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L. Introduction

Beginning in the 1970s, unions in mény advanced industrialized countries have
been forced to revisit their traditional strategies. Analysts concur that these strategy
adjustments present a response to changes in the macroeconomic environment, the global
economy, and the productive process. In many countries, bargaining has been
decentralized to allow for greater flexibility, and the “dcclipe of corporatism” has been
widely discussed. Yet some differences exist across countries. Spain, for example, has
witnessed a recentralization of bargaining processes since the mid-1990s, following a
first phase of social pacts lasting until the mid-1980s and a second period of
decentralization. I argue that to explain the variation across countries, and especially the
case of Spain, it is important to look beyond economic factors and to also include
changes in the political structure. Union strategies, then, are not just subject to economic
constraints, but also to constraints posed by the changing political structures, processes,
and alliances.

Labor relations and the role of the unions are undergoing profound changes in
many advanced industrialized democracies. The reorganization of production, a more
closely connected international economy, and the increasing political and economic
integration of the European Union have gone hand in hand with a decreased role of the
unions, the end of neocorporatism, and declining union affiliation in many West

European countries. Unions, it seems, are in a defensive position where they were once



strong, and face the need to profoundly reevaluate their strategies to remain an integral
part of the ecoqonﬁc and political relations of Western democracies.

The economic framework during much of the post-war period was characterized
by an economic model inspired by Keynesianism, which relied on an active role of the
government in ironing out cyclical downturns of the macroeconomy, the development of
a welfare state, and a broad social consensus — including unions and employers — about
the desirabilit_y of thesc.principles. Despite national variation in the extent of
“neocorporatist” bargaining, unions, employers, and the state institutionalized
coordinated economic policy planning in tripartite negotiations in many Western
European countries.l‘ In addition, industrial production was driven by Fordist mass
production with clearly defined and specialized job assignments for industrial workers
(Pontusson 1992:25). Unions could rely on skilled or semi-skilled workers with steady |
jobs in growing economies as the basis of their membership and their organizational
strength. Unions’ participation in economic policy planning and making ﬁssured their
influence beyond the workplace, especially when leftist parties were in government (see,
Pon‘tusson 1992; Regini 1987; Sabel 1987, o; Turner 1991).

What first appeared to be a cyclical economic downturn in the 1970s soon turned
into a structural crisis in post-war capitalism. The 1980s witnessed the end of the post-
war consensus in many countries, a shift to governments — conservative and leftist alike —
that emphasized neoliberal economic adjustment over countercyclical Keynesian policies

and decentralized bargaining over corporatist interest mediation, accompanied by rising

1 Of the many definitions of {neo)corporatism, I use here Pontusson’s (1992:23} definition as “a situation in
which (a) the interests of wage earners, employers, and other producer groups are represented by a
relatively small number of organizations, and (b) the leaders of these organizations are involved in the



unemployment, and, in many cases, shrinking union affiliation. In addition, industrial
production was reorganized to meet the demands for more flexibility from an
increasingly globalized market. This flexibilization of the productive process resulted in
a flexibilization of employment relations and work organiz‘ation.

In the 1980s, then, unions in Western Europe were confronted with a very
different model, both with respect to macro-economic policy making and the organization
of production in the workplace. In many countries, the traditional sources of union
strength were considerably altered, if not weakened. While this is true for most countries
in Western Europe, significant variation exists with respect to union adjustment to this
new environment in different countries (see Hamann 1998). This is true both for the
central igsués that unions are concerned with as for the strategies they have adopted.
Nurﬁerous studies have quoted the preexisting institutions, especially labor relations, and
union pfactices to account for these differences (see, for example, Blyton and Martinez
Lucio 1995; Thelen 1993; King and Rothstein 1993).

However, it is not just the changed economic context that required unions to
devise new responses. In addition, alterations in the political framework also necessitated
new or revised union strategies. Many issues concerning the reorganization of labor are
not decided within the workplace or within specific sectors only, but are subject to
national-level legislation. To the extent that unions interact with political parties and the
government to obtain resuits deem_e_d beneficial to their constituency, explanations of
union adjustment to the changing context must also account for changes in the political

context. That is, if changing union strategies are to be explained, it is necessary to also

formulation and implementation of government policy on a more or less permanent basis, interacting with
each other as well as with government officials,”



- look at their relationship to political parties, changing alliances, po]icy—fnaking
processes, and changing points of access to policy-making bodies.

Analyzing the case of the major Spanish unions, I will demonstrate how evolving
union strategies can be better explained if unions are positioned Within the political
system as well as in the economic and industrial relations system. The Spanish case
displays a number of apparent paradoxes. For example, social concertation that included
the major unions was prevalent under a center-i ght govemhent during the transition to

democracy, but was soon abolished after the Socialist Party’s resounding electoral victory

in 1982. Yet, when the conservative PP (Popular Party) under José Maria ‘Aznar was

elected in 1996, a series of issues were negofiated at the top level, including a major
reform of the labor market, with the participation of the unions. These peak-level |
negotiations come at a time when scholars are widely discussing the decentralization of
bargaining and the decline of concertation and corporatism. Furthermore, union

opposition to the government culminated not only during the rule of the Socialist Party

under Prime Minister Felipe Gonzélez with the nationwide general strike in December

1988, but this was also a period of rapid economic growth, rising real wages (the first
time since the early 1980s) and decreasing unemployment.

1

To explain these paradoxes;l first outline the major strategies unions have
pursued since the transition to demiacracy by examining three distinctive phases of
bargaining — a first one centered around peak-level pacts, a second one where no
national-level pacts were concluded, and the third period, during which peak-level

negotiations were resumed. In addition to a general description of these phases, I will

analyze some crucial labor relations bills in detail to be able to link them to the specifics



of the political process. The ensuing explanation includes factors relating to the political,
economic, and industrial relations factors. I do not claim, then, that European integration
or other factors related to changes in production or the globall and national ecbnomy are
not important in explaining the changing patterns of the bargaining process. Obviously,
these factors are major determinants for union strategies. Instead, I argue that the specific

responses of Spanish unions become clearer once the political context is included, too.

