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RELATIONSHIP OF CAPITAL AND LABOUR

1. The decline of labour relations

In present times all political and social institutions that constitute the core  arrangements of liberal democracy are subject to a serious test under the pressure of hostile factors. The pressure falls on social institutions, beginning with those which relate capital and labour, more directly than on other political and public agencies, because most elements of the present crisis are rooted in the economic and social fabric. On the other hand  the pact between capital and labour has been decisive in sustaining the XX century democracies in the developed western Countries and giving them a social legitimacy. But the attention of politicians and even of social analysts is hardly focused  on labour 
capital relations. This conference is almost a exception in my experience.
This lack of attention might in itself be an evidence  that capital labour relations have become less relevant or  irrelevant to the economic and political destinies of our countries (Buira Group,  2008). A similar conclusion is accepted more or less explicitly not only by many observers external or adverse to the labour movement  but also by some scholars of labour relations and social sciences. Indeed most of these scholars seem to share a negative view, a sensation of loss  due to the decline and possibly the disappearance of the trade unions and, more in depth, of the traditional work of the industrial age, which is substituted by a multitude of different activities and obscured by the overwhelming role of consumers (G.P. Cella, 2007; M. Piore, S. Safford, 2006; W. Streeck, 2009). This negative view is reinforced by the perception  that alternative arrangements are not at hand.

2. The origins


I think that more interpretative caution is necessary, particularly in regard to the 
apocalyptic visions of the future of work and of the end of collective employment 
relations (G.P. Cella, 2007; A.E. Polivka, 2000)).

A first caveat is that most factors relevant for the decline of traditional labour relations  and  indeed of other major institutions of  the XX century social democracy are precedent to the current economic crisis. This does not imply  that there are no connections between the character  of capital labor relations  and the economic crisis. Indeed the alteration in the balance of power between organized labour and capital has contributed, among other factors (neoliberal ideologies, deregulation, of product and financial markets),  (F. Krugman, 2006, with special emphasis on the USA case) to the inequalities in the distribution of wealth and in the prospect of growth which have effected our economies, more or less seriously. In turn these inequalities have been a major factor in causing them to be financed on debit with consequent negative effects not only on social justice and cohesion but also on the stability and the pace of economy growth. For this reason I believe that restoring  some kind of balance in labor relations and in the basic conditions for a social compromise is part of a strategy willing to tackle the economic roots and not only the financial conseguences of the present crisis. The evolution of this crisis is far from clear, given its unprecedented   dimensions. But the scarse  attention devoted  by most government to redress the balance of power between capital and labor and to reform welfare policies with a view to promoting equal opportunities, fighting social exclusivon  and poverty is  a source of preoccupation for the outcome of the anti crisis strategies wich are being implemented.

The present crisis is causing distress on all sectors of society, and is hitting most seriously the weakest parts of it, with the return of mass unemployment and with growing risk of poverty. But the conditions of emplyment and of organized labour are deteriored by deeper long term changes in the fundamental structures of our industrial societies. Pervasive technological innovations, globalisations of markets and the consequent growth o f competitive pressures have  converged in the course of the last three decades  in undermining the structural basis of the social compromise on which our democracies rested: namely the fordist mode of production ,the standard  and relatively stable organization of work, the dominance of the large industrial companies and the role of the national State in regulating the economy, including labour capital relations. Another factor which goes back in time is the hegemony of neoliberal ideologies which has championed market oriented reforms, not only in labour relations but  also in public policies more broadly.
I fact all indicators which account for the declining state of health of traditional labour relations date back at least from the late XX century (B.E. Kaufman, 2004;  T. Boeri et al., 2001; J. Visser, 2006). This is the  case of the drastic reduction of the Union density, in some countries and in private sectors down  to marginal numbers, of the shrinking of collective bargaining coverage, and of the collapse and growing ineffectiveness of industrial conflict. The same is true  of the reduced capacity of the labour movement  to promote and even defend the interests  of its constituencies. Organized labour has often lost touch with the (recurrently) high number of unemployed and of atypical workers; it has lost credit via a vis  large sectors of the working population which have experienced wage freezes or reduction of their share of the national wealth in favour of capital and of rent. 

