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Abstract

This paper analyzes the impact of trade unionsearuneration in
the Estonian public sector. In this paper, uniomaming power is
investigated separately in healthcare, educationcatiure and the
public service using a case study approach. Thaodetlaborated
by the author uses documentation from branch lesgbtiations in
the period 2001-2005. The analysis reveals thamnsnido have an
impact on remuneration in the Estonian public gsectbhe

influence is greater in healthcare, less in edanaind culture, and
ambiguous in the public service where social diaébgloes not
really work. The most important factors of uniofiuence turn out
to be the political and legal environment (the righ strike),

funding schemes and the bargaining structure (distemce and
stability of an employers’ union, the number of watgvels

bargained, the clarity with which parties repreghatir positions).
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1. INTRODUCTION

This paper investigates the extent and contenthimnubargaining

power in the public sector in Estonia. The literatabout unions in
the New European Union Member States has so far tetler

descriptive, and no thorough analysis of bargaipiogyer has been
conducted. Unionism in the public sector is exploggen less.

The public sector needs to be explored separatety the private
sector because bargaining conditions in these twiferd
considerably. According to Forni and Giordano (20@3 the
greatest difference between the public and prisetor union
models is that employers in the private sector assumed to
maximize profits, but employers in the public secice believed
to aim at socially optimal results (meaning effigg or equality).
Political factors can have quite a major role ie thargaining
process in the public sector as the objective fanctccording to
which wage and employment would be set, comprisgsptex
interactions of economic goals (for example coshimization)
and political goals (for example vote maximizatiofyalletta,
1993: 546). The legal system, which often diffeetween the
public and private sector with respect to barganiis also
considered to be one of the major factors of barggioutcomes.
Although the employer’'s objective is rather morexible in the
public sector, the institutional framework (the dégnd political
environment) tends to be more constraining. Theeefi is not
clear how the bargaining outcome may differ in thblic sector
compared to the private sector.

An established fact in empirical research is that not possible to
evaluate the exact impact of unions on working d@nts or the
economy by any method. Union impact is not limitedhe impact
they have on their own members, but their actiwitiave converse
spillovers. The most often used approximation dbarbargaining
power in the empirical literature is the union-noimm wage
differential, especially in macroeconomic modelsl aggregated
labour market models (Booth, 1995: 157). As balggipower is
difficult to estimate because it is not quantifgbthe emphasis in
the empirical literature is rather on examinindgediént factors that
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impact on bargaining power. Above all, factors steng from the

bargaining environment are explored and in parictthose from

the institutional environment. Significant factarsually turn out to

be the legal environment (Currie and McConnell, 1199ebdon

and Mazerolle, 2003; Ichniowskt al. 1989; Tracy, 1988; Zax and
Ichniowski, 1990) and political institutions (Faldnd Strom,

2005; O'Brien, 1994; Valletta, 1989), but also fexample,

globalization and technological change (Brock anublixlaere,

2006).

The bargaining power of unions in the Central arakt&n
European (CEE) countries is even less explored.reTtage,

however, some studies about union-nonunion wadereiftials

(for example in Hungary: Neumann, 2002) and wadferéntials

in the labour market flexibility context (in EsteniEamets and
Kallaste, 2005). In addition, Dobbelaere (2004d$irthat union
ability to rent share is highly pronounced in staened firms, but
far less observed in private firms in Bulgaria. gae(2002)
conducted a case study of Hungary and Slovenixitoee union

effectiveness, and this provided a slightly deep®terstanding of
union strength in CEE countries. Trust in managdraed union
member commitment prove to be important determsahiunion

effectiveness in her study. Trif (2007) gives arteliesting

comparison of collective bargaining practices innfRaia and
those prevalent in Western Europe. The rest ofwtbek in this

field remains at a somewhat descriptive level: ay aate,

analyzing how systems of industrial relations warkl estimating
union density and coverage rates provide some @afeanion

strength (e.g. Pollert, 1999; Stanojevic, 2003).nMpapers also
consider the background of EU accession (e.g. Aeddp02;

Borbely, 2000; Martin and Cristescu-Martin, 2001afh and

Cristescu-Martin, 2003).

The aim of this paper is to analyse whether uniafiect
remuneration in the Estonian public sector. Thelipudector is
defined here as organisations that are financethéystate either
directly or indirectly. The paper focuses on renmatien because
this tends to be the most important subject of tiatjons in this
sector. The union impact is investigated separatelyealthcare,
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education and culture, and the public service. &hbsee fields
also cover the majority of this sector.

Work done so far concerning union impact on remaiia@n in

Estonia is limited to Eamets and Kallaste (2009)eyT estimate
union-nonunion wage differentials using data frdm Estonian
labour force survey 1999, and find that the wagempum for

union members is insignificant. The main explamatfor this

outcome might be that sectoral agreements are cpkantiy

important in the public sector, and these usudlp @over non-
union members either formally or informally. In &iteh, the

situation has changed since then as several nezeragnts have
been concluded in the public sector covering marpleyees.

Hence, as a complementary approach to Eamets afidst€a
(2005), this paper uses a case study approaclvéstigate union
impact for a later period by analysing official fwcols of sectoral
negotiations from 2001-2005. The major reforms mions had
already been carried through by this period, thesit rates had
more or less stabilised and the structure of wagdisese sectors
had been formulated.

The paper is organised as follows. The first chaptevides an
overview of the data and methodology used in tlpep# analyse
the bargaining process. Secondly, the bargainioggsses in the
Estonian public sector are described. The thirdfandh chapters
analyse possible sources of differences in unioangth and
estimate bargaining power in three different brascbf the public
sector.

2. DATA AND METHODOLOGY FOR
ANALYSING THE BARGAINING
PROCESS

Bargaining power is often defined as the abilityagdarty to reach
an agreement on the basis of conditions set by piagy.

Bargaining power is relative (not absolute) andesduring the
negotiation process (Gerhart, 1976: 332). Uniom&iaing power
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in the Estonian public sector is estimated in théper using
indirect measures, as bargaining power is not eslienwith any
direct measure. The case study methodology is igsadalyse the
negotiation processes, where cases are formed sotpral
bargaining in the Estonian public sector. The diease consists
of three sub-cases (negotiations in healthcarecatdum and
culture, and the public service).

Data sources for this case study are above allrdents from

negotiations. The tradition in all three sectorthist the rounds of
negotiations are conducted by the parties in tuand, hence, the
protocols are written at different rounds by diffier parties and
then ratified by the other parties. Objectivitytlie main criterion
for selecting this source of data. The background the

negotiations has been complemented with informagained from

questioning the bargaining parties. The represeattof both

unions and employers’ organisations as well asesgntatives of
the Ministry of Social Affairs were questioned. Thyeestions
concerned above all the structure of the orgawissticooperation
between the organisations and to some extent laésiodpinion of

developments in the bargaining processes.