IL. From concertation to concertation? Union Strategies in Spain.v

Descriptions and analyses of Spanish ﬁnions during the Franco period, the
transition to democracy, and the early years of the new democracy are abundant. Suffice
it here to say that Spanish unions entered the new democracy in 1977 without a history of
democratic interest mediation and participation in democratic policy making.
Nonetheless, the union system soon stabilized and was dominated by the UGT (General
Workers Union), closely linked to the Socialist Party PSOE, and the CC.00. (Workers
Commissions), associated with the Communist Party PCE. In the 1970s and 1980s, then,
Spanish unions were confronted with multiple tasks: they had to (re)organize at the end
of the dictatorship, they had to gain democratic legitimacy and support the emerging
democracy, and they attempted to defend workers’ interests in times of profound political
change during a severe economic crisis. Following the PSOE’s market-oriented
economic course after the party’s electoral victory in 1982, they also had to fend against
the adverse effects of structural adjustment policies on workers, especially rising

unemployment (from 16% in 1982 to 24% in 1994), which preceded Spain’s entry into



the European Union, EU (then Eﬁropean Community) in 1986 (séc, for example, Hamann
forthcoming; Share 1989; Smith 1998). |

At the same time, the effects of the globalization of the economy that necessitated
national adjustments in production affected Spain in a manner similar to other countries -
in Western Europe. While in other countries, the reorganization of work within the
workplaqc or the restructuring of the collective ba_rgainin.g process were at the forefront
of -thc issues addressed in responsé to the changing economic': circumstances, in Spain, the
main issues first concerned the establishment of an industrial relations framework at the
beginning of the new democracy and subsequently, changes in the structure of the labor
market, especially the flexibilization of contracts. Obviously, the definition of an
industrial rel ati ons framework was a préssing need once democfacy was re-established in

& .

Spain. During the 1990s, the reform of the labor market gained prominence due to several
factors. First, the persisiently high level of Spanish unemployment focused public debate
as well as governmental legislation on attempts to create employment through a
restructuring of the labor market. Second, many authors have argued that the rigidities in
the labor market inherited from the Francq regime were at least paﬁly responsible for the
high unemployment rates and consequently had to change. Attempting to influence the
modifications or abolition of these ordinances thus necessitated some degree of
legislative impact on part of the unions since this issue was not subject to bargajning with
employers alone.’ The'progressive‘refoﬁn of the labor market has thus been one of the

most contentious issues between the unions, employers, and the government (see Recio

and Roca for more on this).



The policy-making process' as it relates to the inclusion or exclusion of unions in
the process of formulating policies can roughly be divided into three periods. First, a
series of national-level pacts between one or both of the major unions, employers, and
sometimes the government have been interpreted as an extension of the “politics of
consensus” that characterized the Spanish transition to democracy (see Hamann 1997) or
as the equivalent to the neocorporatist practices of other Western European countries ~

ironically, it emerged in Spain just at the time as it was beginning to be dismantied in

Spain’s European neighbors (see, for example, Encarnacion 1997; Pérez-Diaz 1994).

Second, the period until the mid-1990s was marked by the absence of broad top-level
negotiations; instead, unions staged three general strikes against the government.
Negotiations were limited to bi]aieral, issue-specific encounters between the unions and

the government. Third, national-level bargaining resurfaced in the mid-1990s.

Union Strategies before 1987: National-level Bargaining

Starting in 1979, a series of pacts was concluded that were signed by at least one
of the major unions, the employer confederation CEOE, and sometimes the government
(see Zaragoza 1990). With the exception of 1984, some form of concertation took place

every year until 1986 either by negotiating new pacts or by extending existing ones.

Whether these pacts are understood as a form of neocorporatism (e. g. Encarnaci6n 1997)

or as “temporary adjustment measures” (Heywood 1999:105) is of less importance here

than the fact that economic interest group and, at times, the government, participated in

? As Recio and Roca (1998:146) conclude, “The objective of making labour conditions more flexible has
been at the centre of different legisiative measures which have introduced significant changes in the
Spanish labour system,”



-~ peak-level interest mediation outside of parliamentary procedures.® The pacts addressed
wage issues .aé well as various issues related to Iabor relations and employment.””
| [Table 1 about here] |
At the same time, the relations between unions and ideélogiéally proximéte

political parties were very close. The socialist UGT and the PSOE were linked by a
. common history (the UGT was founded ini 1888 by the PSOE), organizational 'gVérlap
- (PSOE members were required to -also affiliate with the UGT), and -leaderlship '6véﬂap

(for eXamplé, UGT leaders ran for and were elected to parliamentaty seats on PVS‘O'E

tickets).- Even though the CC.O0. emerged otit of bafgaining‘Eoﬁnﬁiitiéé%fv&itﬁ}}izﬁfmé
-.-only in the 1960s (sce Amsden 1972}, it became soon dorﬁiriéfteﬂ by tthCE,anddurmg
and after the transition to democracy relations betweén thé two organizations remamed ‘
. close. Lef;is’t_partics' also voiced union cqncems‘in‘the lé"giSIatu're.*'Thé;ihﬁuéi?iéi ?éigii@ns_
framework that was set up emphasized comp'etitioﬁ"-bét'weehfuﬁié)ﬁ ’ébﬁ’fedefﬁﬁﬁﬁ’é';(;;é;' :
- Hamann 1997, 1998), and alliances were fénhed"aldﬁ g ideological fifies = OET and
the PSOE on the socialist side, CC.00. and the PCE on the communiét sidé:™ **

:’I_‘he:-;:ase' of the Workers’ Statute illustrates well how unions uséd exi stmgpomts

.- of access to.policy making both within and outside' of the leg”iélétiiiégli'fézcé:séf “Arficle
. 35.2. of the Constitution calls for labor relations to be regulated by ’é:\Vofkéi'é""S'téffﬁte

~ (“the law shall establish a Workers’ Statute”). Once ihe Statute was passed in March
1980, it occupied a central position in Spanish labor légis’latiori and has been caliéd the

“workers’ constitution.”® It regulates three aspects of labor relations: the individual -

employment r'élationship, rights of collective ’re‘p‘r'esgntatidh,_pr‘ld collectlvebargal ing

3 Some of these pacts were later passed by parliamer_n_t_an:q .t{l.}u_s gained legislative status. -+ . - ¢ ;



Jights, The Workers’ Statute was the first major piece of labor legislation to be passed
un‘der the 1 978 Constitution and was qx,t,rc_mely.conténtious. L.

In 1979, the government commissioned the Institute of Social Studies fo draft a
Workers’ Statute. The Council of Ministers approved this proposal and presented it to
~ the legislature in early June 1979. The Minister_ of Labor declared that it “had not been
s,‘ubmittc'd for, px?or negotiation with th,e‘,social and economic partners since this might
‘have q'as; doubt on th_e fact that it was the Government’s sole responsibility to define the
framework of labour relations” (quoted in Sagardoy Bengoechea 1981:217-218). But
.. While the initial propo'sa.l\ was drafted without consulting unions or employers, the '

. Minister of ;,aﬁpr opened the debate for the subsequent parliamqntary'disg:ussioh and
:.:qxpl_giqpqztbgg:f‘thg Government would have no objection to inc'orporatiﬁg into the Bill,
s gftg{ they had been ggga:;pjg}g;d?_ any suggestions which .workers:andjer.nployer's might put |
f___:forward by mutual agreement, through their respective orgamsatlons (quoted in
Sagardoy Bengoecheg A1981:2._.18): During the various legislative stages, 803 amendments
were introduced and 172 were accepted. In to_‘tai, 381 ballots were cast before the fext
was ‘f.ir_la‘,lillef-pgsfsed in March 1980 (Sagardoy Bengoechea 1981:219). The Statute was
thus one of the Elengthiegs_t‘legislative projects in the history of democratic Spain and was
surpassed only by _the Constitution itself with respect to the number.of proposed éhanges.

