentary beginnings in 2005, the sites have ldpeel into important resource bases that have
proved useful to audiences outside the New Memtae§Sand Candidate countries. For those
interested, the most comprehensive picture oféhdces on offer today is available directly on
the siteslfttp:/resourcecentre.etuc.oaypidwww.erc-online.eyl For the purposes of this paper
a brief description of the reason for the provisibiservices and the nature of their evolution will
enable readers from all EU Member States unfamilidr the services to identify resources that
might be helpful to them. Members of the “EU15” bder example made use of the capacity
auditing tool.

Securing additional resources

All national social partners identified the needézure additional resources specifically
associated with European issues generally and itapadding for social dialogue specifically

as constraints. A number of national social pasttigat had attempted to locate external sources
of funding had found it difficult to identify apppoate budget lines; to develop satisfactory
project proposals; or to monitor and report effadij.
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The initial solution to this was to arrange Brusdssed joint workshops identifying the main
budget lines, application protocols and monitoimgl reporting requirements. Over time the
initial “one size fits all” service has evolvedard more tailored source of individual advice and
support to organisations making specific budgetiests.

Organisational capacity auditing

The identification of the specific competenciesuieed for successful participation in
international social partner meetings; the assassai@verall organisational capacity for
success; and the identification of skill deficitalahe means of addressing them for individuals
were identified as important needs early in thggatoand continue to be highlighted in the action
plans of virtually every social partner organisatio

The European social partners commissioned the ojgwvent of a specific tool that identified the
most important personal and technical competenpiesjded a basis for organisation and
individual evaluation against the required compeies) and offered a simple process for the
development of organisational and personal devedmpmlans including ideas for development
on a low or zero budget. The competence frameWwaskalso been used as a tool for the
assessment of internal and external candidatewefemposts with European social dialogue
responsibilities.

Training and development

The key staff skills problem faced by most orgatiise was their difficulty in finding

appropriate technicandlanguage capacities in the same individual. Thadethe most
appropriate country based technical skills forrmégional discussions and negotiations lacked
knowledge of other European systems, and most teupity the language skills that would

enable them to work on complex non-mother-tongumidents and to engage in informal
discussions outside of the meetings where translatas provided. In general terms, whilst
younger staff members had good language skilly, wexe weaker on the technical aspects of the
job requirements.

This skill mismatch was addressed in different wiayshe employers and trade unions. The
trade union participants in the project have se@$anguage problems more than their employer
counterparts. Consequently, ETUC has investedillgaavthe provision of English language
training for technical specialists and formal teichhtraining for younger staff with an existing
good knowledge of English. For employers, themgitch has been addressed by providing
“shadow” funded places at key meetings and perdmiefing/mentoring programmes for those
needing to further develop their technical skills. the same time, this has enabled more
experienced technicians to benefit from the pres@tdinternational meetings of a national
colleague with better language skills.

Improving communication

Initiatives to improve communication have focuseadwo areas. The expressed need for a “one
stop shop” for social dialogue related informatéom useful links to other sites has led to the
development of the current employer and trade urésnurce centre sites as they exist today.

The second important service is the facility fag fhnding of translation of important European

texts into the national languages of CEEC MembateSt In order to benefit from the translation
service, the national social partners must makénaiequest for a particular text. In a small
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way, this requirement encourages the social partoerork together on the identification of
needs and priorities.

5. A comparative review of seminars held in Bulg#a, Croatia, Romania and Turkey
with those held in the “CEEC eight”.

Comparing the general results from the earlier eludishe project involving the “CEEC eight”
and the later phase involving Bulgaria, Croatiagfaaia and Turkey involves some risks;

¢ The seminar dates differ significantly betweentthe groups (2004 and 2007), and the later
countries may have learned from the experiencéseodarlier countries;

¢ Pre-accession engagement with the countries may differed;

¢ There is a wide spread of social partner matunityach group — for example between the
Czech Republic and Lithuania in “the eight” and &i@ and Turkey in “the four”;

¢ There is some “maturity overlap” between the grodsr example Croatia might be
considered more “mature” in social dialogue terh@nt for example Latvia.

Those points being noted, there were however centatiable differences between the issues
raised in the two groups and the action plans a&dbyt is these similarities and differences that
this section of the report seeks to explore.

A summary of the issues raised by the “CEEC eightintries of the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia anidvEnia are compared with Bulgaria, Croatia,
Romania and Turkey is in the following table in erdf importance for each group;

Most common Most common issues in Bulgaria, Croatia,
CEEC eight issues Romania and Turkey
¢  Dealing with social partner pluralism, ¢ The role of government — typically failure to
primarily by assuring better coordination support social dialogue; the application of
among trade unions or employers and current labour laws; and legal issues inhibiting
reporting to membs; effective social dialogue;

¢  Establishing a regular national level bipartite ¢  Organisational pluralism and ineffective

dialogue between the social partners; systems for inter-organisational cooperation;
¢ Securing more financial and material ¢ Immature systems for social dialogue
resources; characterised by a predominance of conflict
base relationships and poor planning for
¢ Improving the quantity and quality of human cooperation;
resources;

¢ The need to make bipartite social dialogue
O  The role of Government; more effective; and

0 Moving from conflict based relationships anc ¢  Increasing financial and professional capacities.
building greater “trust and respect” between
the social partners;

¢ Introducing or increasing joint work or
projects between the social partners;

¢ Matching the European and national social

dialogue agendas and identifying priority
issues early; and
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¢ Developing cooperative approaches with
national social partner organisations in othe
member states.