Sectoral bargaining processes in this article amdyaed using a
straightforward method that is illustrated in Figur. This figure

describes the bargaining cycles — in this casether 3 bargaining
cycles or 3 budgetary years. Both the union ancethployer have
some initial positions that converge during theatiggions until an

agreement is reached (or when parties are notngilto make

enough compromises then no agreement is signednsho the

third cycle in the figure). The time limit for a tgaining cycle is

the passage of the state budget, as then the fudithe branch
would be fixed. At the beginning of the next cyttie parties have
new initial positions — the union demands more tvas agreed in
the previous cycle, the employer offers less, blitnsore than was
previously agreed.
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Figure 1. The bargaining process in the public sector

In the figure,w is the difference between the initial positiors,
shows how much the union gives in, or how mucheimployer
accomplishes, ang shows how much the employer gives in, or
how much the union accomplishdkthere is agreement, the sum
of the union’s and employer’s bargaining powersaggjone (then
w = X +¥). An agreement would not be reached if the surthef
bargaining powers was less than one. Some infoomagbout
union impact would also be gained after exploringyvhmuch
wages are raised by each cydén(Figure 1). But then this should
be compared with the national average pay riségtioh etc. (to
extract the pressure on pay from the general ecmnom
environment, which is not a direct influence of th@ons). This
method enables us to see by how much each partygekaits
initial position by comparing andy. Theoretically, this could give
an approximation of bargaining power as follows:

Q) Union'sbargaining powerzl,
W

(2) Employer's bargaining power=-—~ .
W

It should be noted that in bargaining theory, thécome of
bargaining depends on utility functions in additimnbargaining
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powers. In the most common union models, the abgtof the

parties are described using utility functions tdapend on wage
and/or employment. In the present methodology, patties have
exactly opposing interests, which concern only vgag&s in

practice bargaining only takes place over pay ia Hstonian
public sector, this assumption comes quite closetht® real

situation. The parties’ opinions about employmeatters are even
rather similar as the issue of a labour shortageenpublic sector
has been a topic of public debate over these \eam/e all the
shortage of doctors, nurses, teachers, policemeh rascue
workers) and a pay rise could have been accompanyedn

employment rise. The situation could be a bit défe for

administrative employees whose pay rise has bdémgtplace at
the expense of employment cuts.

In addition, the bargaining powers calculated usorgwlas 1 and
2 are influenced by how realistic the initial pasits are — in other
words, how much the parties are bluffing. If a umiotentionally
demands a wage that is too high then this methodhtmi
underestimate the union’s relative bargaining powéowever,
both parties probably take their initial positiomgh some reserve
that would have a balancing effect on estimatioh®argaining
power.

The estimations of bargaining power calculatedhis tvay are
more accurate for unions. Namely, if an agreememiok reached
then the employer can stay at the same pay lexelr@st on its
initial offer or even lower than that). Hence, tfergaining powers
of both parties are estimable if there is agreembant if an

agreement is not reached then the bargaining paethe

employer might be higher than calculated with tHeseulas.
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3. SECTORAL NEGOTIATION
PROCESSES IN THE ESTONIAN
PUBLIC SECTOR

Union density rates by branches in the Estoniardipskctor are
presented in Table 1 (public sector is defined HmBreStatistics

Estonia as establishments that are owned by the stalocal

governments). It appears that about a quarterlafnaployees in
the public sector are union members. The only brawbere

density is much lower is public administration. &wkise, very few
employees in public administration work in estabients where a
union exists, while in other branches the rateasenthan 50%.

Table 1. Union density and coverage rates in the publatase 2005
averages

Sectors*Health and Public EducationOther (incl.
Indicator social work administration culture)
Total number of salaried

) 33.7* 39.3* 55.8* 429.3*
workers, in thousands
Number of salaried workers
the public sector (establishments 211 38.2 535 359
owned by the state or local
governments), in thousands
Union density, % 26/ 22* 4] 4* 27 | 26* 27/ 6*
Workers who work in
establishments where a union 57 / 49* 14/ 11* 58 /56* 52/13*
exists, %
Coverage rate of sectoral "
agreements 2006, % 42 0 33 10
Coverage rate of agreements at
establishment level, 01.12.2005 11* 6 4 3

valid agreements in the public

sector, %

* Total in the sector (public and private owners)

** Sectors according to Estonian classificationeobnomic activities 2003 (EMTAK):
healthcare includes veterinary and social workl(ingphanages, homes for the aged
etc.), public administration includes defence aadhgulsory social security, education
includes kindergartens, vocational education, usities, adult education etc.

Sources: Estonian labour force survey (ETU), regist collective agreements of the
Ministry of Social Affairs, Estonian Employees’ Wms’ Confederation (author’s
calculations).
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As sectoral agreements cover a lot more employdes t
agreements concluded at establishment level, iemahkore sense
to study union impact by analysing sectoral agregsneand
negotiations. Unions in this sector more likelyluehce the branch
as a whole as the minimum wage rates are set ihc¢asss for all
employees in the branch due to the wage systentiseirpublic
sector. Estimating union impact using establishnoernhdividual
level data would underestimate the union impactol{pbly
showing no impact at all).

In all three sectors under study there are bigariggotiations
taking place, which also include some aspectsipértism. In the
private sector, employers and unions can bargaiactty in
sectoral negotiations because employers decidetbegerfunding
(including wage costs) by themselves. Employerghm public
sector depend on a third party who decides ovefuihéing of the
sector. Therefore, in addition to negotiations leetw employers
and unions, negotiations between employers andcesupof
funding also take place to some extent and theseptacesses are
connected to each other. Unions have less opptrtiminfluence
the sources of funding directly.

The employers, unions and sources of funding byosemd their
roles in the negotiations are presented in Tabl&& all the
representatives of employers participate in the otiations,
especially on the level of local governments. la fivate sector,
it is easy to specify the employer, but this is al@tays the case in
the public sector. It has been easier to defineetmployers in
healthcare where the relationships between thesymd and the
unions are also more similar to the relationshipgshe private
sector. The negotiations in education and cultdse @oncern
institutions governed by local governments, althoutpcal
governments do not take part in the negotiatioh& fiegotiations
in the public service only concern the public sesvat national
level and not at the local government level.

In healthcare, unions are rather fragmented as woeekers on the
same level are sometimes represented by differdohs. In other
sectors the problem is rather that the single ufederations also
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encompass workers from other sectors. So, ROTAludes
workers from healthcare and social welfare and TA&Gm
healthcare and public administration.