At the same time, the PCE independently elaborated a draft of a workers’ statute,

which the government vetoed.”: The UGT, in contrast, accepted t}lle' offer presented by the

s . IR RN

4 See Fchpe Gonzilez’ 1979 speech in parliament for a critique of thlS notion., Cortes Gcncralcs Diario de
Sestones, debate #51 (11 Décember 1979: 3430).

> The government justified the veto by citing Article 134 of the Constitution, which grants the government
the right to veto bills that require an extension of the budget. The PCE clalmed though thatthe . .-
governmental veto was unconstitutional because the 1979 budget had not béen ‘passed yet. El Pais (23 May
1979:15; 24 May 1979:61). ‘ .
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Ministry of Labor and entered negotiations with the CEOE, the organization representing
the interests of large employers,® to draft a joint proposail that the government could
incorporate into the bill. The negotiations resulted in the Basic Interconfederal
Agreement (ABI), in July 1979 between the UGT and CEOE. The government presented
its original proposal in parliament and the bill was then amended during the legislative
path — Fhe subcommittee, the standing committee for labor, the plenary session in
parliament, the Senate, and the plenum again for a final vote.

The subcommittee played only a subordinate role in the consideration of the
Workers® Statute while the committee on labor issues and the subsequent debate in the
plenary session proved to be the crucial arenas for discussing and changing the
government draft.” The discussion in the committee also illustrates how the dynamics
between unions and leftist parﬁes had an impact on legislative outcomes. Whereas PSOE
proposals, based on UGT suggestions, were discussed and frequently accepted, the
CC.00. proposals represented by the PCE were regularly voted down. Marcelino
Camacho, CC.0O. Secretary General, who was also member of the PCE executive and
PCE spokesperson in the committee, repeatedly complained that the PCE had been
sidelined and isolated in the discussion due to the pact between UGT and the employers’
organization, which was reflected in cooperation and agreements between the Socialist

Party and the UCD (E! Pais 11 November 1979). Frequently, a UCD-PSOE coalition

§ Small and medium employers had a separate organization, CEPYME.
7 The committee consisted of 14 conservative deputies (UCD and CD), 10 PSOE members, two
communists, and one each from the Socialist Party of Andalucia (PSA) and the Mixed group.
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approved PSOE amendments (which emérged out of the ABI between UGT and CEOE),
while the committee did not approve any PCE amendment.®

The PCE considered its political isolation in the committee as grave enough to
consider withdrawal from the body. The party leadership finally accepted the decision
made by Santiago Carrillo, the PCE secretary general, to not boycott the committee work.
Carrillo argued that the fragile democracy was still in need of consensus and cooperation,
and that a PCE withdrawal could pose a serious threat to democracy, as the danger of
“involucién” (reaction, backlash) on the part of the extreme right still persisted (El Pais
11 Nov. 1979).

The debate in the committee showed a lack of consensus not only among the
different parties but also within the parties, most notably the UCD, but also the PCE (E!
Pais 11 November 1979). In the UCD, divisions went so far that the chair of the
committee (UCD) and the party’s spokesperson in the committee voted d.ifferently on an
amendment the PSOE had presented.” Divisions within the PCE were most visible in the
discussions between Marcelino Camacho and Santiago Carrillo, the party leader, who
was not a committee member. As leader of the CC.00., Camacho considered it his most
important task to represent workers’ interests in the debate, interests that sometimes
clashed with the preferences of the party leadership emphasizing moderation. CC.0OO., on
the other hand, had emerged as the strongest union in the 1978 union election and refused
to make concessions that appeared unacceptable to them in designing the new industrial

relations framework.

® The only exception was when the committee voted in favor of a PCE amendment that had formed part of
the alternative project the party had presented. The article (referring to workers’ protection with respect to
geographical mobility) was voted on out of context of the PCE proposal, and Marcelino Camacho opposed
the vote. EIl Pafs (6 Nov. 1979).
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The UCD was able to paper over its internal conflicts in the committee, and
started negotiations with PSOE committee members in private meetings outside the
committee. Nicolas Redondo, UGT secretary general and PSOE deputy, participated in
these meetings together with the Minister of Labor, Rafael Calvo Ortega. These
negotiations resulted in pacts between the Socialist Party and the UCD that included
proposals emerging out of the prior UGT-CEOE agreement.

The coalitions that had formed in the committee phase changed once the bill was
passed on to the plenum. The PCE suddenly attempted to reach deals with the Socialists
as well as with the UCD. How can this change in PCE tactics be explained? The
parliamentary roles of Camacho and Carrillo are crucial in accounting for the switch.
Camacho, who headed the PCE delegation in the committee, opposed compromises on
what he considered fundamental union legislation. In the plenary session, though, Catrillo
headed the PCE delegation. He was an old PCE militant and leader and hgd no formal
ties to the union. He was more concerned with portraying a moderate image of the PCE
and with avoiding political marginalization.

The PCE’s new cooperation with the UCD and the PSOE appeared to pay off: for
the first time in the course of the bill, parliament passed some Communist amendments
(El Pais 14 Dec. 1979, 15 Dec. 1979). Yet the PCE was soon sidelined again.
Negotiations with the UCD broke down over the issue of restrictions on firing workers,
and relations with the PSOE became frosty once more over the issues of workers’
collective rights on the firm level and the role of the union sections in collective

bargaining on the plant level (EI Pais 19 Dec. 1979, 20 Dec. 1979, 21 Dec. 1979).

® El Pafs (31 Oct. 1979). Party discipline is generally very high in every stage of the legislative process.
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When parliament passed the final draft of the Workers’ Statute, neither the UGT
nor CC.00. expressed complete satisfaction with its contents.'® Yet, compared to
CC.00., UGT emerged as the overall winner of the debate. The Communist Party had
failed to change the law along the lines of CC.OO. proposals. Both PCE and PSOE
explicitly contended that they were representing the interests of their ideologically
proximate unions. The presence of prominent union leaders as committee members — in
their function as party deputies — thus proved an important tool for the unions in
influencing legislation.