The financial crisis started in the US has enhanced the impact of  these negative factors with devastating effect on the real economy and on the labour market; the return to mass unemployment is the most dramatic evidence. Giving excessive emphasis on the financial epicentre of the current state of affairs may divert the attention  from more structural aspects of the present crisis, economic and social. In fact policy reactions in many countries are concentrated on restoring the pre existing financial and economic equilibrium; and they tend to rely on much the same measures  which have been adopted in past economic downturns. The implicit assumption is that the current crisis share with the precedent ones a  transitory and a non-structural nature. Much of the evidence is however on the contrary, beginning with the fact that all the factors mentioned above have been here for some time and touch on the fundamental traits of our social and economic life. The evidence is solid enough to demand that political and social actors take seriously the possibility of a more radical  change in the basic structures of our society, not only in labour relations but in social and economic policies, and that they react accordingly.

3. Diversity and individualisation of works
A first analytical effort is needed to clarify the changing nature of work and its consequences on employment relations and on the workplace governance. Two aspects are particularly relevant to our discussion.

One is the increasing differentiation of the workforce, which implies a  major shift away  from the dominant standard employment in the large fordist enterprise towards the various forms of non standard works shadowing in the grey area of  semi autonomous employment (F. Carrè, et al., 2000). Instability, volatility and precariousness are the most dramatic  manifestations of this methamorphosis. This trend is by no means uniform since it depends on both the economic conditions of the various territories and social groups and on the different policies which have been put in place by public institutions (different along the axis regulation- deregulation). Diversity is a common and irreversible feature of post industrial work and indeed of other aspects of social and personal life. I cannot elaborate on this. 

A  major consequence is that diversity cannot be simply disregarded or overcome with the aim of recomposing the unity of the working class; nor this aim can be pursued simply  by way of specific legislative intervention.  I mention this point because a  reaction, common to the traditional left, not only in Italy,  has been to propose the extension to the various atypical workers of all legislation accumulated in the past for the protection of fordist standard employment.  These proposals have remained by and large unanswered; understandably so, because they amount to  desperate attempts to recapture at the  legal level what has been lost in real life.


A second parallel  feature relevant  to our discussion is the individualisation of working life and identities: which is an aspect of a general decline of collective experiences and identities. Here too the change is not transitory, and it does not appear to be  easily influenced by the traditional appeals to class solidarity. Both these features of the post fordist work, diversity and individualisation, are at odd with the foundations of historic labour capital relations, which have been built on  the uniform and collective destinies of industrial workers. Uniformity was  decisive for the success of the standard imperative regulation of working conditions, implemented through legislation and collective  bargaining. And  the collective action of organised labour  was the major instrument used in social democracies in order to protect the individual liberties  of the weakest members of society.

4. The changing features of the enterprise

Technological and competitive pressures  have introduced  not less profound changes in the organisation of  production, pointing in the same direction: i.e. not only breaking  the hierarchical structure of  large firms  but  also creating  different types of enterprise. Often they are of small and even minute size but may be organised in the form of flexible networks and of group arrangements, so as to acquire considerable economic weight. The dissolution of the fordist corporation has altered another essential element of the old capital labour relations, namely the stable and identifiable counterpart of organised labour, which is as essential to traditional labour relations as the standard and identifiable working class. The majority of  people  entering now the labour market, young generations but also women and recent immigrants, have never experienced the fordist workplace  and have no memory of collective action regulating capital labour relations. Instead they have direct knowledge, with mixed feelings, of the different environment of small enterprises and of changeable patterns of work. Not surprisingly they  are reluctant to affiliate to the trade unions, to respond to their appeals to common action and even to participate to political life. These transformations in the work and productive organisations acquire wider implications because they add to profound changes  in the social  and family context  in which the post fordist workers  live. The  decreasing appeal of the bourgeois family model  centred on  a single dominant male agent, the breadwinner, weakens another cornerstone of the traditional economic and social order. And it has a direct impact on the working life since in the present post industrial era the  traditionally net boundaries between the economic and social realms are being blurred.

