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1. Introduction

1.1. Background

At European level, there is not a formal sectoral social dialogue between the social partners in education. The obvious need for establishing a sectoral dialogue in education has been recognised by ETUCE, and steps have been taken in the right direction in 2005, where several seminars on social dialogue were held. These included: training seminars, a regional seminar and a final conference all focusing on the issue of social dialogue in education. Numerous European teachers’ unions were involved in the process and many valuable contacts between the unions arose. 

Much valuable information about the social dialogue in education was gathered from the teachers’ unions and disseminated and discussed in the seminars. As a part of ETUCE’s initiative of ‘strengthening European Social Dialogue in the education sector’, a survey was carried out in 2005 to shed light on the present state of social dialogue in the different national settings in Europe. All EU/EFTA countries were covered by the study, and the results of the survey were used to create an action plan for Social Dialogue in Education.

The “political will” to deal with the issue of social dialogue in education culminated in December 2005, when the ETUCE Action plan on Strengthening Social Dialogue in Education was adopted in the ETUCE Executive Board on 6-7 December in Luxembourg.
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The aim of the action plan is to establish a Sectoral Dialogue in education
 at the European level, including social dialogue on education reforms in relation to the Education and Training 2010 process. The means to achieve those objectives are, amongst others, the survey presented in this report on identifying the employers in education in Europe, as well as defining the scope of the social dialogue in public and private education.
 1.2. Aim and Methodology

In the previous study, Social Dialogue I (SD I), the aim was to investigate the state of social dialogue in the field of education in the EU/EFTA member states as well as in the EU candidate countries. The SD I study covered broad issues like: labour market relations, collective bargaining systems, and the current social dialogue in the countries. The study showed that the state of social dialogue depended on: the extent to which there was a social dialogue; what the driving forces behind that social dialogue were, and what issues the dialogue covered. Some of the findings of the SD I study will be briefly described in chapter two of this report, as the SD I study acts as the basis for the Social Dialogue II (SD II) study, and some issues needed to be re-examined.

The very nature of the concept of dialogue implies that there should be two, or even more, interacting and communicating partners. The SD I study showed that a common experience among the trade union representatives is that the social dialogue in education at national level do not always function in satisfactory ways. There are several reasons for this. One common key problem in the social dialogue in several European countries is the non-presence of a clearly defined partner representing the employer side in the social dialogue. The aim of the SD II study is to identify the employers in education in Europe including defining the scope of the social dialogue in education. 
A questionnaire was designed to cover the issue of identifying who acts as employers of teachers at different levels in the education areas
 (pre-school, primary, secondary, VET and Higher Education). The role of the employers and the possible organisation of employers in the different European countries, are crucial aspects in this study of social dialogue. The focus of the SD II-study is thus, contrary to the SD I study, narrowed down to aspects regarding the employer, aiming to give a more in-depth picture of the employers’ status in education in different countries. A drawback of this approach is that the questionnaire was very complex and thus time consuming to answer comprehensively. This aspect was reflected in the teachers’ unions’ answers and in some comments to the survey. 

The study is based on a comparative method, seeking to identify similarities and differences in the participating countries. However, using the comparative method often has as a result that many interesting single cases are lost in the course of the analysis. The survey seeks to obtain new information about social dialogue, filling in some of the gaps recognised during the SD I study regarding the social dialogue in different (European) national contexts. 

There are undoubtedly differences in the cultural contexts of the countries as well as variations in their social realities. When analysing the teachers’ unions’ opinions about numerous topics in both the SD I & II surveys, some tentative conclusions about regional differences emerge. For instance, the SD I survey showed a clear pattern of difference between the two groups of countries with regard to the teacher unions’ evaluations about working time, workload and in-service training. However, the difference between Eastern and Western European countries in terms of the social dialogue and its progress may be more complex than it initially looks. The social dialogue project is not aimed at exercising a transfer of norms from the EU15/EFTA-group to the EU10+4-group. Good practices as well as difficulties are present everywhere and coordination and co-operation are also important parts of a social dialogue.
1.3. The specific focus of the SD II survey

The Social Dialogue II questionnaire is to a high degree an extension of the previous SD I questionnaire from 2005, as well as built on experiences gathered from seminars and discussions with social partners. Some of the respondents in the SD II survey were however teachers’ unions without previous experience with or ‘knowledge’ from the SD I study, which poses a big challenge for the analysis of the results. 

Among the interesting new issues covered in the questionnaire are: the role of confederations and federations for the teachers’ unions, the importance of these bodies in collective bargaining and social dialogue, questions about the teachers’ unions, how they are organised and how many there are in the individual countries.  

As stated above, mapping out the employers is however the central theme of the SD II survey. In particular, the employer representation and/or organisation are in focus: who are the employers? In what sectors are they? And how are they organised? The survey does not entail an in-depth study of the scope of the employers’ activities, but this would be an interesting theme to look further into in a future survey.  

The approach of the SD II survey is more ambitious than that of the SD I survey, as it puts the teachers’ unions in their real context, viewing the different levels of education and their labour market relations vis-à-vis the employer. This is done in order to obtain a more comprehensive picture of the context of the social dialogue. 

The results presented in this report must be interpreted with some reservations, as drafting a set of questions on the issues described above is from the outset a risky endeavour. The concepts of the questionnaire and the organisational settings differ greatly in the different countries, which mean that the content of the questionnaire could be perceived differently by different respondents. Furthermore, there is a risk that the questions and alternatives in a questionnaire for a comparative study will be too general to fit all, or reversely that the questions will be too specific and thus hard to answer precisely.  

The picture drawn up by the SD II study is built largely upon the views of trade union professionals, who have considerable knowledge about labour market relations, collective bargaining, the education sector and its actors. This is an approach with both clear advantages and limitations. However, from a methodological point of view it is good to keep in mind that the analysis of the employers in education is based on secondary sources, as the study is based on the observations and evaluations of representatives of teachers’ unions. 

Although the study might have some methodological flaws, it is important to remember that the main purpose of the study is to improve social dialogue in education and not to carry out an academic exercise. A draft version of this report was presented and discussed at the ETUCE seminars in Brussels on 27-28 March 2006 and in Bratislava in May 2006, allowing this final version of the report to benefit from feedback from the survey’s respondents and from employer representatives participating in these events. 

