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ABSTRACT

This paper analyses joint East-West European trade union mobilization against the draft EU services Directive. First, in an attempt to account for the Central-Eastern European (CEE) unions’ decision to contest the act, the paper opens the “CEE labor” blackbox and elaborates on the interests of CEE trade unions. Labor organizations’ agenda is focused primarily on raising wages and improving working conditions of their members. Therefore, CEE unions are likely to oppose further service market liberalization within the EU, as the process would prove beneficial primarily for non-unionized, mobile workers competing on cost basis while harming union members due to the intensified wage competition. Second, in order to explain how CEE and Western European trade unions overcame the collective action problem and managed to mobilize jointly against the services act, the paper brings in the concept of threat as a particularly strong mobilizing factor. Possible implications of the study findings for CEE-West European trade union cooperation and tentative evidence from an ongoing research project are presented in the concluding sections.
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Introduction 


In January 2004, the European Commission issued a draft version of the Directive on services in the Internal Market
, which aimed at liberalizing service flows within the EU. Initially, the provisions of the Directive were applicable to a full range of services, from private tradable services to services of general interest (SGI), including heath care and education. Moreover, the draft legislation introduced the so-called country of origin principle, according to which an individual or a company would be allowed to provide services on the territory of another member state on the basis of laws and regulations of its country of origin or country of establishment, and was not obliged to abide by a specific set of rules existing in the host state (Eironline 2004)
. As argued by the supporters of the legislation - the Commission, European employers’ associations and a number of EU member states’ governments, the planned act would greatly enhance free movement of services within the Community and boost economic growth, thanks to the abolishment of administrative restrictions currently existing in individual member states (Bielan in European Parliament 2006a). It was also expected to raise competitiveness and productivity of the European service providers in line with the Lisbon Agenda (European Commission 2004).


The opponents of the Directive, however, criticized its ultraliberal character and supposedly anti-social dimension (EPSU 2004). According to trade unions, the application of the country of origin principle would lead to the pan-European “race to the bottom” in the sphere of wages and working conditions, prompted by “letter-box companies” that would relocate their headquarters to states offering the lowest social conditions and subsequently expand their operations onto the whole EU territory (EMCEF 2004 and IG BAU 2005). The marketization of services of general interest, on the other hand, was believed to lower their quality and to restrict their availability to the general public (GEW in IG BAU 2006).


What is important, the objections to the liberal version of the Directive were voiced not only by Western European labor organizations, threatened by the specter of “Polish plumbers” offering their services at dumping prices in Berlin, Paris or Brussels (Guardian 2006). Also Central-Eastern European (CEE) trade unions
, representing workers who allegedly could take advantage of lower wage levels and working conditions in their home countries and provide services in the West at considerably lower prices, opposed the adoption of the Directive. Since many observers considered the decision of trade unions from the new EU member states as surprising, or even paradoxical (Ramniceanu 2006, Palòcz 2006), it is interesting to ask why CEE trade unions opposed the draft services Directive? and, subsequently, what prompted the joint West-East mobilization against the planned services act?


In my paper, I address both above-stated questions. First, in order to account for decision of CEE unions to reject the proposed services act, I concentrate on CEE private service sectors and examine unionized workers’ preferences towards the opening of the EU service markets. I argue that since liberalization in line with the country of origin principle would benefit mainly non-unionized, mobile workers competing on cost basis while harming union membership in consequence of intensified wage and working conditions’ competition, CEE trade unions could not be expected to favor the Directive’s provisions. In the second part of the paper, I explain how labor organizations from the two sides of the continent overcame the collective action problem by bringing in Tilly’s concept of threat as a particularly strong mobilizing factor. I claim that the pan-European trade union mobilization against the Bolkestein Directive was prompted by the existence of a clearly defined, common threat posed both to Western and CEE unionists by the prospective unfettered competition on the EU service markets.

The paper is structured as follows. Section one outlines the puzzling character of CEE unions’ reaction to the draft services Directive in the light of the Stopler-Samuelson theorem. Section two elaborates on the interests of the CEE unions’ membership and reconstructs the position of Polish, Romanian and Czech labor organizations on the issue of the EU service markets’ liberalization. Section three introduces the concept of threat and applies it to the joint West-East anti-Directive mobilization. Section four presents implications of the study and tentative evidence from an ongoing research project. Brief conclusions follow.