5. Multiple dualisms in labour capital relationship

The arguments  suggested so far lead to  the conclusion that the model of labour capital relations  which has been prevailing for one century is so profoundly altered that it  cannot be restored as such nor can be adapted with minor adjustments. This statement does not  necessarily support  the negative views mentioned above  which forecast the disappearance of collective  action and labour relations, to be replaced by individual  employment stories in a deregulated market regime. 

The evidence  is not conclusive  in this respect . Instead it indicates different reactions of the various national labour relations systems to the common challenges. 

 Distances are growing not only among national systems but between the various territories within the  same countries and between economic sectors, private and public, protected and exposed to global competitions, standard  and non standard  workers dependent, autonomous and professional work (A. Alesina, E. Glaeser, 2004) . These multiple dualisms  reflect and emphasize a general trend in economy and society which has been accelerated in the last decades and which indicates the diffusion of inequalities in income distribution, prospects of growth  in  personal and national lives. 

The future of labour relations may be emblematic of this trend; it may imply the presence and acceptance of  dual or  even multiple models of regulations and, consequently, of personal and collective conditions. 
The degree of divergence  may vary considerably even in Europe. It may reflect  the usual cleavage between Northern and Southern countries. But it will likely be more pronounced between the countries where the historic labour relations have been originated  and the eastern countries where labour relations and the economies in general have begun to grow in a different legal and contractual  framework. This perspective of  growing divergencies and multiple dualisms runs against the traditional theories of industrial relations and political auspices  which predicted  and advocated  convergent trends in the economic and social  structures of  a stably  growing world community. 
But it may be inevitable unless  positive and consistent action is taken  in order to reverse the trend. Such an action may be effective only if promoted  at a multiple level  by national states which are still relevant actors even in a globalized  world, and also at

by supranational institutions, regional authorities like the European Union, or possibly in a not too distant future some kind of global governance. 
Quite a few economist and social scientists have  come to accept the prospect of a two speed economy and even to welcome it. Their argument is that the developed western countries should slow down the pace of their material growth  and reduce their consumptions adopting a more balanced and qualitative type of growth. The new emerging economies should instead  embrace a  more rapid development  possibly avoiding the excesses and unbalances experienced by our older countries. This well intentioned suggestions  however are by no means  likely to materialize in the present economic scenario. The divergencies which are now emerging are far from virtuous. They reflect growing inequalities and cleavages which may seriously imperil social cohesion and be prejudicial to a sustainable economic growth (N. Acocella, R. Leoni, eds., 2007). Redressing the present economic macrotrends in a more harmonious and balanced  direction is  an immense task which would require enormous policy efforts by powerful international actors  which are not in sight.

6.  Alternative channels of representation: new social and craft identities

So far the analysis .It remains to be seen  to what extent  the decline of labour relations can be  corrected and how: possibly by the convergent initiative of  social actors and public powers.


It has been argued that the  labour relations system that has replaced  traditional collective bargaining is not a market regime, not even in the USA, but rather a regime of substantive employment rights  specified in law, judicial opinions,  and administrative rulings;  these rules are  supplemented by mechanisms at the enterprise level which are responsive to the public regulation but  also susceptible to employees pressures (M.Piore, S. Safford, 2006). The emergence of this new regime has been driven  not by neo liberal ideology nor by  trade unions action but  rather by a  shift in the axes of social mobilisation from mobilisation  around economic identities associated with class ,industry, enterprise and occupation, to mobilisation  around identities  rooted outside the workplace: sex, race,  ethnicity, age ,disability and sexual orientation. These new regulations, ranging from equal opportunity legislation, to limits to the dismissals, to family leaves and provisions, to mandatory minimum wages and arbitration procedures have been mostly generated by pressure groups  built around social  affinities and identities mentioned above, operating often at local level. The impact of this new type of collective action  has been  significant in promoting the  social and economic conditions of the various identity groups  relative to the previous  generations of the same group. Progress has been most striking in working conditions and median wages for women, for the aged, and for ethnic groups  in which recent immigrants predominate. 