1.4. Participating countries and organisations

ETUCE’s member organisations cover the European region very well as there are organisations in all of the EU and EFTA countries as well as associated member organisations in the rest of Europe. The SD II survey was addressed to all ETUCE’s member organisations in the EU/EFTA and to associated member organisations in the EU candidate countries. 

The questionnaire was sent to the member organisations by the ETUCE secretariat, followed by a reminder. It was addressed to those members of staff within the organisations who, without hesitation, could be considered experts on collective bargaining and on the national social dialogue. 

Some comparisons are carried out in the study according to regional criteria
. The countries were divided into a group including the 15 EU countries and three EFTA countries as they were before 1 May 2004, and a second group of countries comprising the 10 EU Member States who joined the EU after 1 May 2004, as well as the four candidate countries. 

The SD II questionnaire was answered
 by 35 ETUCE member organisations and associated member organisations from 22 European countries, covering 20 teachers’ unions in 13 countries in the EU15/EFTA-group, and 14 teachers’ unions from 9 countries in the EU10+4-group. In some cases the teachers’ unions from some countries joined forces when they answered the questionnaire in order to give a more accurate and coherent picture of employers in education in their country.

The two groups of teachers’ unions are equally represented in the survey. Whereas the majority of the unions have members in all sectors (primary, secondary, vocational and higher education), some have members in just one sector. In the study there will be less focus on the membership profile of the teachers' unions when making the comparisons, as it is the experience and tacit knowledge of the experts which provide the valuable information for the analysis.   

2. Connecting the SD I - and SD II surveys

This chapter seeks to connect the first survey on social dialogue (SD I) and the present SD II study, as the latter may be found difficult to understand without any references to the first one. The content, focal points and questions in the SD II-survey are generated from the report based on the SD I survey. 

Figure   1.   Number of teachers’ unions responding to the Social Dialogue surveys


[image: image9]
In the figure above it is illustrated how many unions answered the Euro-level survey on the status of the social dialogue in education (SD I) and the Euro-level survey on the status and the role of employers in the social dialogue in education (SD II), and how many responded to both questionnaires. 

2.1. Teachers’ unions and labour market relations 

A crucial background fact for the analysis is the proportion of teachers who are members of a trade union. In the EU15/EFTA-group the average percentage of membership is about 60% whereas it is approximately 54% in the EU10+4-group, which makes an average of about 57%. Within the group of EU10+4-countries, the teachers’ unions from Cyprus (85% – 100%), Malta (85%) and Bulgaria (75%) have a high degree of organised teachers, whereas the remaining countries within this group are in a different position. In the EU15/EFTA-group the degree of organisation tends to be high, with the exception of France and Spain, where the numbers are moderate. (SD I, 2005)

Another important factor for studying the representativeness of teachers’ unions is the number of teachers’ unions in the different European countries. The SD II survey showed a large variation in this. 

Table 1. Average number of teachers’ union in the two groups of countries

	              Average number of teachers’ unions and variation

	All countries
	6
	1-40 (teacher union/country)

	EU15/EFTA
	9
	2-40

	EU10 + 4
	3
	1-14


There seems to be a considerable difference between the two groups of countries when the average figures are considered. But this difference is much smaller if the countries with a multitude of unions are left out. The largest figures were 40 teachers’ unions in Portugal and 26 in France. Several countries (Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, Lithuania, Norway, Scotland and Slovakia) stated that they only have 2-3 teachers’ unions. Latvia seems to be the only country with just one teachers’ union.

2.2. The membership profile of the teachers’ unions in SD II  

A question in the survey aims to shed light on which sectors the participating unions have members in. The sectors of employment for the teachers unions to choose among were public, private, church and ‘other sectors’.  

Figure 2. Members of the teachers’ unions in different sectors. (n=30)
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A common factor for the participating European teachers’ unions is that they all represent teachers who work in the public sector. In the EU15/EFTA–group seven unions (out of 17), and in the EU10+4–group four (out of 11) teachers’ unions have 98-100% of their members in the public sector. The average membership figures of the teachers’ unions, in the public sector, were 78% for EU15/EFTA–group and 65% for the EU10+4–group. The public sector is clearly the dominating employment sector for teachers in most European countries.

About half, 17 unions, of all the participating teachers’ unions have members in the private sector. In comparing the two groups, twelve teachers’ unions out of 19 in the EU15/EFTA-group and five out of 13 in the EU10+4–group, indicate a clear difference in the prevalence of members in the private sector. In the evaluation of the share of members in different sectors, the average figure for the EU15/EFTA-group was about 10 (variation 1-30). Four teachers’ unions in the EU10+4–group were problematic to analyse as these unions did not give any estimates of their share of teachers in the private sector. 

14 out of 35 of the teachers’ unions who participated in the study furthermore have members in the church sector. Seven unions in the EU15/EFTA–group and seven teachers’ unions in the EU10+4–group have members in this sector. Out of those unions the variations in the membership figures is big: in the EU15/EFTA–group between 0,2-82% and in the EU10+4 between 0,2-80,7%. The highest number of members in the church sector is held by an Irish union (82%), representing teachers working in secondary education. Another union with a similar profile (80,7%) is from Slovakia and represents members at all levels, from pre-school to higher education. 

Four teachers’ unions had members in the ‘other sector’ category. This includes three teachers’ unions from the EU15/EFTA–group and one union in the EU10+4–group.    

2.3. The legacy of SD I concerning teachers’ unions and labour market 

         relations 

The national settings of teachers’ unions and their interest representation vary due to how labour market relations are structured and for historic reasons. These two factors influence, together with cultural aspects, the way collective bargaining is organised. The text below presents the core issues of all interest representation. Negotiations on pay and working conditions are also both core issues in all processes of collective bargaining for labour market organisations. In these processes both parts, employees and employers, are active in reaching agreements. 

One of the most central tasks of any trade union, or employer organisation, is to take part in collective bargaining. In this survey, the structure of collective bargaining is studied in order to obtain a measure of how well-functioning a country’s labour market relations are. This could be described as a qualitative indicator reflecting the present contractual state of the labour market relations.