Table 2. Sectoral employers, unions and sources of fundmnghe
public sector, 20042005

Sector Party Representatives of the party Participation
Healthcare Sources of Estonian Health Insurance Fund Observer
funding
Unions Estonian Medical Association Negotiator since 1995
(EAL)
Trade Union Association of HealthNegotiator since 1995
Officers of Estonia (EKTK)
The Federation of Estonian Negotiator since 2000
Healthcare Professionals Unions
(ETTAL)
Estonian Nurses Union (EOL) Negotiator since 2004
Employers Estonian Hospitals’ Association Negotiator since 1995
(EHL)
Estonian Government Negotiator since 2004
Education Sources of Ministry of Finance, Parliament, Representatives of the
and culture funding (local governments subordinately)Ministry of Finance
included in the
committee of
ministries
Unions Estonian Employees’ Unions’ Negotiator since 1993
Confederation (TALO)
Employers Estonian Government Negotiator since 1993
Association of Estonian Cities Observer
Association of Municipalities of ~ Observer
Estonia
Public Sources of Ministry of Finance, Parliament Representativestod
service funding Ministry of Finance
included in the
committee of
ministries
Local governments Do not participate
Unions Confederation of Estonian Trade Negotiator
Unions (EAKL)
Trade Union of State and Local Negotiator
Government Institutions' Workers
(ROTAL)
Employers Estonian Government Negotiator
Association of Estonian Cities Does not participate

Association of Municipalities of  Does not participate
Estonia
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In all these sectors, sources of funding partieipat the

negotiations to some extent, but they never bardagctly with

the unions. In healthcare, the Estonian Health rinsze Fund
organises health insurance and funds healthcaraniaagions.

Among other expenses, healthcare organizationstoaalso cover
wage costs from funds received. The share of ftimatshealthcare
establishments allocate for wages is the subjechegfotiations
between employers and unions. As the funds arerrdigied

externally from the negotiation process, it sigrfitly limits the

room for negotiations. Still, representatives & Hhealth Insurance
Fund have also attended these negotiations as vebserin

addition, the Minister of Social Affairs, who repemted the
government in 2004, was at the same time the chairof the

council of the Health Insurance Fund and at sontpduring the
negotiations also revealed the positions of thedFiievertheless,
the negotiations have been bipartite in essence.

The field of education is governed by the MinistrfyEducation
and Research; cultural personnel are governed\msraedifferent
ministries. The budgets for the ministries are Isgtthe state
budget, which is elaborated via negotiations betwé&e Ministry
of Finance and the relevant ministries, discussedr |by the
government and the parliament that passes thelsidtget as law.
Thus, the negotiations over pay rises for educasiod cultural
employees are largely restrained by the proces$iseo&laboration
of the state budget — minimum wage rates are aniute
negotiable.

In the public service at the national level, thevegoment in
negotiations with ROTAL does not directly determitne wage
fund because the funds have to come through the btadget
(basically the same case as for education andreylthe subject
of negotiations is above all the salary scale gehb government,
but also the general wage system. Sectoral neigotain the
public service take place only for state publiovaats as the same
partners cannot negotiate on wages for local gowvem
employees, whose wages are not set by the govetnimenby
local governments.
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The difference from the private sector in the legalironment
concerns public servants notably more than worketsealthcare
or education and culture. The greatest differerieens from the
Collective Labour Dispute Resolution Act, which Ipitats strikes
in government agencies and other state bodies audl |
governments, in the Defence Forces, other natiatefence
organisations, courts, and fire fighting and resseevices. As
there is no right to strike in the public servitdegre have been no
larger actions to protect their demands, only ke demand pay
increases, to gain the right to strike and to aehleetter working
conditions.

3.1. Bargaining process in healthcare

In healthcare, negotiations are held for three nmwfessional
levels — doctors, nurses and care assistants. ETiaslalso put
forward demands concerning wages for mid-rankingfgssional
staff and professionals with a university degreat ib practice
these groups have not been the subject of negotsatind they
have not yet been covered by sectoral agreementzddition to
minimum wages for different groups, the negotiagionthis sector
have also dealt with the length of vacation anahilng (ETTK in
2002, EKTK and ETTAL in 2004), but in practice thdssues are
not really bargained over.

Three sectoral agreements have been signed inetted2001—
2005 (20.03.2002; 13.06.2003; 23.09.2004). The fin® were
basically annual agreements; the third one lasietivio years and
set different wage rates for both years. The &ggeement did not
cover nurses, because then only EKTK representsd,thnd it did
not agree with the wage level offered by EHL (theblf
conciliator granted permission to strike, but tldegided not to go
so far). The agreement in 2003 was not extended, thel
agreements signed in 2002 and 2004 were extendsbdorporate
bodies in healthcare. The agreement in 2004 waguanbecause
for the first time it was also signed by the gowveemt as an
employer. However, this only affected an insigrifit number of
doctors and nurses. So, in conclusion the covetage grown
solidly in time.
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The negotiation processes on the basis of profesdiar 2002—
2006 are illustrated in Figures 2—4. Each entryasgnts a point in
time where at least one party changed its demaffelsoFigure 2

also includes demands made by ETTAL for professsondth a

university degree other than doctors. These ardlynait lower

than the demands of doctors because their avesday $s also a
bit lower in practice. In spite of the similariteetwveen these two
professions, EAL and ETTAL do not consult with eacther

before putting forward demands. However, ETTAL duls the

demands of EAL. EAL somewhat cooperates with EKhitead.

Likewise there is no consultation between the twoms that

represent nurses (EKTK and EQL) and that is whyr themands
also sometimes differ. The only unions that consath other
about wages for nurses are ETTAL and EOL, but thy discuss

how high a wage ETTAL should demand for care amsistbased
on a certain wage level for nurses. The minimum esathat

ETTAL demands for mid-ranking professional sta# again a bit
lower than the requests for nurses, even thougpragtice these
wages do not differ as much.