A rather different vision is proposed by other authors (G.P. Cella, 2007; D.S. Cobble, L.F. Vosko, 2000). While they share the view that the traditional collective bargaining is inadequate  to represent the mobile workforce of the XXI century, they believe that an alternative system of employees representation could be activated by means of organisation and bargaining models typical of the ‘occupational’ unionism and of the craft unionism of the origins (which was supplanted by the industrial unions).  In fact, their argument goes, the new workforce has  so different positions and characters that it cannot be represented by  standard collective regulations suitable for the fordist workers, but precisely by organising the labour supply  for each single occupation  and by promoting  the bargaining position of each group oor even each worker. This objective could be achieved by curbing competition  within a given occupation and by counteracting any decrease in individual negotiating capacity by various instruments: through assistance of different kind, control of labour supply, portable welfare  benefits (training, unemployment benefits etc), solidaristic networks.
7.
Scope and limits of these alternatives


The two opinions presented here contain important although partial  elements of reflection and indicate possible directions for regulating labour relations. Contrary to the former the latter opinion proposes a regulation still based on the employment status of the individuals, but it has the ‘advantage’ of capturing an important trait of the new labour markets, i.e. the quasi craft nature of many new jobs which escape standard bilateral regulations (typical of traditional collective bargaining) and are more susceptible to unilateral, often minute, regulation. 

Indeed  this kind of regulation  has been initiated by some unions and professional organisations in a few cases. It  may be appropriate  for highly skilled workers and for professionally self conscious employees, who   for their education and position in the labour market are able to control or influence their labour supply individually or organised in homogeneous groups. It is less likely that the same technique can be applied  for contingent workers provided with generic qualifications and who are possible members of the working  poors. Their bargaining power is weakened  by the same factors which reduce the effectiveness of bilateral collective regulation and their social and work identity remains feeble. Moreover the control of labour supply,  and the increase of the bargaining capacity  require in any case a  high degree of cohesion and of organisation, hence some form of collective action: which are precisely the factors which are weakened by the transformations of work and of the labour market produced by the new economy.  

The former opinion presented above is based on a more radical analysis which imply a shift in the locus of  social identity and mobilisation away from the employment status and of the workplace. I agree on  the importance of recognising dispassionately the changing characters of social identities  and on the need of revising the analytical apparatus for studying labour relations; even though this  requires  to overcome some intellectual inertia and  our  personal affection to a glorious scholarly discipline. 
A dispassionate analysis  confirms that collective mobilisation and regulation also in the area of labour capital relations  cannot any longer find unique expression  through trade  unions channels and be based  on merely economic identities. It is true that other social identities, of the type mentioned above, have emerged to represent  new interests and needs which are outside the reach of  traditional labour organisations. But their initiative and expression can hardly cover the  whole area of economic  and social interests of the employees, including the present diversified workforce. 
That is why  I don’t think they cannot  be simply a substitute for a collective action  capable of  giving voice to the basic economic and social interests of this workforce.  In fact the economic  conditions and identities  remain central in the life of people and are still linked to the employment position, no matter how diversified.   The advancement promoted by the new social identity groups  in their relative positions is significant but it has not been matched by a general progress in economic and working conditions. The authors (M. Piore, S.Safford,2006) who have proposed this view  acknowledge that  there has been a dramatic deterioration in the distribution of income and in welfare benefits for the workforce as  a whole, which has caused an increase of inequalities to a level comparable to the years precedent to the New Deal legislation, and the consequent rise of industrial unionism.

8. Possible countertrends: tripartite responses 

The two opinions discussed so far have a common important implication, namely that the forms of collective representation of labour are bound to differentiate in order to  reflect  the variety of positions and of identities of the new workforce. A similar trend is common to other areas of social and political representation, whose traditional channels are being equally challenged by the  diversification of the social fabric. In fact many forms of social and political participation have grown which are hardly included within the traditional social and political agencies (Z. Bauman, 2000 ).
This diversification of the channels of collective representation has ambivalent implications. In the case of labour capital relations the effectiveness  of the new channels of representation and their capacity to promote the cause of labour remain, to say the least, doubtful.. 
Some innovative practices  are emerging  in critical areas of labour relations. 

A few not irrelevant  examples can be traced of unions organizational drives directed to 

non standard employees: e.g. by some European confederations, like the Italian, to low skilled workforce (call centers) ( Van Jaarsveld, 2004), but also among high tech employees (CWA State of Washington) and dependent self employed (at the initiative of the Austrian employees union GPA affiliated to the OGP (Pernicka, 2006).