The degree of union success in influencing the Workers® Statute, then, has to be
explained by looking at four factors. First, the distribution of seats in the committee and
the parliament as a whole limited the extent to which the political parties close to the
unions could press for changes in the law. Thus, the parliamentary strength of the
Communist Party was in general insufficient to get CC.00. amendments adppted, while
the PSOE could effectively inﬂpence the bill due to its parliamentary significance as the
largest opposition party. Second, the links between unions and parties merit closgr
assessment. Conflicts between CC.0O. and PCE leadership accounted for inconsistent
strategies in the different stages of the parliamentary debate. The Socialist Party, though,
fully adopted the UGT proposals. Third, the internal structure of political parties has to
be taken into account. The PSOE was an internally cohesive and disciplined party with a
strong party leadership, while the PCE was internally divided. Finally, the stage of
democratization limited union strategies. The PCE was careful to portray a moderate
image, and union leaders were reticent to rely on a strategy of confrontation out of fear of

a backlash from the extreme right. Clearly, the UGT benefited from its close ties to the

® Interviews with UGT and CC.00. leaders, Madrid, fall 1991 and 1992,
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PSOE and its parliamentary strength. The socialist union engaged in negotiations with
the employers’ organization CEOE outside of the parliamentary arena, initiating the first
of a series of negotiated peak-level pacts. The CC.0O. joined the UGT in these pacts in
the ANE (National Employment Agreement, 1982) and the Al (Interconfederal

Agreement, 1983), but not in the AES (Economic and Social Agre¢ment, '1985, 1986).

Union Strategies 1987-1995: The Absence of Concertation

The years following 1987, the first year since 1979 without a national pact,
marked the beginning of a new policy-making phase. This year also signaled a change in
the relationship between the UGT and the PSOE. Having begun the implementation of a
broad industrial restructuring program with the goal of overcoming the economic crisis
and making the Spanish economy more competitive before entering the EU in 1986,
union opposition to the government’s economic adjustment policies mounted. The
resignation of prominent UGT leaders, among them the Secretary General Nicolas
Redondo, from their parliamentary seats over a proposed pension reform in 1987,
illustrated the growing distance between the two socialist organizations. In response to
the mounting opposition to the PSOE, the UGT and the CC.OO. began to coordinate their
goals and strategies, and jointly protestea against the government’s social and economic

policies, in particular a new plan to decrease youth unemployment, in the nationwide

general strike of December 14, 1988. Felipe Gonzélez called early elections for 1989,

and for the first time, the UGT did not provide electoral support for the PSOE."
While relations between the government and the unions soured, no new social

pacts were concluded, and all attempts to negotiate new agreements between the unions,
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employers, and the government failed. Instead, the unions elntered bilateral negotiations
with the government on specific issues, especially regarding social welfare policies and
labor relations in the public sector (Espina 1999:380). An agreement between the unions
and the government was also reached on the unions’ right to monitor new contracts,
agaihst the opposition of the CEOE (Rhodes 1997:116). No agreements (either bilateral
or trilateral) were reached during the recession of 1993-1994. The attempt to negotiate a
“Social Pact for Employment” failed in November 1993, and consequently, the labor
market reform of 1994 was passéd and implemented unilaterally by the government
(Aguar, Casademunt, and Molins 1999:60; Rhodes 1997). The unions called another
general strike against the reform in January of 1994, which, however, in contrast to the
1988 strike, had little political impact (Espina 1999:383).

Instead of relying on ideologically proximate parties to represent union interests,
the major unions emphasized their autonomy from political parties and began to
coordinate their goals and strategies. They issued joint policy declarations and proposals
(for example the Propuesta Sindical Prioritaria in 1989, or the Iniciativa para el Progreso,
1991) and emphasized their functional separation from the parties and mutual
collaboration instead of confrontation, while deemphasizing competition. Thus, the
unions pushed for a change in the workplace elections for works committees to downplay
competition in 1994 (see Hamann 1998:437). In addition to a shift in strategy from
concertation and cooperation with political parties, then, this period also indicated a shift
in alliances.

An interésting case study is the Strike Law, which illustrates some of the factors

that can account for the failure of concertation. However, the Strike Law is also
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somewhat atypical in that negotiations did actually take place, yet the law was never
passed.

Similar to the Workers’ Statute, the Constitution provides for a Strike Law.
Article 28.2 grants the right to strike but also states that laws should regulate strike
activity. However, it took the government 14 years to finally take on the project and
submit a law to parliament to regulate strike activity. The negotiation of the Strike Law
was a long and drawn-out project — the period during which amendments could be
submitted was extended nine times — but in the end, the bill was never submitted to the
legislature for the final reading. The bill was also important in that it showed that déspite

the firm leadership of Felipe Gonzalez, different opinions existed within the PSOE and

came to the forefront in the debate of the Stﬁké Law.

Preliminary discussions between the PSOE government and the unions regarding
a strike law broke do'wh in early 1992, when the relations between the unions and the
goVernrnent had reached an all-time low. The Council of Ministers approved a strike bill
to be proposed to Congress on May 14, 1992, that had been designe;i without
consultation with the unions and with only minimal input from the employers. Days
earlier the unions had announced a general strike for May 28, and the relations between
the government and the unions were particularly tense. Congress approved the bill in the
first reading with 306 out of 350 votes in favor. The government also announced that it
was open to consult with non-parliamentary groups on amendments, and that the
negotiations would have to be conducted through the party groups in parliament.

The submission of the bill was followed by intense negotiations between the

UGT, CC.00., and various levels of the Socialist Party and government. On the part of
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the government, the Minister of Labor was involved in the negotiations; on part of the
PSOE apparatus, some of the left-leaning leaders took part in the dialogue,'’ and for the
socialist parliamentary group, the parliamentary group leader Noval and the designated
spokesperson for the law, Barrionuevo, took part in the negotiations. The unions, for
their part, consulted with and received advice from some of the most prominent labor
lawyers in the country on how to draft an improved bill (interview with CC.QO. leader,
fall 1992, Madrid).

In order to grant the negotiating parties sufficient time to find a consensus draft
that could then be presented to Congress as an amendment, the Socialist party group in
parliament requested an extension of the amendments period (ordinarily two weeks) nine
times. After months of negotiations, UGT, CC.0O., and the Labor Minister formally
agreed on an alternative draft on 9 November 1992, which the Socialist parliamentary
party group presented to parliament the following day. The amendments were discussed
and approved in the respective committee and subcommittee with support from parties
other than just the PSOE (see extensive reports in E! Pais during this time period). On 19
February 1993, parliament approved the revised draft in its plenary session without any
modifications to the renegotiated bill.