90
80 —@—EHL

70 AVAVA wou ~A-EAL

60 1 —&— ETTAL
0
5 . A A

w X Government

20 —ooooR B Agreement

30

Hourly wage, EEK

2001/2002 2002/2003 2004 (for 2005) 2004 (for 2006)
Bargaining cycles (in time) by agreements

Figure 2. Negotiations on minimum hourly rates for doctans @ther
professionals with a university degree for 2002-6€200

In general, the charts largely correspond to whed wroposed in
Figure 1. Deviations from this pattern occur in 200004, when
the employer withdraws its initial offers, and i0(05, where at
some point the offers of employers exceed the ddmahunions
(doctors and EQL). Both of these exceptional behagi can be
explained by the specifics of the public sectortha first case it
was revealed that the funding would not be as haghwas
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presumed. In the second case, the governmentadkgart in the
bargaining, but did not want to make offers as laghEHL. The
offers from EHL began to exceed the offers from dglogernment
for 2005 about the same time as the government nbéga
participate in the negotiations. At that point Ebkgan demanding
financial means rather than trying to rein in theger demands set
by the unions (as the minister of social affairpresented the
employers as well as the chairman of the councithef Health
Insurance Fund).
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m 40 \ —©—EKTK
g; 35 —A—EOL
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= 30 —*—ETTAL
> - aa\a
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5 ) : UJ X Government
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Bargaining cycles {in time) by agreements

Figure 3. Negotiations on minimum hourly rates for nursesZ002—
2006
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Figure 4. Negotiations on minimum hourly rates for care stagits
for 2002-2006

Another difference between Figure 1 and the figioedealthcare
is that the length of the negotiations does noteddpon the
budgetary year. Even if the parties do not reachagmeement
during the budgetary year, they still bargain. his trespect, the
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negotiations in healthcare resemble negotiationgh& private
sector. The figures show that the unions tend tdkemlarger
compromises than the employers.

3.2. The bargaining process in education
and culture

In education and culture the main themes of netimtis. have been
wage issues; other working conditions have not bexeably dealt
with in the period 2001-2005. The government hasepred to
bargain on wage increases during this time, but OAlas been
more interested in a rise in minimum wage ratesaAssult, there
have been some misunderstandings between the gzartime
agreements and in the final minutes (when an agreemas not
reached) there is also a fixed rise in the ovevalje fund (that in
essence is determined via the state budget anyvedlygr than
minimum wage rates that would really add respoliibio the

government.

In connection with an increase in the overall wafymd,
negotiations have also concerned who decides hadwide this
increase because, as a survey conducted by theidsteducation
Personnel Union in 2005 showed, this increase did atways
reach teachers (because of the decisions of lazedrgments and
also of school boards) (Informatsioon...2005). In itoid, the
government has reproached TALO for not presentimgléemands
clearly (in 2002) and that radiologists who beléed ALO should
hold negotiations with other healthcare workers d&tdL (in
2002), and that the government can only speak thie schools
where only 10% of pedagogues are employed, andfanothe
remaining 90% under local governments. For thasoeathe
agreement for 2005 did not cover teachers in mpaicschools.
However, in the agreement for 2006, the partieevedso able to
cover municipal schools.

Negotiations regarding minimum wage rates for eygds with a
university degree working full-time in positionsathrequire a
university degree are illustrated in Figure 5. lie period 2001—
2005, an agreement was signed three times betwike® and the
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government (2001, 2004 and 2005). During this wipagod, the
general objective of TALO has been that this mimmwage rate
has to equal the national average wage forecagtéldebMinistry
of Finance. Other minimum rates in education antle would
depend on this minimum wage. Still, the average evéags
remained a long-term objective and the wage ratezadded have
been a bit lower. The negotiations have approatedninimum
wage rates differently in different years — wagesgor 2001 and
2002 were meant to be achieved by the end of thesmonding
year, so the rates were agreed with a lag for 2062 2003. In
2005 and 2006, the rates were determined for theseific years.
In 2003 and 2004, the government did not go alorip whe
demands of TALO and no agreement was signed. Tdnarefi
shows that the government has not been very eagenake
compromises and that the long-term objective hidiedraway.

9000 ]
______ !
ﬁ 8000 P ——— |
w Ly V21N Axap
2 7000 4
< s=——==- <
A ’ S S:Mf
> 6000 J SU—
= AA A MM :
c s’ (e —— r R R L SYTTIPTPRTN NG00 .
2 5000
4000 T T T T T
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
= = = Objective (forecasted average wage) *==****** Valid minimum
—4— Government —&— Union

B Agreement
Figure 5. Negotiations between TALO and the government over
minimum wage rates for members of TALO with a unsity degree
remunerated through the state budget and workitigtifte in a
position that requires a university degree

Figure 6 illustrates the negotiations for a risehia overall wage
fund for teachers (that in most cases has coincididthe general
increase in the overall wage fund for education audtural
employees). Even though the concrete numbers esquidsy the
government have generally ranged from 8% to 10%, itfitial
figures have been the requests from the ministoeshe state
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budget, not the rates they actually offer the unkor that reason it
appears that the government withdrew its initiééis in 2003 and
2004. Thus, in some sense the process could bedoakso that
the government starts from an increase of 0%. licaesider the
first expressed number as the starting point thenet have only
been two cases when the parties have reached erligmber at
the end of the negotiations. In the second casewhs achieved
after a strike in 2003 where more than 20,000 eyeas attended.
After the union had called a strike, the governmianteased the
funds from 8% to 12%. However, no agreement wasesig
because TALO claimed that its demands were 15%nahd2%.

25

20 A AA A

15

Rise in overall wagefund, %

5 |

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

—e—Government  —4&— Union B Agreement/ minute

Figure 6. Negotiations between TALO and the government on
increases in the overall wage fund for teachers

3.3. The bargaining process in the public
service

The main issue in the public service to be theestilgf bargaining
is a uniform salary scale of 29 salary grades &stedal for state
public servants (different salary grades are estadd for officials
working in the Information Board, police, prisonsidasocial
welfare institutions). ROTAL along with the centration EAKL

have demanded a substantial rise in salary ra&y gear (2001:
15%, 2002: 10%, 2003: 15%, 2004: 20%, 2005: 50%) 2005

this was primarily at the expense of decreasinfgidihtiation and
additional remuneration. As a change to the P @ditvice Act has
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been discussed since 2001, involving a changeeinvtige system
(the salary scale would only have six levels arel ghlary rates
would constitute a large part of the wage), thenrtias laid down
alternatives for the new scale as well.

Usually only the lower salary rates have been daidee to the
increase in the national minimum wage. The onlyeagrent
between partners was signed in 2001 for 2002, whenupper
levels also saw a substantial increase. In additlie agreement
set salary rates for policemen and laid down tleegnrditions for
concluding an agreement on salary rates for prisfficers the
following year (though this was not actually acl@dy. Since
2002, the government has set the salary ratessoowih (on the
basis of rises in the national minimum wage), arehehough, for
example, these were given in 2005 for EAKL and RQT&

consult, the proposals from the unions were nariakto account.