But these practices are hardly self sufficient to redress the declining trend of organized labour. I am convinced that any reform of capital labour relations capable of meeting the present challenges requires  more than in the past a contribution by public institutions and political actors. 
Some kind of  tripartite action between state and the social parties  is necessary in order to pursue this objective. I don’t mean necessarily the  neo corporatist pacts that  have been concluded in a few European (and South American) countries during the late XX century (N. Acocella, R. Leoni, eds., 2007) . Those agreements were useful (sometime) in stabilizing the inflation, in regulating industrial conflict and in redressing some aspects of income distribution  among the major sectors of the economy and social  groups. The target of tripartite action  should now be different  and more ambitious: i.e. aimed at promoting innovation and new qualitative paths of growth, at  correcting financial excesses and social inequalities, and, even more ambitious, facilitating new forms of collective representation.
Such a demanding task cannot be left  to the spontaneous convergence of  social actors. It would require a strong commitment by national governments and supranational institutions. The European Union could be in pole position for experimenting this kind of common initiatives. If only it decided to become an economic and political actor.


The importance of this kind of tripartite collaboration is confirmed by comparative analysis.



The capacity of organized labour to counteract the destructuring effects of the new economy  has been greatest in the Northern European countries; due to a solid traditional rooting of the Trade unions not only in the workplace (favoured by the diffusion of large enterprises), but also in the tripartite institutions of the labour market.  The so called Ghent system has institutionalised the participation of trade unions, together with the employers and local governments, to the administration of many social practices, active labour policies, educational training, welfare. So the social actors are directly involved in the management of policies which are decisive in sustaining the transformation of the economy and the consequent adaptation and mobility of the workforce in a socially acceptable way. This involvement provides  the trade unions with an additional instrument for sustaining their collective action, also  economically, and  with a further channel to promote rank and file participation  and loyalty. On the other hand  it represents a solid basis to  build long term mutual trust relations with the employers  based on a trade off, positive for both parties, between productivity innovation and labour stability.


The public support to this trilateral administrations of social policies and welfare  has been consistent overtime  and has become so firmly entrenched that has been maintained  by different subsequent governments, including right wing executives. This experience may not be transferable in the same forms to other national contexts, but it confirms the importance of active public support  for the quality of capital labour relations. In fact  the importance of  public regulations to sustain labour relations has been detected also in the US, although in forms quite different from  the legislation  of the New Deal, which founded the historic pattern.

Indeed the changed global scenario demands new directions also in State intervention as such. This is particularly the case for any public action in the critical area of capital labour relations. The factors  which have reduced the effectiveness of  traditional collective bargaining  have a similar impact on protective legislation . Most of this legislation is  shaped after the pattern and according to the needs of standard fordist employment. It proves therefore inadequate to protect the various types of atypical workers, the professionals and  often also the standard workers employed in the small firms of the service society. These were outside the reach of the XX century legislator, and of social democratic parties, which were focused on the working class of the large industrial firms. (B. Hepple ed., 2002).
9.
New directions of legal protection: common rights and rules


The directions and the techniques of public policies need to be profoundly revised if they have to maintain a significant impact on individual and collective labour relations. This does not imply necessarily a retreat of labour law from its regulatory task, nor a shift from the hard law typical of classic labour regulations towards the indefinite techniques of soft law. Soft law has been widely adopted by the European Union as a second best option to influence matters, like most aspect of  labour relations, which are outside its regulatory powers. Its results have proved so far at best uneven (S. Sciarra, 2004); certainly they are not enough convincing to translate this technique in the national legal systems where the state still maintains (some) regulatory capacity. But national legislations  must be themselves   geared to the actual characters of labour relations.


The attempts to  control by uniform legislation derived from the precedent fordist schemes all the contents  of individual employment contracts, which reflect the new variable  work patterns,  have proved to be ineffective or even self defeating. They can hardly  save the core workforce from the pressures  of global competition and  cannot force the non standard patterns of contracts in one rigid framework of rules. In fact the legal interventions on the individual employment contracts have produced quite different outcomes: they have been mainly used to promote the segmentation of labour market via the multiplication of the types of contract  and to legitimise the differentiation of  workers protection, often their  reduction. The Italian legislation of  2003 on atypical employment is a case  in point (act 30\ 2003). 