1.    Specificity of the anti-Directive coalition 

In the introductory section, I stated that the decision of CEE trade unions to oppose the liberalization of the EU services market could be regarded as puzzling. Here, I provide a theoretical basis for such claim, referring to the Stopler Samuelson theorem and Rogowski’s (1989) study on coalitions of factor owners, formed under the changing terms of trade. Subsequently, I show that neither the Stopler-Samuelson theorem, nor more recent accounts relaxing the assumption of perfect factor mobility, predict the emergence of the East-West labor coalition against the Bolkestein Directive. 

According to the Stopler-Samuelson theorem, trade protection benefits the owners of a locally scarce production factor and harms the owners of a factor abundant within a given country. Conversely, increasing trade exposure, resulting from the liberalization of international product flows, brings favorable consequences for the producers/ holders of an abundant factor of production, but hurts the owners of a scarce one. 

Following the propositions of the Stopler-Samuelson theorem, Rogowski (1989) formulated a set of hypotheses concerning the behavior of particular factors’ owners during the free trade expansion phase as well as in the period of increasing protectionism. Deriving factor owners’ preferences from the configuration of factor endowments of a given country, Rogowski outlined possible patterns of coalitions and cleavages between the groups, emerging in reaction to the changing conditions of trade. He expected that the owners of the abundant factor would form alliances in favor of the free trade, while the owners of the scarce factor would jointly oppose trade liberalization.

The theoretical insights of the Stopler-Samuelson theorem are relevant for the study of internal EU affairs in view of the liberal character of the European integration process. The gradual harmonization of economic regulatory framework of the Community, as well as the removal of barriers to product, capital and services flows within the Common Market, referred to by Scharpf (1996) as negative integration, lead to increasing exposure to trade and import competition faced by each member state from the side of other member states – the Single Market participants. As a consequence, these processes could be expected to prompt reactions predicted by Rogowski for the free trade expansion phase. In the remainder of this section, I confront Rogowski’s coalition patterns with the positions of CEE and Western European trade unions on the prospective liberalization of the EU services market.

First, it is necessary to identify factor endowments of new and old EU member states. CEE countries that joined the community in 2004 and 2007 are abundant in low-skilled labor relative to the old EU member states, which, in turn, are more high-skilled labor abundant. Since the majority of internationally tradable services are labor-intensive, Rogowski would expect that CEE low-skilled labor and their organizations would support the pan-European service trade liberalization, whereas the Western European low-skilled workers would set themselves against such plans. 

The above-outlined cleavage should be further exacerbated by a substantial wage and working conditions’ gap between the two sides of the European continent (for similar arguments in the context of the expanding world trade, see Wood 1995). The elimination of intangible entry barriers posed by toilsome administrative procedures would greatly enhance the access to CEE low-skilled service-providers to the old EU markets; as a result, they would be able to use their comparative advantage of significantly lower wages against their Western counterparts. Here again, Central-Eastern European workers’ organizations could be expected to take the position in favor of the draft Directive; the Western European trade unions, on the other hand, should be concerned with the prospective influx of cheap service providers from the new EU member states and prospective job losses inflicted by them and thus oppose the new service legislation. 


Other studies rejecting the Stopler-Samuelson’s perfect factor mobility assumption and the factor categorization arrive at similar conclusions concerning the distribution of losses and benefits between Central-Eastern and Western European labor. For instance, Gilles (2005) argues that in the context of Bolkestein Directive, factor might be too broad a category. Instead, he suggests that one should consider particular services as similar types of goods and, consequently, their providers not as factor owners but as producers of the same types of goods, remaining in direct competition with each other. Using formal modelling, Gilles shows that in the case of segmented labor markets, extensive ex-post liberalization of the EU service flows will in the short-term benefit mobile CEE service providers, while it will at the same time lead to significant job losses in the Western tradable service sectors. 

Although both Rogowski and Gilles rightly predict the anti-Directive mobilization on the side of Western European workers’ organizations, they fail to account for the behavior of CEE trade unions. Contrary to the authors’ expectations, CEE unions did not back up the pan-European liberalization plans, but they joined their Western colleagues in protesting the planned legislation and thus contributed to the creation of a factor-, or class-based coalition of the European labor against the services Directive. Why did Central-Eastern European organizations “bashed” the Directive, if the act was expected to favor CEE laborers? In the following section, I account for this supposedly puzzling reaction of CEE unions and provide empirical evidence in support of my arguments.