A pay rise has also been demanded during these geparately
for police, prison officers, emergency services, &ad customs
officers and workers in orphanages. The first twougs have
especially been under closer attention. Both polcel prison
officers have received two increases in salarysratering this
period. Though only a pay rise for police officevas fixed with
an agreement (in 2001). The increases in salags rfar prison
officers were the result of fairly internal deciso in the
government; ROTAL received the draft decree to cemnon, but
their resulting proposals were not taken into aotouuring
negotiations in 2005, the government agreed te rthis wages of
prison officers by EEK 1000 but in reality the wages were not
raised that much because only two thirds of thargd funds were
allocated. In 2004, ROTAL also drafted a collectagreement for
prison officers, but this was not signed. So, inadwosion there has
been no social dialogue in the public service aerg years.

21 EUR = 15.6466 EEK
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4. FACTORS OF BARGAINING
POWER IN THE ESTONIAN PUBLIC
SECTOR

This part of the paper presents potential detemténaf bargaining
power in the three branches in the study. In threeat case it is
more feasible to examine factors arising from therghining
structure, not so much from the environment andamiggtional
framework because the available data is above l@dutathe
bargaining processes. Various potential factors bafgaining
power in the Estonian public sector are presemtddble 3.

Table 3. Factors of bargaining power in the Estonian pubdictor,
2001-2005

Factors Healthcare Statepublic Education
service and culture
Union density rate 2005, %* 22 26 4
©
8  Right to strike + + -
T ,5 Share of appeals to the public
<=
S & conciliator in bargaining processes 100 60 0
=5 (%)
(o]
a5 Dependency on policy not much in some exteery much

Employers’ organisation as a

L + - -
bargaining partner

Stability of employers + - -
Number of unions bargaining** 4 1 1
Consultation between unions on the|rnot much  in some extenvery much
demands

&  Thehighest wage rate divided by the — _, 3 3

=) lowest rate in 2005 (for 2006)

= Number of wage levels, 2005 (for

c -

8 2006) 3-5 14 29+2

8 Clarity of employers’ positions high in some extent low

«a Clarity of unions’ positions high in some extent high

* According to EMTAK: healthcare and social worklugation, public administration.

** Number of unions with different interests: abhur unions in healthcare stand for
themselves, one central union speaks for membensarin education and culture, the
central union and the respective member uniongsfianthe same objective in state
public service.

Sources: Bargaining documentation, Statistics Est@&TU (author’s calculations).
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The density rate is thought to have a significampact on union
bargaining power, and this is quite often usedhia eémpirical
literature even as an approximation of bargainilogvgr or an
instrument for it (e.g. Belot and van Ours, 2004)e overall union
density rate in the Estonian public sector is lothan in most EU-
15 countries where this figure often exceeds 50%s@f, 2006:
46; Visser, 2003: 398-399). Therefore, this indisathat the
unions are not very strong, especially in publimauistration.

The greatest difference in the legal environmentwben the
branches is that there is no right to strike indtage public service.
This right is thought to be a very important factdgrbargaining
outcomes (e.g. Currie and McConnell, 1991; Hebdom a
Mazerolle, 2004). The absence of this right migbhsiderably
hinder the bargaining power of state public servaithe other
branches again might thus have higher bargainimgepownhich is
also supported by the fact that when employeeglicaion and
culture organised a strike (the only strike durihig period in the
public sector), the funding of those fields was@ased. The right
to strike is also connected to how much the ungaek help from
the public conciliator. State public servants hae¢ appealed to
the public conciliator at all because, as opposedther unions,
they would not have the right to organise a stiken if the
conciliator was unable to provide them a satisfysodution. Yet
the participation of the public conciliator mighéve a positive
impact on reaching an agreement.

Political factors are considered to have a majde o the
bargaining process, especially in the public sesttiich has also
been studied in several empirical works (O’Brie@94; Valletta,
1993; Valletta, 1989). It is thought that union# d¢acrease their
bargaining power by having some political influenioesociety
(e.g. connections with political parties). Unionghe public sector
are believed to have even more opportunities fofitiged

influence. In practice, cooperation between pdlltiparties and
unions has been most distinctly visible in Northé&taropean
countries. Yet, the situation is very differenttiee Central and
Eastern European region. Avdagic (2005: 40) chlisthe inverse
dependency relationship as political parties arwagd the
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strongest partners in these countries. The sartradsin Estonia,
where unions do not have the power to influencé&ipal parties,
but are influenced by politics themselves. So, rti@e a branch
depends on policy choices, the less power the smught have.

In the Estonian public sector, the political backgrd for these
three branches somewhat varies, primarily becalselevel of
dependency on government policy is different. Thblip service
is very closely connected to government policy,itabasically

constitutes the structure of the state. The coimeds weaker in
education and culture and even weaker in health@reve all,
because the funding scheme in this branch is fdiffgrent). This
means that a dependency on policy leading to a ddcitability

can above all hamper the negotiation process instat public
service. In addition, at least during the periodio$ study, state
public servants have been in a worse situationusecaaising the
wages of teachers (and healthcare workers) has hearore
popular choice for politicians than raising the es@f state public
servants as this would have simply been an increaséhe

administrative expenses of the state. In 2003, whba

negotiations of both state public servants and aibrc and
cultural employees were heading towards deadlodke

government declared that education and culture \wereng the
top priorities for the government and expressednttieo afford a

pay rise for them in the future. In the negotiagiomith the state
public service, representatives of the governméaied that the
government had set the priorities for composing dtate budget
and the wages of civil servants were not top gsiori

The impact of the political environment on negadias with state
public servants and education and cultural emplyeas

especially evident at the beginning of 2003, whenhange of
government took place. During negotiations with hbeectors,
there was debate about whether the government dhiolfil the

promises made by the previous government. In addithe new
government approved an austerity program that lstipd that

there would not be any additional funds allocatadrémuneration
in 2004 (the purpose of the program was to limi éxpenses of
the state and the central government (VabariigitMade...2003:
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3)). Thus, a rise in wages for state public sewambuld have
contradicted this programme.

The stability of the employer and the existencamfemployers’
organisation are also connected to the politicatirenment.

Healthcare employers are represented by an empl@ssociation
(in addition to the government); the other two lotees do not
have such an organisation involved in their negjotis. The

important issue here is that an employers’ asdoniabs a
negotiating partner is a much more consistent asgdan. The
government by comparison is an elected institutia can change
every four years. The new negotiating partner dlas a new
policy platform and it might not want to carry onet previous
government's programmes. The positive impact ofstag

employers’ associations might also reveal that ¢meployers
themselves are more eager to fight for more fundiripeir sector
(as has been visible in healthcare).