While this stage would normally signal the end of the substantive discussion of a
bill, a heated discussion continued in the case of the strike law.!? After the unions and
some sectors of the PSOE had reached the consensus in November 1992, various
members of the Socialist government, especially Economics Minister Carlos Solchaga,

publicly criticized some aspects of the bill as “socially alarming” and called for further

" Txiki Benegas, Secretary of Organization and “number three” in the party, and Francisco Fernando
Marugdn (the PSOE leader responsible for economics and finance) represented the Socialist Party.
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changes. When Congress approved the negotiated draft, deputies of the Popular Party
had suggested that more changes be made in the Senate. The Senate rarely makes
substantive changes to bills, but in this case it seemed that a real possibility existed.
Solchaga also publicly suggested this possibility, while other high-ranking PSOE
members expressed continued support for the new bill. During this discussion, the bill
was sent to the Senate, which approved it with only two minor, “non-substantial”

amendments.

While it seemed that the last hurdle for the strike bill to become law had thus been

overcome, reality turned out different. Before the bill was back on the agenda for final

parliamentary approval, Prime Minister Gonzalez called early elections for June 1993.

The PSOE returned to office after the election; however, the party now formed a minority
government and had to rely on the support of other parties, especially the conservative
Catalan party Convergence and Union (CiU) to pass bills. CiU did not support the strike

bill, and the bill was never submitted to the legislature for its final reading.

Policy making since the mid-1990s: The return to concertation?

Just when political scientists were widely discussing the decline of
neocorporatism, the mid-1990s in Spain witnessed a return of top-level bargaining.
However, contrary to the broad social pacts negotiated in the 1980s, the new agreements

addressed clearly defined issues. The Toledo Pacts detailed a plan for a reform of the

pension system and were signed with the conservative PP government of Jos¢ Maria

Aznar, elected in 1996. The original text had been drafted by a parliamentary

12 This section relies heavily on coverage of the bill in El Pais.
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subcommittee in 1994 and was passed in the Congreso in April 1995. However, once
Aznar’s PP had been elected in 1996, the major unions — UGT and CC.QO. - were
invited to discuss the party pact. Consequently, the government and the two unions

signed the “Agreement on the Consolidation and Rationalization of the Social Security

System” in October of 1996, which was passed into law in July of 1997 (Alarcén

Caracuel 1998:21-22). Other negotiated tripartite Agreements included the agreement on
the Regulation of Services for the Prevention of Work-Related Risks, an Agreement on
Social Protection and Pensions, and a Rural Employment Plan as well as a Basic
Agreement on the Politics of Profession_al Training and the Second Plan for Continuing
Training, and the Tripartite Agreement on Worker Safety and Health. These agreements
preceded a second round of major labor market reforms in 1997, in which the employers’
organization CEOE and the major unions participated, backed by the government (Espina
1999:388). Thjs negotiated agreement provides a stark contrast to the 1994 reforms,
which were passed without negotiation with and against the vociferous opposition of the
unions. In addition, national-level collective bargaining, including wage bargaining, has
covered an increasing number of workers, while lower-level bargaining, though

conducted in more firms, has covered fewer workers.'?

IIL. The Policy-Making Process in Spain
These changes in bargaining patterns, and consequently, union strategies are

shaped, I argue, by the changing political and economic constraints of the Spanish

¥ In 1984, for instance, 67% of all collective contracts were negotiated on the firm level, covering 17% of
all workers; in 1996, 72% were negotiated on the firm level, but only 12% of all workers were covered by
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democratic system. That is, while the major institutions have remained stable over time,
changing political factors have affected unions’ access to policy-making bodies, which in
turn has influenced the strategies unions have adopted. Spanish union strategies have
proven so flexible over the last 20 years not only due to the changing economic
environment, but also due to changes in the political context in which unions operate,
specifically alliance structures, relations to political parties, the stage of democratization,
and the autonomy of the executive.

Legislatures in liberal democratic regimes have been characterized by their actual
importance in and influence on the policy-making process (Polsby 1975; Mezey 1990
(1979); Maurer 1994). These accounts classify countries as having “highly” or “modified
transformative” vs, “modified arena” or “arena” legislatures (Polsby 1975:296), or
legislatures with “strong,” “modest,” or “little or none” decision-making power (Mezey
1990 (1975)). These classifications suggest that it is the institutional characteristics of a
country that determine the power of the legislature with respect to other political actors,
especially the executive. However, factors cher than these formal rules — such as seat
distribution in parliaments, political crises, and power of interest groups —have an
impact on how the legislature functions and affect the way policies are passed. These
other factors can change over time even while formal institutions remain stable. If the
distribution of power among the different actors involved in the legislative process

“changes over time, the relative influence of these actors in the policy-making process also
changes. Consequently, political actors can be expected to change their strategies in their

efforts to influence policies. In order to understand the changing strategies of Spanish

these contracts, while the number of workers covered by higher-level contracts increased from 83% to 88%
in the same period of time (Miguélez and Rebollo 1999:333-334; see also Hamann 1998).
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unions, it is crucial to look at the legislative process since many of the central issues in
adjusting the labor market and labor relations have been passed as legislative acts.

The Spanish policy-making process has been characterized as one “in which the
state enjoys a high degree of power concentration” where “power is concentrated rather
than diffused, reflected in the key role of the core executive in the policy process”
(Heywood 1999:103-105). Yet, the dominance of the executive has undergone some
modification over time.

Parliament is the formal policy-making arena in Spain, but deputies’ votes are
subject to a variety of influences. For example, it is mostly the executive that is
responsible for introducing the vast majority of new bills. The role of the executive is
strengthened by several institutional factors. For one, the proportional representation
electoral law.is modified by district size, the d’Hondt system of seat allocation, and a 3%
(district level) minimum vote to prevent extreme party fragmentation, resplting in a high
disproportionality index and advantages in seat allocation for large parties (see Montero,
Lliera, and Torcal 1992). The Prime Minister has the official title of “President of the
Government” and has considerable autonomy since only the Prime Minister is invested.
A constructive vote of no-confidence makes the replacement of the Prime Minister by the
opposition more difficulty than a simple vote of confidence.

What determines the autonomy of the main actors involved in the legislative
process? Studies of the role of Prime Ministers have primarily focused on the personality
of the individual office holder to explain within-country variation (King 1994, Jones
1991, Rose 1991). As the formal power of the office tends to be stable over time,

personality appears as one crucial variable to explain the actual impact of an officeholder.
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However, personality cannot fully explain variation in the power of the prime minister for
an individual office holder over time. The type of government, whether single-party
majority or coalition, is a further constraint on the power of the Prime Minister. Finally,
internal party discipline and cohesion is another factor that can influence the prime
minister’s actual power (Rose 1991). The impact of legislatures, in turn, hinges on the
size of the dominant parliamentary group, the degree of centralization and hierarchy of
the legislative parties, and the degree to which “the composition of legislative majorities

. on successive specific issues” is “fixed and assured” (Polsby 1975:292). If the executive
s strong, interest groups are likely to use strategies different from those employed with
weak executives.