One set of questions in the SD I survey focused on the negotiation system and the level at which the teachers’ unions enter into collective bargaining agreements with employers.

Figure 3.  Levels of collective bargaining agreements and category of
                  countries (n=46)
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Figure 3 presents the results of the responding teachers’ unions regarding the level of collective bargaining agreements. We see that the level at which the largest number of teachers’ unions make collective bargaining agreements is the national level, but there is a considerable difference between the EU15/EFTA-group of teachers’ unions and the other group. In the EU15/EFTA-group, the national level of collective agreements is much more common than in the EU10+4-group. On the other hand, in the EU10+4-group a larger percentage of the teachers’ unions negotiate collective agreements on a local level than in the EU15/EFTA-group. With respect to the regional level of collective agreements, there is more or less no difference between the two groups of unions, thus, about one half of all the teachers’ unions make collective bargaining agreements at a regional level.

The figure thus shows that in some countries the collective bargaining agreements are made on several levels, which might imply that the employer is active on several levels. This might very well be a consequence of the fact that the teachers’ unions have members in several areas with different agreements existing for respectively preschool, primary, secondary, vocational and tertiary education. This implies that the teachers’ unions will need to have an organisational structure that is able to meet the challenge of negotiating on a specific level or on several levels.
2.4. The employer side and collective bargaining 

An interesting issue in labour market relations and the structure of collective bargaining is whether or not there is a counterpart with whom the teachers’ unions can negotiate and sign collective agreements. This part of the survey has a more qualitative approach, as the text below is concentrated on obstacles of different kinds.   

The SD II survey included a specific question directed towards the activities of teachers’ unions
 and regarding whether or not the employers’ organisations in education have the mandate to enter into collective agreements. This question was answered by a total of 26 teachers’ unions (out of 32), and a narrow majority chose the alternative that there are no obstacles for employers when making collective agreements. The teachers’ unions from the EU15/EFTA–group are more prone to take this standpoint, while for the EU10+4–group the situation seems to be the other way round, as a higher proportion of teachers’ unions indicate that there are obstacles for the employers in making collective agreements.

Table 2.  Employers hindered in making collective agreements

	Any obstacles for employers’ organisations to assume the mandate to enter into collective agreements 

                                      Yes                                 No

	EU15/EFTA
	4 
	9 

	EU10+4
	7 
	6

	Total
	11
	15


In the EU10+4–group several unions acknowledge that the employers face obstacles which hinder them in making collective agreements. On the contrary for the EU15/EFTA–group, were the majority of teachers’ unions find that there are no obstacles for the employers’ organisations to enter into collective agreements.        

The teachers’ unions which found that there are some obstacles for the employers when participating in the collective agreements were asked to choose from a list, which possible obstacles for the employers participation they could see. A third (11 unions) of the teachers’ union participating in the SD II survey chose obstacles from the list, indicating that they see clear problems in connection with the employers’ participation in collective bargaining. In this group four unions are from the EU15/EFTA countries and seven unions represent five countries in the EU10+4-group.   

An interesting question is whether this implies that there is a slight systematic difference between the labour market relations of the two groups of countries. 

In analysing table 2 above and table 3 below, and looking specifically into the EU15/EFTA–group, it is seen that among the respondents from Denmark one union stated that there are no obstacles for employers to assume the mandate to enter into collective bargaining (table 2), and accordingly disagreed with the statements in table 3, while another union pointed out that there are obstacles (table 2) but disagreed with all of the mentioned statements (table 3). This union added in a comment that it sees an obstacle for the employers to participate in circumstances where “the right to negotiate is centralised and placed at the government level”. 

It should also be stressed that the data in table 2 and 3 represent the opinions of teachers’ unions, and thus does not necessarily directly reflect the employers’ position. One possible explanation for divergent answers between unions within the same country may very well be that the position of the teachers’ unions is different within the same system. 

Table 3.     Obstacles for employers’ active participation in collective 

                   bargaining
	Main obstacles for the active 

  participation of employers
	Agree
	Partly agree
	Partly Disagree
	Dis-agree

	  Legislation forbids it
	1 

1 
	
	2 

-
	1 

3 

	  Legislation makes it difficult
	-

1 
	-

2
	1 

-
	2 

1 

	  The civil servant status of    

  Employees
	1 

1 
	
	
	1 

3 

	  Problems with cooperation 

  with government actors on  

  different levels
	1 

2
	1 
	
	2 

-

	  Resistance from employer 

  organisations themselves
	1 

-
	1 

1 
	
	1 

-

	  Competition from other 

  employer organisations
	1 

-
	1 

1 
	-

1
	1 

-

	  Unwillingness of employers 

  to organise
	1 

3 
	1 

1 
	
	1 

-

	  Associations exist but they 

  lack the mandate to represent
	-

4 
	1 

-
	
	2 

-

	 EU15/EFTA,   (4)

 EU10 + 4        (7)
	6  (3)

12 (6)
	4 (2) 

6 (2)
	3 (2)

1
	11 (2)

6 (3)


Two teachers’ unions from the same geographic area in the EU15/EFTA-group indicated several obstacles like resistance, competition and unwillingness to organise as common obstacles for employers in collective bargaining. Another teachers’ union also agreed with the status of civil servants, and problems with cooperating with government actors as obstructing factors for the participation of employers in collective bargaining. 

The responses of the EU10+4–group are not surprising, as they follow the structure of the previous table (table 2) in certain ways. Two teachers’ unions only found one statement that describes the situation of employers in their country: that legislation forbids it, and that legislation makes it difficult for employers to be active in collective negotiations. The remaining unions indicated several issues, where a common problem (mentioned by four unions) was a combination of organisational obstacles such as the unwillingness of employers to organise and the associations lacking the mandate to represent them in collective negotiations.

In this group three teachers’ unions from the same country are represented with a unanimous voice in the sense that they perceive several obstacles for the employers’ involvement in collective bargaining. 

3. Mapping the employers in SD II 

The SD II questionnaire included a question focusing on the employers’ interest in education, the employers in a general perspective, and several questions directly aiming at generating information about the employers in education, in order to make comparisons between the two groups of European countries. More precisely, the questions were about different aspects and levels of organisation.