On the surface, the main issues raised are comonooth groups;

¢ The role of government;

¢ Social partner plurality and inter and intra orgational coordination and cooperation;
¢ Financial and professional capacity building;

¢ Making bipartite social dialogue more effective;

¢ Shifting the nature of social partner relationsHipsher along the conflict to cooperation and
partnership spectrum.

It is notable however that the relative importaotessues varies.

Organisational concerns with respect to finanaia professional capacity building were almost
identical between “the eight” and “the four”. Fdr@untries the main issues involved are
essentially similar in nature.

Financial capacities the social partners in the participating counthiage had to cope, in a
relatively short time-span, with the transitioratonarket economy and the restructuring activities
that accompanied this; the national implementatiothe European acquis; and at the same time
become operational in dealing with the new issurethe European level agenda. In the context
of the resources available to them, the workloag ttontinue to face is quite extraordinary.

With very few exceptions, the employers’ organsadi and trade unions spoke of financial and
material resource shortfalls. Trade unions ofeported falling membership and declining
revenues. A number of employers’ organisationsritesd the difficulties they had experienced
since their creation of getting sufficient compartie see the benefit of membership. In
Romania, the negative effect of massive econonsittueturing on trade union membership was
mentioned specifically. Both parties describedsiderable internal difficulties associated with
shifting already scarce resources from the localational to the international level.

Human Resource capacitieglthough many organisations mentioned the ploetage of

numbers of people available to them, the overridingnan resource issue they identified was that
of combining language capabilities with techniaainpetence. Typically, the best language

skills the social partners employed were possesgdaose with the least knowledge or
experience in relevant technical issues or in labelated negotiations. The existence of

multiple representative organisations tended taeskate the issue as already scarce human
resources duplicate work on the same priority issul invest heavily in cross organisational
debate and coordination.

This mismatch of language and technical skills aw#seme that ran through each of the national
action plans. The social partner plans focusetivorareas. First, the conduct of audits or
“mapping” of available language and technical cdjiss in order to better use existing
resources and to prioritise hiring, training andedepment activities. Second, to provide fast
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track learning opportunities for younger peoplejuding intensive training workshops, work
experience placements and funded “observation’eglat social dialogue meetings.

When the other main issues listed above are camrsidthere were clear differences between “the
eight” and “the four” in both priority and emphasiShese issues are reviewed in more detalil
below.

The role of government

In most of the “CEEC eight” countries the governimeas reported to be, at best, lukewarm to
the encouragement and fostering of bipartite diadogMore typically, tripartite concertation was
seen to be either a “box ticking” exercise rathantgenuine consultation, or government was felt
to use the system to play the sides against ehei. ot

Whilst it was observed that governments tendeégort to legislative solutions to employment
policy issues, issues of representivity, conflaséd dialogue and a lack of maturity of the social
dialogue system meant the trade unions and emgl@yso framed responses to employment
policy issues in terms of legislation-based sohsidrl his tendency leaves little space for the
development on meaningful dialogue on importantéss

In a number of countries, it was suggested thabtheomes of the seminar might have been
improved by the attendance of government parti¢gpemorder to encourage an understanding of
the problems discussed and buy-in to solutions.

For Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania and Turkey the mrotd encountered under the heading “role of
Government” were of a different order. The peredilack of demonstrated support for social
dialogue and ineffective social partner concertati@re common to most countries. In the later
phase countries however two other issues weredragyuraised. First, Government was
criticised for failing to assure the consistent affdctive implementation current labour laws.
Second, Government was accused of failing to addeggl issues that inhibit social partner
effectiveness. In Turkey the legal and administeatieterrents to trade union membership were
at the top of the agenda. In Croatia, laws on $paidner representivity were said to promote
organisation fragmentation. The role the goverrtraenld play in promoting dialogue through
the legal extension of collective agreements wss discussed.

Social partner plurality and inter and intra organi sational coordination and cooperation

In most of the “CEEC eight” countries one or bothhe social partner organisations have
multiple national confederations. In some case&s@mmore national representative organisations
are not members of ETUC or of BUSINESSEUROPE, CEEPEAPME.

Without exception, every trade union and employtioa plan spoke of improving inter and intra
organisational coordination and reporting. Theéssdiscussed were the need to identify a
common list of priorities; agreeing common mand&eg&uropean level discussions and
negotiations; establishing regular and reliablerimfation flows; and sharing resources to reflect
agreed priorities rather than duplicating actigitts only the most important item or items on the
agenda.