The formal rules of the legislative process are specified in various documents,
such as the Constitution and the rules and regulations of parliament. However, the few
existing studies of the Spanish policy-making process show that the role of parliament
has chaﬁged over time. For example, the opposition was considerably more successful in
getting bills passed during the UCD government than during the first two Socialist
legislatures (Maurér 1994). Other indicators also show that the role of the opposition as
well as the role of the executive’s parliamentary party groups has varied. These actors
were most successful in exerting influence on legislative bills under the UCD
- governments. The Socialist governments were relatively intransigent to modifications of
their policy agenda from either opposition parties or deputies from their own party,
especially between 1982 and 1986 (Maurer 1994). Likewise, the Prime Minister was in a
much weaker position during the UCD rule. The stagé of democratization, the strength of

the government, and unions’ allies (especially their ties to political parties) were
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influential in determining the strategies unions pursued. Since these factors sometimes
overlap in the Spanish case, it is difficult to disentangle their relative influence, but taken
together, they provide an explanation based on political factors to complement the

influence of economic factors in accounting for changing union strategies.

Policy making during the consolidation phase: Bargaining and Compromise

The Spanish transition to democracy and the subsequent consolidation period
have been widely characterized as a “pacted transition” driven by elite compromises (see
Hamann 1997). Yet, the government as a political actor was in a relatively weak position

due to two main reasons: First, even though the election results returned the UCD as the

largest parliamentary party with 48% of the seats, Suarez had to form a minority

government. He thus depended on other parties to pass legislation. The second source of
instability lay in the UCD’s internal fragmentation. Shortly before the 1977 election,
Sudrez had formed the UCD as an electoral coalition of 14 parties. Factionalism within

the party, which had never been united by a coherent ideology or party program, resulted

in Sudrez’ resignation in early 1981. His successor, Leopoldo Calvo Sotelo, was

generally regarded as a weak Prime Minister. The political weakness of both Prime

Ministers and their need to balance different party factions in order to buttress their own

position is illustrated by the number of cabinet reshuffles. During Suérez’ term in office

from 1979 to early 1981, three cabinet reshuffles took place; Calvo Sotelo initiated two
cabinet reshuffles during his less than two years as Prime Minister (Heywood 1991:102).
A further reason for the government to seek a broad support coalition inside and outside

of parliament was the persistent threat of coup attempts, which materialized with General
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Tejero’s seizing parliament in February of 1981.1* The consolidation period, then, was
marked by minority governments, internal fragmentation of the governing party, and an
unstable political context in which democracy was not yet fully grounded.

Consequently, policy making in this period was driven by negotiations and
compromise both within and outside of parliament. The government was isolated from its
deputies in parliament as well as from the party organization and membership, and
ministers had to fight for support from the various UCD factions in parliament to pass
bills (Capo Giol et al. 1990:108). Conspiracies from within the party against the prime

minister found expression in party leaders’ discussions of how to remove Sudrez from

office, and Sudrez himseif minimized discussion with the UCD parliamentary group in

order to avoid open confrontation (Heywood 1991:102; Capo Giol et al. 1990:168).
Power~ over legislation was thus diffused among the UCD government, the UCD
parliamentary grdup, and opposition parties. This diffusion of power gave parliament a
central role in policy making, and of)position groups had several opportunities to
influence and change bills as they moved through the legislative process. In addition,
broad social pacts were a way in which the government sought to stabilize the fragile
political and economic situation.

How did this policy-making process affect the ways in which unions could
influence legislation? With the emphasis on parliament as the central debating and
decisi§n~making arena, unions’ tiés to leftist pol_itical parties, and, in particular, to their
deputies in parliament — especially leading figures of the parliamentary groups — provided

indirect and sometimes even direct access to crucial stages in the legislative process. As

'4 The February, 1981, coup attempt was preceded by a number of other plots to overthrow the government,
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unions had strong ties to and overlapping interests and leadership with opposition parties,
the structure of the decision-making process with its multiple debating and decision
points proved to be a valuable asset for influencing legislation. This is particularly true
given the UCD government’s need to build coalitions in these different parliamentary
arenas and to also produce broad social consensus outside of parliament. The emergence
of social pacts and peak-level bargaining can thus be interpreted as an effort to promote
stability when the government was weak, democracy was still not consolidated, and an
economic crisis led to both rising inflation and unemployment rates. While both unions
attempted to utilize the same general strategy — influence legislation through opposition
parties — the UGT was more successful than the CC.0O. as the Socialist Party had more
weight in the parliamentary arena than the Communist Party and suffered less from
internal divisions. In addition, the UGT was willing to engage in peak-level negotiations
with the CEOE and was thus able to influence important labor issues outside the

legislative arena. The CC.0O. joined this strategy and signed pacts in 1982 and 1983.

The breakdown of negotiation (1986-1995)

Several reasons can be cited to account for the breakdown of concertation after
1986. For one, unions charged the government with not having complied with the
provisions negotiated in the pacts, especially the creation of new jobs (Estivili and de la
Hoz 1991; Recio and Roca 1998:149). The government, for its part, did not depend on
either union support or broad social pacts. The PSOE had a solid majority iﬁ parliament
prior to 1989, and after the failed coup attempt in 1981 and the subsequent peaceful

change in government, democracy was generally considered consolidated. At the same

the most famous of which was the‘OpeVrac.'ién Galaxia. Preston (1990a:ch.8).
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time, the Socialist government implemented a series of measures aimed at alleviating the
economic crisis and at increasing the efficiency and the competitiveness of the Spaﬁish
economy (see Bermeo 1994; Smith 1998; Holman 1996; Hamann forthcoming). This
was considered especially necessary and urgent given Spain’s approaching entry into the
European Community in 1986. While union oppoéition especially to the rising
unemployment as a consequence of the industrial restructuring mounted, théy were
ineffective in changing the course of the govemrnent’s macroeconomic aﬁd industrial
policy. The unions succeeded in delaying some Eo]icies and receiving generous
compensation for workers laid off in the process of industrial restructuring, but were
nonetheless unable to modify the overall economic course of the government (Smith
1998). Gi\./en the divergent policy preferences of unions and the party, UGT leaders, for
their part, considered that the government did not pay sufficient attention to union
demands (interviews with UGT leaders, fall 1991 aﬁd 1992). The govemment, on the
other hand, thought that union demands were excessive and would jeopardize the
government’s efforts to increase the efficiency of the economy. As an ex-minister of
Labor expressed it, the PSOE “preferred to make policies with the support of the unions,
but we can just as well do it without them” (interview, fall 1991). The unions overcame
their ideoldgical distance and emphasized cooperation and a joint front against the
government as they perceived that they were not in a position to influence policies
through négotiations within the PSOE or broad social pacts. To understand why the
strategies unions had used until the early 1980s were modified, it is useful to look more

closely at the dyhamics within the Socialist government and party.
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The PSOE’s majority in parliament between 1982 and 1993 minimized the need
to build coalitions or to seek broad consensus with opposition parties. The hierarchical

organization of the Socialist Party reduced the power of existing factions and

concentrated leadership in the hands of Felipe Gonzélez. While opposition parties played

an important role in the legislative process of the first years of democratic governance,
they had only a limited policy-making role in parliament after 1982 due to the
government’s majority status. This autonomy of the governing party to pass legislation
also limited the potential points of access for unions and their opportunities to influence
policies once policy preferences between unions and the government diverged.