3.1. The employers’ interest in education 

The following chapter takes a more qualitative approach, as it is based on how the teachers’ unions perceive and evaluate the employers in education. The SD II questionnaire included a question formulated as a list of statements about the employers’ interest in education. The statements could be replied to in a five-graded scale with options rating from ‘agree completely’ to ‘disagree completely’. The results are mainly presented according to the splitting of the countries in the two groups
. 

Table 4.   The teachers’ unions’ assessment of the employers’ interest in 

education

	Employers interest in

Education
	Agree
	Partly agree
	Neutral
	Partly Dis-agree
	Dis-agree

	Employers’ interest in

education is low
	4

1 

3 
	2

1

1
	1

1

-
	4

3

1
	14

7

7

	Employers’ interest in

education is high
	12

7

5
	6

2

4
	1

1

-
	-

-

-
	6

4 

2 

	Employers’ interest in

education is politically

oriented
	12

7 

5   
	7

6

1
	1

1

-
	1

-

1
	3

-

3 

	Al = Black, Efta/EU15 = Green and EU10 + 4 = Blue.


This question could be seen as a qualitative indicator of how engaged the employers in education are, and what their driving forces are according to the assessment of the teachers’ union representatives.

Most of the teachers’ unions are to a high degree convinced that employers in education have a genuine interest in education. However, between a third and a fourth of the respondents do not agree with the positive appraisal of employers’ interest in education. The majority of the teachers’ unions underline a scenario where the employers’ interest in education is politically oriented. There is also a high level of public involvement in educational matters in all the participating European countries. For the teachers’ unions in the EU15/EFTA–group, this seems to be a unanimous position, while in the EU10+4-group there seems to be opposite views on the issue. 

This question, with the statements about the employers’ interest in education, also included more general propositions about social relevance, general acceptance and commercial intention. The teachers’ unions’ point of views generally support the statements regarding employers’ interest in education as being socially relevant and generally accepted. Just a few teachers’ unions had a more critical perception on the interest of the employer.  
Table 5.   The teachers’ unions’ assessment of the employers interest in  

                education. 
	
 Interest in education
	Agree
	Partly agree
	Neutral
	Partly Dis-agree
	Disagree

	 Employers’ interest in  

 education is commercial
	5

4 

1
	4

2

2
	3

1

2
	4

2

2
	9

4 

4 

	 Employers’ interest in  

 education is socially relevant
	7

3

4 
	9

5

4
	1

1

-
	3

2

1
	4

1 

2 

	 Employers’ interest in  

 education is generally 

 accepted 
	10

6

4
	8

3

5
	1

1

-
	4

2

2
	2

1 

-

	Al = Black, Efta/EU15 = Green and EU10 + 4 = Blue.


The statement about the employers’ interest in education being commercial engendered a somewhat mixed reaction and influenced the evaluation of the teachers’ unions. The EU10+4–group of teachers’ unions expressed a more positive idea of employers’ interest in education when it comes to commercialisation than they did in the EU15/EFTA–group. 
3.2. Employers’ organisations in different countries

The existence of organised employers in general in society is an interesting issue to study, as it is a crucial issue for having functioning labour market relations. In the replies of the teachers’ unions the majority of unions (24 of 33) were able to give an exact number of employers’ organisations. The employer organisations in table 6 is studied in general, and not in relation to employers in education. In other words, the number of employers’ organisations can be seen as an indicator of how organised the labour market and the society in general is.

Table 6.  Employers’ organisations in the two groups of countries

	Employers’ organisations
	countries
	EU15/EFTA
	EU10+4

	1 – 2
	8
	4


	5



	3 – 4
	6
	5


	1



	5 – 10
	5
	2


	3



	10 >
	3
	2


	1




The table (6) above presents a slight difference between the two groups of countries: in the EU15/EFTA-group there are fewer employers’ organisations than in the EU10+4 countries. The average of all the countries in this aspect is five employers’ organisations. Sweden represents a single case in having an extraordinary high number of employers’ organisations, namely 50.

3.3. Employers’ organisation in education according to the

        SD I survey

With regard to the education sector specifically, the issue of relevance in the labour market relations of ETUCE’s member organisations is whether or not there is a counterpart with whom the teachers’ unions can negotiate. How is the employer side organised: nationally, regionally and/or locally? These aspects may also very well have consequences for the quality and function of the social dialogue. The following section presents briefly the data obtained on this issue in the previous study on Social Dialogue (SD I).

Figure  4.  Organisational levels of employers in education according to the SD I survey 
[image: image12]



When studying the different groups of countries in relation to the levels (national, regional, local level) with the data from the SD I survey, some differences between the EU15/EFTA-group and the EU10+4-group are found. In the EU15/EFTA-group 90% of the employers in education are organised at the national level, while 10% of the teachers’ unions states that the employers are not organised at the national level. The corresponding figures for the EU10+4-group are that 70% of the employers in education are organised on national level while 30% of the employers in education are not organised at national level.

On the regional level the situation is different, as 50% of the employers in education in the EU10+4-group and 40% in the EU15/EFTA-group are organised on the regional level according to the respondents. The local level is the least organised, as approximately one out of four of employer in education is organised on the local level.  

When looking closer at the data, it is noticed that in the EU15/EFTA-group there are two unions (one from Ireland (higher education) and one from Northern Ireland) that point out that the employer in education is not organised at national level at all. In four countries in the EU15/EFTA-group (France, Italy, Austria and Belgium) the employers in education are organised on all levels. In the EU10+4-group the same situation accounts for three countries (Lithuania, Poland and Slovakia). But in the EU10+4-group five teachers’ unions stated that three countries (Czech Republic, Hungary and Latvia) had no employer organisation at any level. (In the cases of Czech Republic and Hungary, it seems that the organisation of the employers is on school-level.)

3.4. Employers’ organisations in education according to the SD II study

The SD II study is able to map the employers in education in more detail. The question to answer was who are the employers in education and how are they organised? According to the participating teachers’ unions there are employers’ organisations in education in the majority of the countries.

A quick glance at the figure below suggests that there is a clear difference in the two groups of countries. The survey indicated that in EU15/EFTA-countries like UK, Denmark, Finland, France
, Germany, Ireland, Norway, Portugal, Spain and Sweden there are employers’ organisations in education. A Scottish teachers’ union was the only one in that group pointing out that there is no employers’ organisations in education in their country.