In relation to the funding scheme, the potentiaigid of the

negotiation process may also matter. State puldivasts and
employees in education and culture are closely tiethe state
budget and so a bargaining process basically lases year —
negotiations start at the beginning of the year en®ecember
they either reach an agreement or state that aemmgnt was not
attainable. In healthcare, it has been possibsgio agreements in
March, June and September. The need to close aaibizg

process in December is not so rigorous, and thifdcalso be why
the parties have been able to sign more agreements.

According to the theory of corporatism, union bamgey power
depends above all on how organised the labour fisrcEhe more
that concentration and cooperation occur betweepnan the
easier it will be for them to agree and act acecwydp the same
bargaining strategy making them a stronger bamggiforce. More
fragmentation and competition between the uniondikiely to

cause a weakening of their bargaining power. Adogrdto

Mitchell (1996: 422), the expansion of unions caduce the
incentive for other organisations to bargain witie tunions
individually. The structural and cooperative chéesgstics in the
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Estonian public sector can be seen in the numbeunibns
participating in bargaining and the level of coretibn between
these unions. By comparison the bargaining powenealthcare
unions is lower as there are more unions and tlel kuch
cooperative behaviour.

Problems have arisen during negotiations because samions
cover vastly different professions, sometimes efiem quite
different fields (e.g. radiologists and customsaeifs in TALO).
Thus, one factor that hinders negotiations can ladsthe disunity
of professions between different federations obosi

Along the same line of reasoning, the homogeneity

fragmentation of demands can also be seen; for gearhow

many different wage levels are bargained over awd Widely do

they differ. The relative impact of the range o€ thvage scale
cannot be studied here because in all the brartbbdsghest wage
level demanded has been about three times higherttie lowest
throughout the period. Yet a difference can anisenfthe number
of wage levels under discussion, and a cleareesysbuld benefit
the bargaining power of healthcare unions. A changhe Public

Service Act could promote social dialogue with #tate public
service, as this would significantly decrease thmlper of salary
grades.

The clarity of negotiations also means how cledHg parties
declare their demands/offers. In healthcare altigmmake their
proposals quite clearly and so the negotiation geds smoothly.
Yet one reason why negotiations are hazier in therdranches is
that they are closely tied to the formation of #tate budget.
Therefore, the government does not usually get dmwprecise
numbers before the budgets for the different aodagovernment
and the ministries are principally fixed.

In conclusion, after examining different sources hbafrgaining
power, unions in healthcare seem to have more talyas and are
relatively stronger than other unions in the pulkctor. Several
factors stemming essentially from the institutiomavironment
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appear to primarily hamper the negotiation procesth state
public servants.

5. ESTIMATIONS OF BARGAINING
POWER IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR

Estimations of bargaining power in the public seatalculated
according to formulas 1 and 2 are presented onbtmds of

branches in table 4. In healthcare, the estimatanbkargaining
power for care assistants are a bit higher tharofieer workers.
Yet these numbers do not take into account thaddB8 and 2004
in addition to demanding a wage rise, ETTAL als&eds for

longer vacations and in service training at the leyg’s expense,
which it did not actually receive. Also, EKTK denuad training
in 2004, and did not get it. ETTAL has not yet ngagthto reach
agreement in regard to other groups of employeesddition to

care assistants.

The bargaining power of education and cultural eygés turns
out to be even higher than the bargaining powehedlthcare
workers if the negotiations in 2001 are taken extcount. Yet the
agreement from 2001 did not fix a minimum wage fbe
following year as demanded by TALO, but the levelswo be
reached by the end of the following year. Hences #Hctual
bargaining power is lower than stated in the table.
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Table 4. Estimations of bargaining power (union’s bargagnpower / employer’s bargaining power)

Validity period of the agreement 04.2002- 06.2003- 01.2005- 01.2006- Average (pacts) Average (all)
5 03.2003 06.2004 12.2005 12.2006
S Doctors EAL 0.00/1.00 0.38/0.62 0.60/0.40 00.0.00 0.24/0.76 0.24/0.76
g Nurses EKTK 0.00/0.40 050/050 0.33/0.67 0.11 20.8 0.32/0.68 0.24/0.63
= EOL did not take did not take 0.33/0.67 0.11/0.89 0.22/0.78 0.22/0.78
g part part
£, Careassistants ETTAL 0.17/0.83 0.50/050 0DEL86 0.17/0.83 0.32/0.68 0.32/0.68
81
Iuw
Year of negotiations 2001 (pact) 2002 2003 2004 (pact) 2005 (pact) Average (pacts) Average (all)

- ‘g ...on min. wage for employeed.00/0.00 0.00/0.00 0.00/0.06 0.31/0.70 600.84 0.49/051 0.29/0.32
O £ with higher education
- <
E g ...on rise in overall wage fund 1.00/0.00 0.0086 0.20/0.00 0.00/1.00 0.00/1.00 0.3%70. 0.24/0.52

(o))
3 Year of negotiations 2001 (pact) 2002 2003 2004 2005 Average (pacts) Average (all)
T =

15}
ﬁg ...on rise in salary rates 1.00/0.00 0.00/0.0®.00/0.00 0.00/0.00 0.00/0.00 1.00/0.00 0.20/0.00
<_(T T (1.00) (1.00) (1.00) (1.00) (0.80)

>
58
x

* Only EHL is considered an employer in healthdaeeause the government started to participateeiméfgotiations in the middle of the process when
the other parties had already made some compramises
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In the other two sectors it does not make mucledifice to the
average estimations of bargaining power whetherggiaing
powers in all years are taken into account or anlyears when an
agreement was signed. However, there is quite avast
difference in this sense for the state public servirhis is to some
extent so because in these negotiations, the parsigally do not
reveal very clear positions. They only expressrtheadiness to
make compromises, but this is not possible to fake account
using this method. As mentioned above, the method
underestimates the bargaining power of the employaus, it
makes more sense to make the government’s bargamonver for
2002—-2005 equal to one, because in reality thergawent sets the
salary scale itself, without taking into accourg ttemands of the
union (these figures for bargaining power are preskin brackets
in Table 4). Hence, the estimation of bargainingvgofor state
public servants is lower than for other sectorssi@es, in the
negotiation cycles, the unions’ bargaining powar dtate public
service employees has quite often remained zem Jdsser extent
for education and culture employees and even tashdalthcare.
Consequently, even though average estimations dbnsn
bargaining power seem quite similar, the volatibifyestimations
over the years is rather different in differenttees

This method turned out to be more applicable amdstimations
more reliable the more frequently the parties aosegotiations
with an agreement. As it is not accurate to makg ftendamental
conclusions relying only on estimations, we alsseske how
much wages are raised in every cycle of negotiatiptiin Figure
1). The negotiations in these branches can be diew¢he same
system, because in all of them the negotiationentisdly take
place on minimum wage rates (see Figure 7).