During Socialist rule until 1993, within parliament and the Socialist party, power

was concentrated in the hands of the Prime Minister and PSOE secretary general, Felipe

Gonzélez, and few opportunities existed within parliament or the party to change

governmental policy proposals. During the democratic transition and consolidation
periods, parliament had been the prime arena for political debate and decision making.
With the Socialist victory in 1982, though, and lasting until the early 1990s, the emphasis
on parliamentary debate, concessions, and consensus that had prevailed under the UCD
government changed drastically even though formal parliamentary rules and procedures
remained largely unchanged. At the same time, the PSOE became more autonomous and
had to rely less on support by labor unions. During this period, the unions adopted new
strategies. They lost the effective feprcsentation in parliament they had enjoyed
previously (through their leaders being elected on party tickets or through indirect

representation of their interests by powerful parliamentary parties). Instead, they largely
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overcame their ideological rivalries, coordinated their goals and strategies, and negotiated
individual issues with the government.

Gonzalez was a crucial actor not only in defining governmental policies, but also

in making party decisions. He occupied the double position of Prime Minister and
secretary generél of the PSOE,; thI;;, he had considerable influence on the intraparty
politics of the governing party. As one PSOE deputy described it, even though the party
(Federal Committee and Federal Executive Committee) decides on the party’s electoral
platform and long-term policy stand.s, no policy was passed without the consent of the

party secretary general.'>

During the 1980s,‘ Gonzalez was supported by Alfonso Guerra, deputy prime

minister and vice secretary general of the party.'® Guerra also headed the committee that
finalized electoral lists (the Spanish electoral law provides for a system of closed party
lists), thus giving him considerable power to eliminate political dissenters while
rewarding loyalists. He represented a moderate leftist position in the party and

government, but even though he and his followers in the party and the parliamentary

group acted as a filter for issues and opinions reaching Gonzalez, it was the Prime

Minister and not the party executive or parliamentary group that made important

decisions (Gillespie 1993:84, 94). For most of the 1980s, party leadership and

government formed a cohesive team, both headed and represented by Gonzalez and

Guerra. As one deputy and member of the PSOE executive committee explained,

15 Interview with PSOE deputy, fail 1991, Madrid.
' Guerra resigned from the post of vice prime minister under pressure in 1991. He had been linked to a
political scandal his brother was implicated in. At the same time, his removal from the government
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Unions could thus no longer rely on one of the strategies fhey had used during the
previous years, their connections to leftist political parties as their mouthpiece and allies.
As policy preferences between the Socialist Party and union clashed over the PSOE’s
economic policy course, the unions — and especially the UGT - became more
autonomous, CC.0O. had already become more independent from the Communist Party
in the early 1980s, and the PCE’s internal and electoral problems meant that it was not in
a position to battle successfully for union interests.

In 1982, 13 UGT leaders gained parliamentary seats on PSOE electoral lists,
among them UGT Secretary General Redondo, who explained that the “direct
representation of workers in the Cortes is very important.” (Cambio 16 #577,
20.12.1982:70). Five years later, he resigned together several other UGT leaders, thereby
questioning the strategy of worker representation through union deputies in parliament.

The standing ordérs of parliament also provide for party discipline and thus
strengthen the leadership of the parliamentary party, the “group.” The groups are
designed to constitute the core bodies of parliament; for example, amendments or bills
designed by individual deputies have to be passed through the groups. However, in
reality the role of the groups as well as that of individual deputies is greatly reduced. The
socialist group was itself hierarchically organized, which further diminished the power of
deputies to introduce policies. According to provisions concerning the role of the
parliamentary groups, the government should discuss each bill with its parliamentary
group before it is officially introduced in parliament, to get initial feedback and make
sure there are no serious objections from within the parliamentary party group. However,

the Socialist government used this practice less and less during its first term in office,
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thus reducing the role of the deputies and party group (Lépez Garrido 1985:240). About
90% of all Socialist legislative proposals were initiated by the government, and only 10%
emerged from the parliamentary group. Even those 10% were only introduced after the
government had consented to the proposal.'g In case disagreements over amendments
persisted, it was up to the Prime Minister or the deputy Prime Minister to make a final
decision.m. Individual deputies thus faced considerable obstacles when attempting to
introduce amendments, and some resigned in frustration over the lack of impact they had
on the legislative process.21 Individual deputies and the parliamentary party group hence
have the least amount of autonomy compared to the party and the government.*

How did this concentration of power in the executive affect unions? Various
options through which unions could potentially influence policies were excluded. For
example, working within the Socialist parliamentary party group appeared as a strategy
with little promise since deputies or the group had little authority or autonomy. Likewise,
there was little point in relying on épposition parties to successfully press for union
demands. The United Left (IU), a leftist electoral coalition formed before the 1986
elections, which includes the Communist Party, did not have a sufficient number of seats
to affect policy making significantly. Unions’ potential points of access to parliamentary
decision making was thus limited, and unions tried to design new strategies. These
included cooperation and coordination between the two major unions and increased
autonomy from leftist political parties. Functional differentiation thus largely replaced

ideological differentiation. From the perspective of the unions, social pacts were

' Interview with PSOE deputy, Madrid, fall 1991.

% During the first years of the Socialist rule, this was the case in about 5% of proposed bills (Lépez Garrido
1985:240-241).

2! Interviews with PSOE deputies, fall 1991 and 1992, Madrid.
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ineffective and not beneficial to union interests; from the perspecti&c of the government,
they were ineffective in streamlining the economy and unnecessary since the government
was able to pass policies without having to fely on allies.