In the EU10+4-group of countries the situation appears to be different, as only the respondents from Estonia, Lithuania, Poland6 and Slovakia
 have reported having employers’ organisations. The teachers’ unions from Cyprus, Czech Republic, Hungary, Latvia and Romania signalled that there are no employer organisations in education in their countries.  

Figure 5. Employers’ organisations in education
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In the EU15/EFTA-group, employers’ organisations within the education sector are more frequent than in the EU10+4 group, perhaps indicating that labour market relations or negotiation structures are more organised in these countries, probably due to tradition or to historic reasons. This is also interesting, as in the EU15/EFTA-group of countries there are generally fewer employers’ organisations in the labour market as a whole, see table 6 above. It is, however, hard to evaluate how this characteristic of employers’ organisation influences the context of the national social dialogues. (See chapter 3.6 for the qualitative analysis of reasons for the low/or non-organisation of employers in education.)    

In the survey, the teachers’ unions were also asked to list the addresses of employers in the education sector. The overview of names and addresses of employers of teachers in the different countries can be found in appendix I.

3.5. The organisation of employers at different educational levels 

The SD II survey included questions which made it possible to gather information about the organisation of employers in different levels of the education system. 

Figure  6. Organisation of employers in different areas of education, SD II
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As seen above, the figure (6) also includes the institutional/school level of organisation. All responding teachers’ unions are included in the figure, and no splitting in two groups of countries is made. The figures above are absolute figures, not percentages, thus, of the 34 participating teachers’ unions 29 answered that the employers in the pre-school area are organised at different levels. 

We see that the employer in the pre-school area is usually organised on local level, close to the activities of the pre-schools. But equally, the employers seem to be quite strongly organised at national level. The employers are less organised at the regional and institutional levels. 

When it comes to primary education, the employers are mainly organised at the national and local levels. When studying the organisation of employers in secondary education, there is a clear shift towards organisation at both regional and national level, while employer organisation at local level is less prevalent. The situation for employer organisation in vocational education is somewhat the same as in secondary education, indicating that national and regional levels are the most common.     

Within higher education the employer is most frequently organised on national level and slightly less frequently on the institutional level. 

It is, however, good to bear in mind the existing administrative structure in the different countries. This issue was covered in the survey by including questions about the structure of public administration. The respondents were asked about numbers of local and regional municipalities/counties in their country, in order to understand something about the number of actors and the complexity of the different educational systems better. The answers showed great variation in the number of municipality. The administrative structures of a country influence how the public services are organised. This also has an impact on how the educational system is organised in the country and how for instance educational policies are implemented. 

3.6. Challenges in organising the interest representation of employers in 

        education 

How well are the employers in education organised and what possible reasons are there for the employers having a low degree of organisation or even a non-existing organisation of their interest? The driving force in looking into this issue, is the idea that a well-organised employer possess something that can stimulate and possibly improve the quality of the social dialogue. 

Table 7.    The pitfalls of employers’ organisation in the two groups of

                  countries 

	Is there a low degree of or non-organisation

                              Yes                      No

	EU15/EFTA
	          2 
	         15

	EU10+4
	          11
	          1 

	Total
	         13
	         16


The table (7) shows a significant difference between the two groups of countries regarding the organisational dimension of employers in education. In the EU15/EFTA-group the teachers’ unions indicated that the organisational question of the employers is a minor problem, while in the EU10+4–group, the position that there are evident problems with the organisation of employers in education is unanimous.

In the vast majority of countries in the EU15/EFTA–group the teachers’ unions do not point towards any problems in the organisation of the employers (and their interests) in education, with the exception of respondents from two countries, who point towards a low or non-organisation of employers in education. A closer look at the follow-up question shows (table 9) that one union chose the explanation that “there is no need for a formal organisation” of the employers in education. Another teachers’ union indicated that the reason for the problems with organisation of the employers in education could be found in that “there are competing interests among the employers”.
The following part concerns solely the teachers’ unions in the EU10+4-group and their views on the challenges of organising the employers in education.  

Table 8.  System-related reasons for organisational problems of the 

                employers in education according to the teachers’ unions in the    

                EU10+4-group 

	System- related reasons
	Agree
	Partly agree
	Partly Disagree
	Disagree

	The system of education is built around legislation/regulation which prohibits the organisation of employers
	
	
	1 
	8 

	The system of education is built around legislation/regulation which supports the organisation of employers
	1 
	1 
	2
	5 


When it comes to explaining the problems of the employers in education with system-related reasons, a crucial factor is the framework of legislation and regulation, which governs the educational system. System-related reasons can either prohibit or support the organisation of employers in education. According to the responses, the existing legislation and regulation have not prohibited the organisation of employers in education in the EU10+4-group. Only few unions in this group shared the opposite belief that the system actually supports the organisation of the employers in education. 

Table 9.    Organisational and system-related problems in the organisation

 of employers in education according to the teachers’ unions in

 the EU10+4-group.

	Organisational and system-

related reasons
	Agree
	Partly agree
	Partly Disagree
	Dis-agree

	There is no need for

a formal organisation
	5 
	
	
	4 

	Informal cooperation which compensates the lack of…
	1 
	3 
	1 
	3 

	There is competing interests

among the employers
	3 
	
	1
	4 

	The education system

is too fragmented
	3
	2
	
	3 

	The education system

is too decentralised
	3
	
	1
	4 

	The education system has

too many actors
	2 
	2 
	1
	4  


In table 9, the first two arguments regarding ‘no need for a formal organisation’ and ‘informal organisation which compensates…’ are rather closely interlinked. The absence of a formal organisation implies that informal cooperation probably exists instead (or no organisation at all). 

Five teachers’ unions (four countries) answered that there is no need for a formal organisation of the employers in education. One of these teachers’ unions also pointed out that informal cooperation compensates for the lack of organisation of the employers in education. One union furthermore stated that if there are too many actors in the education system, it will lead to a fragmented education system. 