Whilst for most of the “CEEC eight” the practicatues of assuring better cooperation,
coordination and reporting were stressed (HungadySlovakia being exceptions), for the
countries in the more recent phase of the projelztionships between multiple peak trade union
organisations and multiple employers’ organisatiwese more adversarial in nature. In some
cases this was associated with organisations camgfer the same membership base and in
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others there were disagreements between emplaygahisations representing different
categories of organisation — for example betweerehepresenting small and micro enterprises
and those representing medium to large companies.

Making bipartite social dialogue more effective
Establishing a more effective and ongoing formahéosrmal dialogue between the social
partners at the national level was a stated pyifwit all participants in both phases.

In the “CEEC eight”, given the existence of trifi@tdialogue in some form or other in every
country, the national social partners often félidi“demand-side pull” either from members or
Government for an additional national and bipagiteial dialogue. They often struggled to see
bipartism and tripartism as complementary proceskeg could not see an independent agenda
for bipartite dialogue, particularly when the ldgtsse role of the state left little flexibility fo
independent operation; they saw difficulties imrasing bipartite dialogue, given that the state
supported the administrative arrangements forrtpartite version; and they could not see
beyond a tripartite dialogue that was often advébkim nature with both sides either playing, or
being played by, the Government.

By the end of the initial “two day” seminars in Z08nd 2006, every country in “the eight” had
concluded that not only was an autonomous systdripaftite social dialogue necessary to link
effectively with the European level equivalent, that effective bipartite dialogue could increase
the influence of the social partners in the exgstiipartite system. A number of practical
problems were however identified that stood invlag of getting a national bipartite dialogue to
work. The problems of coordination and financiall amaterial resources are described above, but
another fundamental issue raised was the needpimim relationships between the social
partners.

It is interesting to note that during the seminard004, a questioning of the need for a bipartite
dialogue alongside the pre-existing tripartite @ytation mechanism was more prevalent than it
was in the similar seminars conducted three yedes in Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania and Turkey.
By this time the New Member States and Candidaten€i@s already more readily understood
and accepted the distinct role of bipartite diag@rheir issues were more associated with
coordination, financial and human resources, imipgpvelationships between the social partners
and matching employers’ organisation and traderusinuctures particularly at the sectoral and
regional levels.

Shifting the nature of social partner relationshipsfurther along the conflict to cooperation

and partnership spectrum

The national social partners in all countries idfitt a number of issues that almost inevitably
arise in less mature systems of social dialogughdtld be recalled that as the “CEEC eight” and
Bulgaria, Croatia and Romania were emerging frarardrally controlled economic system,
social partnership at the European level had ajrbadn embraced institutionally in the
European political process and national systens®cifil partnership in some countries had more
than 40 years of history.

All participating countries talked of the need iimproving trust and respect in social dialogue as
a prerequisite for social partner effectivenesao issues are however worthy of comment as
they related to the difference between “the eigimti “the four”. First, relationship issues in “the
four” were at the more extreme end of the effectdss inhibiting spectrum and perhaps closer to
those reported in 2004/5 in Latvia, Estonia an@iddinia. Second, and more positively, the
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approach to action planning adopted by the soeidghprs in “the four” showed a more creative
and positive approach than had been seen to diatey suggested actions to deliberately speed
up the maturing process by identifying joint prageehere “win/win” solutions are possible;
matching busy national agendas with European gigeriand seeking to learn from others.

However, leaving behind the mindset that becausediial partners cannot agree on everything,
they cannot agree on anything will not be easys Thpatrticularly the case where relatively
young organisations are also struggling with a rmwersial national employment agenda.

6. Some final comments

With some exceptions, the social partners in bodlugs are still predominantly working on the
three basic “structural” building blocks for effeset participation in the European social dialogue;
that is, inter and intra organisational coordinatithe establishment of effective bipartite
dialogue; and securing an adequate quantity anlityjoffinancial and material resources.
Without coordination, it is difficult to agree prites, mandates and approaches, and to assure the
national application of European level decisionghdlt effective dialogue, the social partners
are unable to develop the “joint reporting” on Bssthat is often needed and have to rely on
Government to assure effective implementation gbgean level agreements. Their failure to
resolve these issues may at some point threateability of the European social partners to do
business in the independent manner they do todéthout adequate resources it is impossible to
make an impact.

The resolution of structural problems is at thefamt of current activity, but it must go hand in
hand with work on relationships. The essentialanpithning elements of cooperation, trust and
respect that sit at the heart of effective biparilogue can only be built over time. Indeed,
where the relationship-based inhibitors are chramicamount of work on other issues will make
the sides effective. In certain countries, in therent absence of a more effective bipartite
dialogue, neither money nor more and better peopl@ot resolve the current problems. These
problems are generally more acute in “the fourhttthe eight”.

More positively, through the project, the socialtpars have identified practical steps that will
enable them to build a more positive atmospheteesg& include the setting of joint priorities;
agreeing on the matching European and nationalifie® undertaking joint externally funded
projects; and learning from others.

A final synthesis report with a comparative ovewigf the activities carried out in the
framework of the projectSocial Partners’ Participation in the European SddDialogue:
..What are the Social Partners’ Neetlghd concluding remarks will be issued after the
termination of phase four (late 2009).

Alan Wild
2008
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