The failed attempt to pass the strike law illustrates how the dynamics of policy
making can change as the political context changes while the formal rules guiding the
policy-making process remain stable. The status of the govefnmcnt, splits within the
governing party, and the relationship among unions as well as between unions and
~ political parties can influence the policy-making process a_nd bargaining structures. The
law was controversial, not just with respect to different parties, but also with respect to
different factions within the governing party. It was one of the few laws where the

government was split and the party organization did not officially back the Prime

Minister and General Secretary of the PSOE, Felipe Gonzélez, who had implicitly sided

with his Economics Minister Solchaga and left the possibility open that the bill be
amended inAthe' Senate. The law was also unusual in that the text was discussed with
social interlocutors after the government had submitted the bill to parliament. Finally, the
law was interesting in that it was the first time that the government and the unions-had
agreed on a major bill since their formerly friendly relationship had broken down in the

late 1980s; yet, it still was unsuccessful.

The reemergence of peak-level negotiation after the mid-1990s

While the attempted negotiations of previous labor market reforms had resulted in

failure and unilateral government decisions, met by vociferous union opposition, the

2 Interview with PSOE deputy, fall 1991, Madrid.
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issue remained nonetheless crucial. First steps to deregulate the labor market had been
undertaken in the mid-1980s without noticeable long-term effects on the Spanish
employment situation, though. Except for a short period in the late 1980s, the
unemployment situation deteriorated. In addition, the flexibilization of contracts, aimed
at decreasing the rigidity of the labor market by reducing employment and dismissal costs
for employers through the introduction of temporary jobs, resulted in one third of all
employed Spaniards having temporary employment, sometimes as short as one month. In
1994, only 2% of all new contracts were permanent contracts (EIU 1995[3]:19).
Nonetheless, the overall employment situation did not improve until the mid-1990s.
Further reforms of the labor market were thus seen as imperative. When the new labor
market reforms were discussed in 1997, the unions took an active part in the negotiations,
and the reforms were passed with the consent of the unions.

This renewed peak-level negotiation process of the labor market has been
mirrored by other issues, such as the pension reforms (Toledo Pacts). What explains the
revitalization of top-level negotiations? One reason is the differentiation of industrial
relations from the political system. During the Franco dictatorship, industrial actors were
by definition political actors, and unions’ goals were political as much as economic - free
collective bargaining and democratic rights for workers and unions. The overarching
goal of introducing and stabilizing democracy during the transition and consolidation
period continued to emphasize the political role of the unions. However, by the 1990s,
the industrial relations system was well differentiated from the political system narrowly
defined (see Espina 1999). This differgntiation allowed for a renewal of the peak level

negotiations; after the 1988 general strike it became obvious that a broad criticism with
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the social and economic policies of the government was consistent with electoral support
for that same government. When the 1994 general strike had next to no political
consequences, mobilization as a strategy to influence economic policies became a
strategy the effectiveness of which was questioned (Espina 1999).

However, in accounting for the changes in the union strategies, another important
factor has to do with the industrial relations system. Union affiliation in Spain has been
low since the initial surge of the transition period and have been around 15-20% in the
1990s. Yet, the unions receive most of their support not from affiliation rates, but from
the results of the elections for representatives to the works committees, the so-called
union elections. While the UGT and CC.0O. have been dominant since the transition to
democracy, they lost considerable support (6.5%) to independents and company
representatives in the 1994-95 elections, especially in companies with over 250
employees. In addition, the UGT, after having won all union elections since 1982, came
in second after CC.00. This presented a clear signal to the unions that workers did no
longer approve of the strategy of confrontation and instead preferred negotiations (Espina
1999: 386-387). The changes in internal organization and leadership in both unions
responded to these outcomes, and the unions and employers’ organization signed the
Agreement on Extrajudicial Resolutions of Labor Conflicts in January 1996 (Espina
1999:387). From the mid-1990s onwards, then, a “recentralization” of collective
bargaining can be observed.

At the same time, Spain has had minority governments since 1993 (PSOE 1993-
1996; PP since 1996), which might also account for the government’s renewed

willingness to include unions in the policy-making process through extra-parliamentary



peak-level negotiations. This willingness may also be prompted by the economic and
financial integration of the EU, which may necessitate a more coordinated and
centralized economic policy-making process, relying on the cooperation of both unions

and employers for both developing and implementing effective economic adjustment.

Conclusion

4T he pressures of the changes in the global economy are similar in many West
European countries. Yet, the strategiés that unions have adopted in response to these
pressure are distinct. In this paper, I have argued that it is not just changes in the
economy and the pressures of European integration that can explain the strategies of
Spanish unions. These factors may provide the motivation for unions to search for new
patterns to influence policies and protect the interests of their constituencies. Yet, an
explanation of the specifics of this adjustment process has to be located in me larger
political context and the policy-making process.

In Spain, these factors have specifically to do with the relative strength of the
executive, the industrial relations framework (which is at time itself subject to
renegotiations), relations between leftist parties and unions, and the stage of
democratization. While the institutional factors ruling the political process (electoral
laws, regulation of parliamentary procedures, the formal powers of the executive) have
remained stable, there has nonetheless been considerable variation in the way these
factors have affected unions and their capacity to influence policies. Unions have
responded to these variations by adjusting their strategies. During the consolidation

period, they worked closely with and through leftist parties and parliament; in addition,
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unions engaged in peak-level negotiations with employers and the government. This
pattern broke down once the PSOE was in government and implemented its economic
adjustment program while forming a majority government in a consolidated democracy.
In response, unions emphasized their autonomy from political parties, coordinated their
strategies and actions, and pursued a strategy of confrontation with the Socialist
government. The mid-1990s saw yet another turn toward renewed centralization of
bargaining and peak-level negotiations, but these were somewhat different from the
carlier series of broad social pacts. The new agreements are more specifically concerned
- with certain issues. Moreover, tripartite information exchange and consultation has been
institutionalized with the establishment of the Economic and Social Council (CES) in
1993, where the government, the unions, and employers are represented.

The main poinf of this paper, then, is not whether the changing economy has
profound effects on unions or whether unions respond to these changes. Instead, I have
argued that the country-specific responses can best be understood if union strategies are
understood as a function not just of economic changes, but also of the changing political
context. Together, these factors can better explain whey Spain is experiencing a revival
of national-level bargaining when bargaining is becoming more decentralized in other

countries.
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Table 1:

Social Pacts

Year Pact Signatories ) Major Issues

1977 Moncloa Pacts  parliamentary parties wages, inflation, political reform
1978 no agreemem'

1979  ABI UGT, CEOE industrial relations system

1980-81 AMI

1982 ANE
1983 Al
1984 no agreement

1985-86 AES

UGT, CEOE, USO

government, CEOE, UGT, CC.0O0.

CEOE, CEPYME, UGT, CC.0O.

government, CEOE, CEPYME,
UGT

wages, workweek, collective
contracts, union presence in firms

wages, union rights, job creation,
pensions

wages, workweek, job creation

wages, job creation, pensions

sources: Comisiones Obreras (1989:especially 150-151); Garcia Delgado y Serrano Sanz (1992:294-295);

Gutiérrez (1990:124)
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