Several teachers’ unions pointed out that there are competing interests among the employers, which makes the organisation of the employers in education more difficult. One of these unions also pointed towards problems in the education system such as: the education system being both too fragmented and decentralised. Another teachers’ union suggested a similar diagnosis of the situation, stating that the education system has too many actors and is too decentralised. A third teachers’ union interpreted the situation similarly, and saw the competing interests among employers as well as the situation with too many actors, as a problem for organisation of employers.  One union did not agree with any of the statement, but was still indicating that there is a problem with the low degree of organisation and non-organisation of employers in education.

3.7. Employers in education in different sectors 

The next question addressed which types of employers’ organisations can be found in the education sector. The categories of employers listed in the questionnaire were public, private, church and ‘other employers’ in education. 

Table 10.   Types of employers in the education sector

	Employers
	Public
	Private
	Church
	Other

	EU15/EFTA
%
Min%-max%
	15

85

(60 – 100)
	13

13

(5 – 25)
	10

(10)
	5

(5)

	EU10+4

%

Min%-max%
	11

91

(85 – 98)
	9

7

(1,5 – 10)
	5

(0.5-10)
	1

	Total
	26  (88)
	22
	15
	6


The public employer is the dominant type of employers in all the countries, which is reflected in the replies of all the teachers’ unions. The share of the public sector is between 60–100% with an average of 85% in the EU15/EFTA-group and an average of 91% in the EU10+4-group (between 85-98%) of teachers’ unions.

When comparing the type of employers and the share of teachers covered, it becomes clear that four countries (Denmark, France, Lithuania and Cyprus) only have public sector employers according to the teachers’ unions in these countries. The public sector employers are probably not a homogenous group of employers as there are many different administrative structures, including   differences in which level has the main responsibility. 

A total of 22 teachers’ unions indicated that there are private employers in their education system. Of these, 12 unions are from the EU15/EFTA-group, were the amount of private employers in all of the education system varies between 5–25% (with an average of 13%), and eight unions are from the EU10+4-group, with a variation of private employers between 1,5–10% (with an average of 7%). 

The private employers in education is the second most frequent employer in education, but the role is almost always complementary to the public sector employer in education. Some of the private employers may have a more mixed role where the funding comes from public sources.

According to the responses of 15 teachers’ unions, there are also church employers in education. Ten teachers’ unions in the EU15/EFTA-countries and five in the EU10+4-group indicated this.

3.8. The prevalence of employers in education organised on different 

        levels

The SD II survey included two questions regarding whether or not the employers’ organisations in education are members of a central employer organisation and/or whether the employers in education are members of a European organisation or association. Put in other words: how are the employers’ organisations in education organised on a national and a European level?

Figure 7.   The macro-organisation of employers in education
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When looking closer at the numbers behind figure 7, it is found that only seven teachers’ unions (from Britain, Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Lithuania, Scotland and Spain) stated that the employers are members of a central employer organisation. The figure shows a difference between the two groups of countries, as employers in the EU15/EFTA-group are more often organised in a central organisation than the employers in the EU10+4-group, according to the respondents. Furthermore figure 7 indicates that employers in education are more often organised on a European level than they are on the central national level. And again the employers in the EU15/EFTA-group are more likely to be organised at European level than the EU10+4 employers. 

When all the participating unions are considered, the situation emerges that approximately a third of the employers in education are organised on the European level in the EU15/EFTA-group. Countries with employers in education represented at European level are: UK, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Norway, Portugal and Sweden. The European employers’ organisations which the participating teachers’ unions were able to name were: CEEP six times (by unions from Britain, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Norway and Sweden); The CEMR (Council of European Municipalities and Regions) (named by three unions, Finland, Norway and Sweden) as well as UNICE (the European employers organisation within the private sector) (named by unions from Finland, Italy and Sweden). Other organisations that were mentioned in the replies were IBEC (Irish Business and Employers Confederation), Fidea (Italian federation of Accreditation) and the Catholic European Organisation was pointed out by a Portuguese union.

Just two of the teachers’ unions from the EU10+4-group (from Estonia and Lithuania) answered that the employers in education are members of a European organisation. The European organisations named in this connection were Esha (European School Heads Association), EUA (European University Association), and Eurashe (European Association of Institutions in Higher Education).  

Some of the organisations above are the traditional social partners representing the employers at the European level. The other organisations are also Euro-level organisations but their role is of a more professional/institutional character in education.   

3.9. Employers’ degree of organisation according to the SD II survey 

The respondents of the survey were moreover asked to evaluate how well employers in education are organised at different levels.

Table 11.  Teachers’ unions’ evaluation of how well employers in education

                  are organised on different levels 
	
 Employers organisation
	Agree
	Partly agree
	Neutral
	Partly Disagree
	Disagree

	Employers’ organisation is well

organised at school level
	5

2 

3
	5

4

1
	4

3

1
	4

2

2
	7

3

4 

	Employers’ organisation is well

organised at local level
	3

3 

–
	6

4

2
	2

1

1
	3

2

1
	9

2 

7 

	Employers’ organisation is well

organised at regional level
	4

4 

–
	7

6

1
	1

-

1
	3

2

1
	8

-

8 

	Employers’ organisation is well

organised at national level
	12

10

2 
	5

4

1
	-
	3

–

3
	5

–

5 

	Employers’ organisation is well

organised at European level
	3

3 

–
	3

2

1
	4

4

-
	-
	8

2 

6 

	Al = Black, Efta/EU15 = Green and EU10 + 4 = Blue.


The organisation of employers in education at micro-level (institutional level) is an issue which divides the teachers’ unions into two different groups according to whether they agree or disagree on the degree of organisation of the employers. The group of teachers’ unions with a positive stance towards the employer organisation at this level is slightly larger. Furthermore, there is a minimal difference between the replies of the teachers’ unions from countries in the EU15/EFTA-group and the EU10+4-group.     

When it comes to the local level, the employers in education are perceived differently by the two groups of teachers’ unions. The teachers’ unions from the EU15/EFTA-group are more affirmative towards the statement that the employers in education are well organised on the local level. However, the opinions are still diverging within this group; the teachers’ unions from the EU10+4–group are rather critical towards the assumption about the employers in education being well organised at the local level. 

At the regional level, the teachers’ unions from the EU15/EFTA–group are backing the statement that employers in education are well organised, while the unions from the EU10+4–group tend to be more pessimistic about this. 