These shortcomings of traditional legislation do not exclude  all possible legal intervention, not even on some aspects of the employment contract. 


The increased flexibility of standard employees still requires to be regulated in some respects in order to avoid the pitfalls of precariousuess.


E.g. fixed term contracts often are required to be justified by reasons connected with the nature of work or with specific business needs (more or less specifically defined). In some countries they may also not exceed a maximum number usually fixed by collective agreement; a similar result may be favoured by a combined use of  incentives and disincentives. The rationale of these limitations is that an excessive use of these contracts  may be prejudicial to the stability of the workforce and is likely to reduce the enterprise commitment to invest in human capital.


A further policy objective is to prevent a reiteration of fixed term contracts for the same employees. This result can be partly obtained through direct prohibition, but it requires a wider set of interventions, particularly in order to avoid that the reiteration of short term contracts be concentrated on specific groups of employees (youngsters, women and now old aged). Social research indicates that the risk of falling into this trap depends on the combined influence of personal and social conditions (family background, education, economic and social context) and can be reduced only by intervening on the same conditions  (I. Bison. E. Rettore, A. Schizzerotto, 2009). 

A similar selective approach must be followed in adapting the body of  law developed for the  standard workers of last century. Instead of forcing the extension of  all this imperative law to the new workforce, the main effort should be directed to define and enforce a floor of basic rules applicable to all types of work: from the dependent employees to the various atypical workers, including those active in the grey area between dependent employment and self employment, and in the case of welfare rights  also to individuals employed in socially useful activities and to citizens as such. This approach implies a major reorientation of social policies and their extension beyond the traditional sphere of labour law, with the aim of providing a common body of rights and values capable of constituting the floor of a new social citizenship.

The innovation required  implies not only an enlarged scope of application of employment and welfare rules but also a change of their content and objectives. The new public policies cannot be geared  to  the exclusive protection  of the male adult breadwinner  which was the main reference of the XX century labour law and welfare. Nor they cannot be delegated  to the negotiations  between the collective actors. They need to address a broader range of beneficiaries  and  to be sustained by  universal rules and values.  
Some guiding principles  are being set by the revival of  social rights in  a few national legislations and are proposed by the European treaty, although so far provided with an uncertain legal status (T. Treu, 2008; S. Giubboni, 2005-2008). These principles reaffirm social rights already  present  in national constitutions: freedom of association and of collective action, health and safety protection, the wide area of equality and non discrimination, economic rights such as minimum wages and income protection in case of unemployment. These rights need to be made more effective in labour relations and to be fully applied also to non standard workers. Some of them are to be affirmed even more widely: basic income beyond the sphere of official unemployment to needy inactive citizens, and minimum pensions to be guaranteed to all elderly people (to be supplemented by occupational pensions which are often restricted to standard employees).
10. Family welfare and labour market policies

An equally challenging policy renewal is   required by the  dramatic changes in the family structure and  in the demographic  composition of the labour force: aging of the population and declining birth rates (M. Ferrera, 2005; G. Esping Andersen, 2002). Both changes call for a new focus of social rights and welfare; less centred on the individual male worker and  more tailored to the needs of the working families .Which means extending welfare measures and the principle of equal opportunity to new aspects of personal and family life. This frontier has been crossed  by some national legislators which have adopted family friendly policies such as time off work for both parents, flexible working patterns, services for child care and compensation  for care activities within the family. Other innovative policies have been introduced to favour the prolongation and the quality of working life of the aging population, which is capable but also required  to work longer than the previous generations.

The focus of labour policies is not only expanding in these directions. It has been shifting  from the objective of regulating the individual employment contract and  place of work to the regulation and administration of the labour markets as such.. The sense of this shift is ambivalent and controversial (S. Cazes, A. Nesporova, 2007;  S. Sciarra, 2008). It has been criticised as a dangerous surrender to an unregulated  flexibility. On the contrary it is considered a necessary reaction  to the increased mobility of the  workforce. 
My view is that any judgment must be made on the basis of the actual impact of the various policies. It depends on whether the measures adopted amount simply to reducing the traditional protections of individual employment in view of increasing labour flexibility and productivity or they are functional to finding a socially acceptable balance  between business needs and the reduction of the uncertainties of employment and of working life. The transformations of  the economy and of the markets make untenable a  defence of labour standards concentrated on the individual workplace or job, as it was possible in the stable context of the fordist  markets. But expanding labour policies to the labour market can produce a positive trade off for the overall  conditions of employment only if these policies are supported by institutions and measures capable to guarantee security to the employees affected by work losses and displacements. In short these policies must be capable to provide new opportunities of good employment ‘on the market’ in lieu of the positions lost in the previous individual contract.