The minimum wages for employees in healthcare hgoevn

significantly more than the rates in other sectditse minimum
wages in education and culture have risen to sodeneas well,
but the rates for state public servants lag behvad.the fact that
the minimum wage rates for doctors and nursesvigat valid in
2001 had already been valid since 1996 also hé tmken into



Measuring union bargaining power in the Estonialtisector 29

account. So, at least to some extent the firstfuseghem had to
make up the gap that had emerged over several years
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Figure 7. Minimum wage rates for different professions f@02—
2006 in the Estonian public sector (in educatiod emture, the wage
rates for junior teachers are shown because thammmn wages have
largely grown as for other teachers and membefg\bO)

The real impact of unions on the labour market eéso be
explored by looking at the average wages on thes loh$ranches.
As some agreements have been concluded in all tearduring
the period 2001-2005, the impact of these agreem@nfiverage
wages can be explored. Some changes in the averge should
be observable in healthcare primarily in 2002 (Marevhen a new
collective agreement came into force after a lohgeybut also in
2003 (June), 2005 (January) and 2006 (January)edhiazation the
change should be there in 2001, but also to sortentefor 2002
and 2003 and a larger change again in 2006. Fosttie public
service, the only considerable change should Hectefl in the
average wage in 2002.

Figure 8 presents increases in the average wagalifathree
branches in the study as well as the average forwthole of
Estonia for 2000-2006. While the average wage & phblic
service and education in general seems to follog riational
average wage, wage rises in healthcare differ ftbm others
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considerably. As predicted, increases are remaykhlgher in
2003 and 2005, but the rise is modest in 2002.r€heon for this
could be that the agreement did not cover nurses if@d-ranking
professional staff) who formed 38% of healthcareksos in 2002
(Ulevaade...2002: 1). Also, the rise in 2006 waselothan the
national average. The reason for this is most \ikilat the
Estonian economy posted a record growth figureOod% in 2006
accompanied by high wage growth. This must haven bee
unexpected for negotiation partners who held natotis for 2006
in 2005. This was even more the case in healthedrere the
wages for 2006 were already settled in 2004.

25%

20% —

15% <
10% ‘/:

5%

0% T T T T . T
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
= Average of economic activities == Public administration and defence
—=Education Health and social work

Figure 8. Rate of increase of average gross wages comparid wi
previous year, 2000—2006 (source: Statistics Ea}oni

In the public service, the impact of the only agneat for 2002 is
very clearly distinguishable because the rise enaberage wage is
lower than the rise in the national average wagaligears except
2002. In education, a greater rise is visible iO2@nd also 2002.
Yet the rise in 2003 exceeds the rise in the ovardrage wage,
meaning that the increases in this sector migteécethe rises in
the overall wage fund even more than the agreensntsich. In
conclusion, the rises in the average wage are rigelgart in
accordance with the results of negotiations in thltse three
branches. The main characteristics of the impacahadns in these
sectors are summarised in table 5.
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Table 5. The main characteristics of the impact of unionghe basis
of branches

Indicator Healthcare  Education State public
and culture service

Unions’ average bargaining power

2001-2005 (0 — no power; 1 — full 0.26 0.27 0.2
power)*

Unions’ impact on minimum wage . exists to some )
rates 2002—2006 exists extent questionable
Impact of agreements on average existstoa exists to some exists
wage 2002—2006 large extent extent

Average yearly rise in average

wage 2002-2006, %+ 138 108 10.6
Number of agreements signed for 3 3 1
2002—-2006

Time coverage of agreements for

2002—-2006, % of time 8L7 60 20
Coverage of sectoral agreements in ~43 (incl.

the public sector (public owners) in  private ~36 0

2006, % of workers** owners)

* As the negotiations under observation took placthe period 2001-2005, the impact
of the outcomes has to be analysed for 2002—2006
** According to EMTAK: healthcare and social wokglucation, public administration

The different measures used to observe union bangapower in
general provided similar results — unions have samgact on
wages in the Estonian public sector. This impactlstively larger
in healthcare, and there is also some impact ircatn and
culture, the smallest (questionable) impact is iwblig
administration.

This result was also anticipated when the poterfaators of
bargaining power were explored. Even though a flatomstraints
hindering union power are already embedded in tisétutional
framework, there are still opportunities for unidonsimprove the
social dialogue. Primarily, all three branches dooknefit if the
social partners would try to make the negotiationse tripartite.
The parties involved are currently quite often isitaation where
they cannot negotiate as the position of the thady (the funder)
is unknown.Social dialogue could also be improved if strudtura
changes could make the organisational structutenwins clearer,
or at least that unions of similar professional up® should
cooperate regardless of belonging to different edefations.
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Bargaining power could be increased in healthcatae unions
cooperated more. State public servants might berfedim

including the public conciliator more in the negditins. Both
public servants and education and cultural empogbeuld make
more efforts to integrate the local government llevgo the

process and try to add more clarity as such tonthgotiation
process.

6. CONCLUSION

The aim of the current paper was to find out whethreons affect
remuneration in the Estonian public sector. In #@stor, a major
role is played by branch level collective bargajnand collective
agreements. For that reason, the paper analysexhbravel
collective bargaining for 2001-2005 using a casedyst
methodology. During this period, the trade uniasrseémployees in
healthcare and education and culture signed thraach level
collective agreements, while public servants signad. During
the respective negotiation period (2002—2006),theate workers
were covered by a valid collective agreement 80%hef time,
education and cultural workers 60% and public @ifec 20% of
the time.

After estimating the bargaining power of unions rowages using
a method developed by the author, the estimaticultsee on

average were similar in each of the different binasc showing
that the power in some unions that was still mushker than the
bargaining power of employers. The bargaining pofeerpublic

officials was estimated as being a bit lower thanthe other
branches. Although the average figures in the hresevere quite
similar, looking at the volatility of bargaining wer through the
bargaining cycles revealed quite large differencks. most

bargaining processes the state public service imibargaining
power was equal to zero, this was true to a lesséent in

education and culture and in even less in heakhcar

As this method only made it possible to take int@oant the
concrete numerical positions of the parties invad)valternative
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methods were also used to analyse the impact ohanFirst, the
study observed how much the minimum wage rates vegsed in
every cycle of negotiations. The main issue atrtbgotiations in
all three branches was minimum wages, and this cenge
increasing much more rapidly in healthcare. Sonueease was
visible in education and culture, but the minimumges for state
public servants have lagged behind. Second, thdy dboked at
whether agreements have been accompanied by ar lagemge
wage in the branch and in large part this was tee.cThus, in
general the methods used showed similar resultthéoimpact of
unions — unions do have an impact on the Estonidrigpsector.
The impact is greater in healthcare, to some extetto exists in
education and culture. The impact of unions inghblic service,
where social dialogue does not really work, was omin
(questionable).