Within the macro-levels (the national and the European level) of employers’ organisation in education, the national level is seen as the level with the best organisation degree, when it comes to the responses from the EU15/EFTA–group. On the other hand, when studying the replies of the teachers’ unions from the EU10+4–group, opinions about how well the employers are organised at national level are more divided, and the position of this group is slightly more pessimistic.

The teachers’ unions found it easier to describe the national level than the European level of employers’ organisations, due to the fact that European and international contacts of the employers are simply harder to track down. The European level is therefore referred to by few teachers’ unions. In the EU10+4-group the employers in education are said to be well organised on the European level, whereas in the EU15/EFTA-group the picture is rather mixed and the neutral alternative was chosen in answering how well the employers are organised on the European level.

There is thus a clear difference between the two groups of teachers’ unions; the institutional/school-level is seen as the most problematic organisational level of employers in education according to the EU15/EFTA–group, while this same level was assessed to be the best level of organisation according to the teachers’ unions in the EU10+4–group.  

Regarding other levels of organisation of the employers in education, a clear disparity was found between the EU15/EFTA-group, who had positive views on the employers organisation, and the EU10+4–group, who on the contrary were sceptical towards this organisational level of the employers. This disparity might reflect a somewhat more systematic cleavage in the labour market relations between the different social partners in different countries. It is however important to remember that labour market relations in different countries can differ for many different reasons, notably historical reasons.    

4. Summary of the findings in the SD II survey

This report is the second endeavour to shed light on new aspects of social dialogue in education in Europe. In the SD I survey, one of the core problems identified was the lack of information concerning who acts as employers within the education sector. This problem posed itself not only from a European perspective as a lack of sufficient data on employer representation at the national level, but also, in some countries, as a lack of a representative employer counterpart for the teachers’ unions to enter into a dialogue with. This report is an attempt to take a closer look upon this question, focusing on the status and role of employers in the social dialogue in education. Given the broader context in which this issue was explored, the findings of this survey also provide valuable information on developments in the state of social dialogue in education in general. 

Collective bargaining and the employers

In this survey, information on whether collective bargaining agreements are concluded at national, regional, local, or institutional level was obtained with a view to serving as a measure of how well-established the labour market relations between teachers’ unions and employers are. The survey also took a closer look at why employers’ organisations in some countries are unable to make collective agreements. In the previous social dialogue study (SD I), underlying reasons such as the status of civil servants, status of collective bargaining, and legislative obstacles for collective bargaining agreements were identified. The most common level for making collective bargaining agreements was identified as the local level by teachers unions in the EU10 +4 –group and in the EU15/EFTA-group the national level was most frequently indicated level. 

The respect of a collective agreement is certainly an indicator of how developed the labour market relation is, but it is also an essential element to understand the quality of different national social dialogues. The teachers’ unions’ answers on this topic reflect and represent a large variety of patterns and realities. According to the input in SD II, the liability and intrinsic quality of a collective agreement depends on various historic and cultural factors and not necessarily on the level (institutional, local, regional, national) of the agreement. 

The SD II survey obtained more detailed information on this issue in comparison to the SD I survey, with a considerable number of the responding teachers’ unions pointing towards several obstacles and obstructions for the employers to assume the mandate to enter into collective agreements. The structure of negotiations also varies depending on the number of teachers’ unions and employers’ organisations in education in the different countries, as well as in what sector the employers are organised. 

On the basis of the opinions gathered in the SD II survey, a conclusion to be drawn is that a legal basis does not necessarily provide a guarantee for quality in the social dialogue. The main reasons leading to this conclusion are: 

· No single factor determines whether or not a given legislation facilitates the dialogue processes.

· A significant part of the teachers’ unions pointed towards the risk of reducing negotiations to concern only social matters, if the legal basis for collective bargaining is the result of a compromise.  

When it comes to barriers and facilitating factors for obtaining quality collective bargaining agreements, they generally depend on different aspects inherent to each country and region. Further research is needed in order to clearly identify these factors, and in order to find a way to affect them country-by-country. The regional bipartite seminars to be organised by ETUCE during the autumn of 2006 and spring of 2007, as a part of the SD III project, will represent the next step in this process. 

With regard to the information gathered in the survey about the agenda of collective bargaining in the different countries, ETUCE will continue and reinforce the ongoing work, notably through the different electronic networks. The ETUCE networks serve as a good base for discussions about what is on the agenda of negotiations in different countries. The fact that some teachers’ unions show interest in enlarging the traditional collective bargaining agenda with non-traditional issues, such as issues related to environmental policies and corporate social responsibility, indicates that the risks and opportunities within a shift from a social dialogue to a stakeholders dialogue scheme are equally important to discuss.  

Mapping the employers

With a view to carrying out a more comprehensive mapping of the employers, this survey also sought information on: the employers’ interests in educational matters, which sectors employers are organised in, and how they are organised. 

Employer organisations in education 

The aim of the SD II survey is not to establish a definitive empirical verdict about the employers’ situation in the education sector. The survey focuses on teachers’ unions’ views about the employers and the way they are organised. It is important to bear in mind that, in a methodical sense, the information about the employer is based on secondary sources.
In the SD II survey the teachers’ unions were explicitly asked about the number of employers’ organisations in education in their country, or whether there is a low-organisation of employers. Considerable differences between the EU15/EFTA and the EU10+4 group of countries were reported, notably in relation to teachers’ unions reporting a low organisation or a non-organisation of employers in their country, with the EU10+4 group clearly having a lower degree of organisation of employers than the EU15/EFTA group. 

The teachers’ unions’ opinions reflect the deep complexity in the evaluation of the employers’ level of organisation. A good example is Portugal, where teachers’ unions consider the level of employer organisation as low, despite the fact that the country has a large number of employer organisations. In this case the competition and non-co-ordination of the employers appears as the cause for the reported non-organisation. 

Concerning the macro-level organisation of employers in education, a slightly different trend appeared. The survey found that the majority of the employers in education are not organised in a central employer organisation. However, differences between the two groups of countries were found, as 43% of the EU15/EFTA countries versus only 8% of the EU10+4 countries reported that their employers are organised centrally. Another macro-level for employers to be organised at, the European level, was found to be more common, as employers in almost two thirds of the EU15/EFTA countries were organised at the European level. 