The set of institutions and measures necessary to this end are wide ranging and have proved to be most effective and useful for the employees and for organized labor, when they are sustained by tripartite action. The successful experience of Nothern  European  countries, gives some significant evidence to this extent. Active labour policies include not only efficient employment services necessary to favour an appropriate matching between labour demand and offer, supported by adequate income protection during unemployment, but also intensive training and educational policies capable to improve the professional and cultural potential of the individuals in line with the needs of the knowledge society. 
These employment and training services are required to meet the needs of an increasingly variable workforce, often quite distant from the traditional users: the increasing number of women and of old aged, the multitude of immigrants and  the educated knowledge workers, which may be semiautonomous but still in need of help. Moreover the provision of these services is not exceptional as it was in the past but may be recurrent in the life of the individuals due to the volatility of the markets and also to the variable personal and family needs.  Even the Nordic countries which have the longest and most successful experience in   these area of welfare are under pressure  to adapt their policies so as  to maintain a high level  of social  protection while allowing for the increased mobility and flexibility required in the new turbulent environment. 
11. Workers participation
Workers participation in various forms has a long tradition not only in public institutions but also, in  the governance of the enterprises. In this respect it has been widely used and appreciated mainly in central European countries. It has been seen with diffidence  in others, particularly when reaching the level of codetermination. In this form it has been considered by the employers an inacceptable interference with management prerogatives and by the unions as possibly incompatible with their conflictual and bargaining role. The importance of workers participation might now be enhanced by the requirements of increased qualitative productivity imposed by the new economy, which may demand more direct involvement of the workforce, and  by the increased skill and education of the workers. It is however an open question whether this demand of participation will be used collectively by trade union or by the employers  via human resource management techniques outside unions channels or even as anti unions vehicle.
The influence of finance on the real economy has produced devastating effects on the structure and the governance of the enterprise and  on the traditional instruments of collective action, including workers participation. Indeed the recent changes in the financial markets are not irrelevant in explaining the unions decline (S. Jacobi, 2009).  The Trade unions voice in these financial transformations  has proved weak even in those countries where their codetermination rights have been  quite influential in the traditional economies. 
The  participation of workers to capital formation through the pension funds has been growing considerably also in countries like the USA where codetermination rights of the European style have been absent, apart from extreme cases of enterprise crisis or bankrupcy. But these funds have not been used nor conceived for exerting a collective influence of the employees- stock holders on the supply of capital  in some workers friendly or socially relevant directions. They have not been able to denounce vigourously enough and restrain the financial excesses which have contributed to the present crisis.