To improve social dialogue, the parties should emsjze
tripartism and integrate the local government léwi the process.
In addition, more work could be done in terms obmeration
between the trade unions themselves, obtaining frelm the
public conciliator and making wage bargaining mooacrete in
terms of declaring their demands.
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KOKKUVOTE

Ametiiihingute Iabiraakimisjoud Eesti
avalikus sektoris

Kéesolev t66 uurib ametithingute labirdakimisjdatust ja sisu
Eesti avalikus sektoris. Senine kirjandus Euroopalul uute
likmesriikide ametitihingute kohta on jaé&nud pig&meldavaks
ning pohjalikke uurimusi ametithingute labiraékijdiskohta pole
labi viidud. Avaliku sektori ametitihinguid uutegkinesriikides on
uuritud veelgi vahem.

To0s vaadeldakse avaliku sektorina riigieelarvest &tseselt voi
kaudselt finantseeritavaid asutusi. Kuivord Eestlitus sektoris
on asutusetasandi kollektiiviepinguid vahe, kuidliskl kohal on
harutasandi lepingud, mis tihti laienevad kas falsat voi
mitteformaalselt tervele harule, l|&henetakse ké&éessl t6os
ametitihingute mdju uurimisele juhtumiuuringu medtokbi
harutasandi labira&kimiste analldsi. Analuiusitakse
tervishoiutootajate, haridus- ja kultuuritddtajaténg avalike
teenistujate (eeskatt riigiteenistujate) labiraakinaastatel 2001-
2005, toetudes eelkdige harutasandi labirddkimesteetlikele
protokollidele. Vaadeldaval perioodil s6lmisid tehoiutdotajate
ja haridus- ning kultuuritotajate ametithingud lkin kolm
lepingut, riigiteenistujad tUhe. Kogu vaadeldavastigondist olid
haridustootajad kaetud kehtiva harutasandi lepiag8@% ajast,
haridus- ja kultuurit6otajad 60% ning riigiteenjsith 20% ajast.
Aastal 2006 oli tervishoiualal kollektiiviepingugakaetud
pohimdtteliselt terve haru, hariduses alla poolerusia
riigiteenistujatel kehtivat lepingut ei olnud.

Ametithingute labirddkimisjdule hinnangu andmisekktatakse
autori poolt valja t6otatud metoodikat, kus vOetakduseks, kui
suures osas suhteliselt vastaspool oma ndudmidtgs annab.
Seega osapoole labiraakimisjdud soéltub eelkbigestelkuidas
kaitub vastaspool. Hinnates selliselt ametitihingute
labirddkimisjdudu tootasu Ule labi raékides, tuttemetithingute
labiraékimisjoéu hinnangud erinevates harudes sskiekarnased,
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jdéddes vahemikku 0,2 kuni 0,3 (null tdéhendab [&hiraisj6u
taielikku puudumist ning tGhe puhul on ametitihingiielik joud
labiraékimiste tulemuse méaaramisel). Madalamaksubssellisel
viisil riigiteenistujate labiraakimisjéud ning veidkdrgemaks
tervishoiu-, haridus- ja kultuuritdttajate labirédlsjoud.
Vaatamata keskmise labirdékimisjdu suhteliselt astaie
hinnangutele, on aastate I6ikes aga labiraakimisjdnangud vaga
erinevad. RIiigiteenistujatel on labir&d&kimisprotséss kdige
sagedamini labirddkimisjoud ja&nud nulliks, vahem seda
haridus- ja kultuuritdttajate puhul, kbige vahemvighoiutootajate
puhul.

Kuivdrd selline meetod vdimaldab arvesse votta laiosapoolte
konkreetseid numbrilisi seisukohti, vaadeldakse tdmmgute
moju to0tasule ka alternatiivsetel meetoditel — ligingtakse
kokkulepitud palga alammaérade suhtelist dinaanfikatide ja
ametialade vahel ning uuritakse, kas sélmitud kédgqoed ka
tegelikult tooturule mdju on avaldanud. Kokkuleplitypalga
alamma&arade puhul, mis on harutasandi labiraalenpshiliseks
objektiks, osutuvad teistest tunduvalt kiiremini skanuks
tervishoiutootajate palga alammaarad. MGningang kasnéha ka
haridus- ja kultuuritootajate puhul, kuid riigitestujate palgad on
olnud pigem teistest mahajaajateks.

Harude keskmise palga tOusude kb&rvutamine sdlmitud
kokkulepetega annab tulemuseks, et kdigi harudelprhpalkade
dinaamika seostatav labiraadkimistulemustega. Seiégselt
annavad koik kolm meetodit ametilihingute moéju uis@h
sarnased tulemused — ametithingutel on avalikuosetktotasule
moju. Suurem on ametitihingute mdju tervishoiusektaitasule,
moningane mdju avaldub kultuuri- ja haridustéomjabotasu
puhul, vaikseim (kisitav) mdju on avalikus teerssis) kus
sotsiaaldialoog eriti ei toimi.

Sotsiaaldialoogi edendamise seisukohalt vOib védlma, et
tbendoliselt toimiks koigis vaadeldud harudes saatdialoog
paremini, kui protsess muutuks veelgi rohkem koloodgeks,
kuivord praegu ollakse olukorras, kus labirdakielisihti reaalselt
labi radkida ei saa, sest kolmanda osapoole sdiadkei ole teada.
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Sellega seonduvalt vBiks olla suurem ka kohalikeawatitsuste
tasandi integreeritus labirddkimisprotsessi (jusaridus- ja
kultuuritéotajate puhul). Tervishoiuttotajate arikihgud saaksid
oma labirdékimisi veelgi tbhustada, tehes rohkemskmd ka
omavahel. Ko&igi harude seisukohalt saaks ametiwiténgdiidud
labirdadkimisi tbhustada, kui tehtaks rohkem koodtos&a
ametirihmade 10ikes, vaatamata erinevate ametitténgitude
alla kuulumisele. Riigiteenistujate puhul v6ib abolla
kokkulepeteni joudmisel riikliku lepitaja kaasansite Samulti
muudaks uuele palgaastmestikule Uleminek riigitgajite
labirddkimised ka osapooltele endile (levaatlikusnalka
konkreetsemaks, mis vdib samuti labiradkimised $amaks
muuta.