According to the finding of the SD II survey, CEEP is reported as the most well-known European body for employers to be organised in. CEMR and UNICE are both mentioned by three respondents, while the European School Heads Association, (ESHA) is mentioned once. A few of the numerous European associations, which are active in the area of higher education are also mentioned by one respondent each. 

The employers’ interest in education

The teachers’ unions were asked to evaluate different statements regarding the employers’ interests in education. In general, positive judgements were made. While the majority of the respondents indicated agreement with statements expressing that the employers’ interest in education is ‘socially relevant’ and ‘generally acceptable’, the employers were moreover found to have a ‘high interest’ in education. However, some teachers’ unions were more sceptical in this matter, pointing to employers having ‘a commercial interest’ or in particular ‘a political interest’ in education.
These elements tend to stress that despite the disagreements and conflicts traditionally inherent in social dialogue, the prevailing trend in the unions’ opinions seems to suggest that they do not perceive the teachers’ and their employers’ interests as asymmetrical.  

The employers and the levels of organisation

The organisational level of employers in education was explored in both of the social dialogue surveys carried out by ETUCE. In the SD I survey the teachers’ unions were asked on what level the employers were organised, with subsequent results showing that employers’ organisations were most frequent at the national level (70-90%) and the least frequent at the local level (20-30%). The regional level varied between 40-50%. 

In this survey (SD II), this organisational aspect was reviewed, now also including the institutional level and explored in relation to the different areas within the education sector: pre-school, primary, secondary, vocational and higher education. In the pre-school and primary areas, the respondents stated that the employers are primarily organised at the national and local levels. When it comes to the educational areas of secondary and vocational education, there is a clear shift in the organisational patterns of the employers, with more frequent employer organisations now at the regional level as well as the national level. Within higher education the teachers’ unions replied that the national and institutional levels are the most frequent levels for employers to be organised at. In all areas of education the employers are thus found to be strongest organised at the national level. 

Types or employers in education according to sectors
The SD II survey furthermore looked into the different types of educational sectors the employers are organised in, such as: the public, the private and the church sector. Not surprisingly, the results indicated the highest frequency of employers’ organisations in the public sector in all the participating countries, a fair number of employers’ organisations in the private sector, and least employers organised in the church sector. 

Likewise, the teachers’ unions were asked in what educational sectors they represent members, and the answers pointed in the same direction as for the employers, with all the respondents indicating that they represent teachers in the public sector, half of the respondents representing members in the private sector and a small number representing teachers in the church sector.

Further investigations and comparisons are needed in order to establish a clear picture of the division of the workforce in education between the private and the public sector. Likewise, the indications given by the SD II survey (chapter 3.7) underline this question as an important subject for discussion when it comes to both the national and the European social dialogue in education. 

5. The next steps 

In this survey, teachers’ union representatives have evaluated central issues in relation to employers and the social dialogue, including: the employers’ interest in education, the quality of the organisation of employers, reasons for the employers’ organisational problems, and the employers’ positions in collective bargaining in education. Other important issues that beneficially could be reviewed and further studied for a more comprehensible analysis are notably: the quality of the organisation of employers; reasons for organisational problems of employers; and the bargaining position of employers in education.  

The purpose of this survey and the former one undertaken in 2005 is to gather data and information from teachers’ unions about the social dialogue in different countries. The first survey focused on the current issues and status of social dialogue in different national settings, while the second survey focused more specifically on the status and role of employers in education. The information gathered was subsequently analysed by dividing the EU/EFTA plus candidate countries into two entities of countries. The analytical path thus went from individual cases to general observations based on the accumulated information about the two groups of countries, the EU15/EFTA and the EU10+4-group. Further insights were acquired by comparing the two groups of countries. The comparisons also offer some points of reference and some perspectives on the social dialogue in the different countries. This approach made it possible to get a general and comprehensive picture of the context and basic issues of social dialogue and the role of employers.


The next step in the process of studying and strengthening the social dialogue is to switch the focus from the general level to the individual level. Based on the information already obtained, ETUCE will initiate the development of an extensive database about employers in education, which will be supported by the above mentioned bipartite regional seminars and by contributions from organisations and individuals involved in the process of establishing a European social dialogue in education. 
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� Some social dialogue mechanisms are already at place at the European level in education (eg. ETUCE’s participation in the Education and Training 2010 Coordination Group), but this very important decision of the Executive Board represents a crucial step towards ensuring that only ETUCE and Member Organisations are the decisive partners in education in Europe.  The action plan underlines that an important step towards establishing a formal sectoral dialogue at EU level is to strengthen social dialogue at the national level.


� The concept of area is used in the report for the sake of clarity in relation to other concepts like level that used to describe administrative/geographical units like the National, Regional, Local, and Institutional level. The concept of sector is used to describe public, private and church sector.  


� This is the same criteria that was used in the previous survey SD I.  


� One union pointed out that they had problems in answering the questionnaire as it did not fit into their system, and that there would be changes in the system which would make their answers out of date very soon.  


� The information from the unions is put in the tables as abbreviations of their country.


� The EU10+4–group will receive more attention in this chapter than the EU15/EFTA-group because of the fact that their replies contained more interesting information than the other group. Especially the parts about challenges and obstacles of the organisation of employers and participation in collective bargaining are studied from the EU10+4–groups’ perspective.


� In the cases of France, Norway, Slovakia and Poland there seems to be diverging views between unions because in these cases one union answered that there is no employer organisation in education. The reason for this could possibly be that the different teachers’ unions from the same country represent different levels of the education sector, and therefore have only answered according to employer organisations in their own sector. 
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								Central		European organisation

								Organisation

						EU15/EFTA		Yes         No		Yes         No

								7             9		9             5

						EU10+4		Yes          No		Yes         No

								1            11		2            10

						Total		8            20		11           15

				Central organisation Yes		Central organisation No		European organisation Yes		European organisation No

		EU15/EFTA		44		56		64		36

		EU10 + 4		8		92		17		83

		Al		29		71		42		58
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						National level		Regional level		Local level

				All		74%		50%		61%

				EU15/EFTA		87%		48%		52%

				EU10+4		61%		52%		70%
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