These financial transformations and their impact on capital labour relations have only recently come to the attention of  some trade unions and of some scholars (S.Jacoby, 2009;  T. Kochan, 2009). They have raised a general question which has to do with the very basis of the enterprise legitimacy. This question should be seriously considered well beyond the traditional approach of the corporate social responsibility. This formula has proved  inadequate to improve the fairness and even the legality of corporate behaviour in the actual turbulent markets, More specifically the issue has been raised on whether to reframe or  abandon the various forms of workers participation  so as to avoid the paradoxical condition of involvement without influence.
12. European and global dimensions
A final perspective can only be mentioned here, namely the international dimensions of labour relations. Their decisive relevance is commonly recognised, but in spite of this awareness most policies and regulations in this area remain national. This is true also in Europe, even though the Union was shaped with the aim, among others, to compensate for the decreasing  national authority and resources also in labour and social relations.
In perspective social policies should be projected on a global scale, at least for those who  envisage a ‘democratic development’, not only a global competition. But a globalisation of social policies can not be pursued directly at least for the time being, for lack of adequate institutions and consensus, The  European social space  could be a more manageable dimension. Its construction  may be a necessary intermediate step on the road to global policy making.
A major weak point of  social Europe is the scarce influence  which has been able so far to exert on national decisions in critical area of labour and welfare policies, and even on economic policies.   Such two handed strategy has been not only practiced but also theorized. It was implied in the Lisbon declaration of 2000 and it is has been proposed even by authors who  stress the need of stronger coordination in structural reforms and macroeconomic policy. The argument is that product and capital market reforms can be appropriately  decided at the EU level, but the decisions on labour market  and social policy reforms should remain  at the national level  (A. Sapir, 2005). 
I cannot elaborate on this; I tried it in other occasions (T. Treu, 2008). But I am convinced that the “decoupling” between financial, economic and social strategies does not contribute to the building of a common European model; indeed it may be prejudicial to social cohesion and to economic stabilization. The risks is even more serious in face of the present crisis which is increasing the centrifugal and competitive pressures (M. Ferrera, 2008).
  This is not a procedural but a political weakness. National leaders should devote more energy  to build  consensus on common instruments and policies, beginning with a solid constitutional basis, including fundamental social rights. If national leaders are serious about pursuing common social policies  they should accept some binding  commitment to this end  and put in place the procedures necessary to enforce them. Otherwise  coordination will remain a vague intention or worse an illusory cover for a different reality whereby each national labour and welfare system is played against the other.
13. An uncertain revival 
It s widely accepted that the old system of labour relations  has irreversibly declined . Contrary to some nostalgic opinions it cannot be  restored by minor adjustments because the decline is caused by fundamental changes in the productive and social structures of society on which it rested. It is also unlikely, at present, the emergence of an alternative model of relations provided with   unitary features like those with characterised the fordist system. Diversity in the modes of production , in work patterns, in social identities and life styles is here to stay and cannot be simply bypassed, This diversity does not preclude per se  the search for the same  objective which was pursued by the labour and socialist movements in the last century, namely to give voice, social rights  and protection t working people.

 But the ways and vehicles necessary to pursue this objective will be different and possibly more tortuous than in the past. Other institutions  and actors will have to be involved . The Trade unions are still a decisive collective actor. But in order to interpret the various  realities of work and  meet the new objectives they need to address broader constituencies and enlarge their scope of action in the directions already indicated: not only collective bargaining, but labour market and  welfare services, involvement in economic and possibly financial institutions. 

They will be less and less the only, and possibly major, channel of social and collective participation. And they will have to rely not only on the traditional self help but on supportive public policies. The measures which are necessary to implement the basic rights which constitute a common floor of social citizenship go beyond the traditional labour legislation and categorical  welfare and have to be tailored on the diversified needs of the working citizens of present times. New regulations of the various kinds of work, a better combination of flexibility and security on the labour market combined with active labour policies and welfare services available to all working people and citizens. These institutions of the welfare and of the labour market may be supported by the active participation of the beneficiaries, workers but also users at large. The diffusion of these forms of social participation may help to revitalise  the  public institutions and to shape the labour policies in accordance with the needs and identities emerging from present society. At the same time they may give to the old and new members of the working population additional reasons to adhere and participate to the Unions activities. The participative experiences of some countries  give  positive evidence to this end.

But  even so the future of labour relations is subject to uncertain variables. The implementation of ambitious policies as those prospected here requires a strong commitment of different social and political actors. Institutional changes of this magnitude have to be accompanied or preceded by equally profound changes in the aspirations and in the collective conscience of the various components of society, beginning with the most entrenched organisations. These cultural and social acquisitions are in turn to be translated in common goals, in social cohesion and political mobilisation. It is difficult to predict if and how these changes can  materialise, whether they can be focused on labour capital relations and prevail on institutional and social inertia.

The multiple transformations  of our society, of  the modes of production, work organisation, social identities and forms of participations must all be taken into account in designing new ways for  labour relations  The new realities  require an adaptation of our analytical  tools and often of well established  beliefs;  but the changing  instrument should not  divert us from a general commitment which characterises industrial relations as a discipline and should  inspire the political action of social reformers: namely  the commitment to provide a voice to all working citizens and  promote better chances for their lives and personal development .
NOTE
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