2.    Accounting for the CEE union interests
In this section, I show that in order to understand CEE unions’ decision it is necessary to dismantle “CEE labor” blackbox and examine the interests of particular groups constituting it, especially the preferences of unionized and non-unionized workers. I argue that the failure to make this important distinction has led observers perceive CEE unions’ decision to reject the proposed services act as puzzling and irrational.

To begin with, a conceptualization of trade union is needed. This paper adopts the classic Webbs’ (1922, as cited by Logue 1980) definition of trade union as “a continuous association of wage-earners for the purpose of maintaining or improving the conditions of their working lives”. Following Logue’s (ibid.) suggestion, it also assumes that a democratic trade union will act in the interests of its members and not of the leadership only, as the latter is accountable to the former. 
Since trade unions seek in the first place to further material interests of their members, it might actually be the case that, in relation to certain issues, the interests of union membership will be divergent from that of the non-unionized workers. In the present paper, these two groups of laborers are respectively referred to as “insiders” and “outsiders”
. Accordingly, in my analysis of CEE unions’ stance on the services Directive, I concentrate on Central-Eastern European unionized workers and their preferences towards the EU service markets liberalization and not on CEE labor as a whole. 

I limit my account to private tradable service sectors. Due to their high spatial mobility potential, they would be more affected by the new services legislation than public services; consequently, I expect that labor representing these sectors will be particularly active in voicing their opinion on the proposed act. It is also in CEE private sectors union where the division between the “insiders”, the existing union members and the outsiders, non-unionized workers is particularly pronounced, due to low unionization levels of these segments of postcommunist economies (see Crouch and Avdagic 2006). 

2.1. Private service sector: insiders and outsiders’ perspective

On one side, the outsider group comprising mobile non-unionized CEE workers would favor the liberal character of the Bolkestein Directive. This part of the CEE labor force would be the winner of service trade liberalization process in the light of the Stopler-Samuelson theorem and Gilles’s (2005) analysis: the new services act would facilitate their access to the Western markets, where they could offer their services at considerably lower prices. In this respect, they also embody the stereotype of the “Polish plumber”- in the case when the Directive would be adopted in line with the country of origin principle, their presence in the West would open a possibility of wage and working conditions’ dumping, thus seriously threatening the Western social standards.

On the opposite side, CEE unionized workers remaining within their home countries constitute the insiders. This group seeks to defend the existing levels of wages and working conditions and gradually improve them in line with the Western standards. The recent growth of CEE service sectors (for construction, see Eurostat 2006) has allowed analysts to make optimistic predictions concerning future developments (Kus 2006). The increased demand for services is expected to tighten the labor markets, which, in turn, may lead to the improvement of the bargaining position of workers within the sectors and enable them to raise further demands in the sphere of wages and working conditions. At the same time, these positive trends may be reinforced by gradual improvements as the social acquis takes root in CEE (ibid.).

The insider group opposed further liberalization of the EU services market on the basis of two interrelated grounds. First, the Bolkestein Directive, while benefiting mobile non-unionized workers, would actually hurt the existing CEE union members through the increased wage and working conditions’ competition. Establishing themselves on the Western markets, the outsiders would indirectly force CEE unionized workers to compete on cost basis, thus dampening the prospects for a gradual improvement of wages and working conditions in the postcommunist countries. Second, and equally important, the decrease in standards in Western Europe, in consequence of social dumping introduced by CEE outsiders, would have also a detrimental effect on the Central-Eastern Europe region: namely, it would hurt the “archetype”, the target at which the gradual improvement of labor conditions in CEE aims. Therefore, I argue that while opposing the Directive and the cost-based competition, trade unions representing new EU member states were fully aware of the future negative consequences of the country of origin principle’s implementation and in fact acted in defense of their long-term interests. 

2.2. Empirical evidence: “Upward, not downward convergence” (OPZZ 2006a)

Although the position of the non-unionized, unorganized workers did not appear in the public discussion over the draft Bolkestein Directive, the division line between the two groups of workers can be traced in the CEE trade union discourse. Therefore, this subsection reconstructs the position of CEE trade unions on the EU services market liberalization. It is based on the information obtained in the course of interviews with CEE union officials and on the analysis of Polish, Czech and Romanian labor organizations’ statements and publications on the Directive issue.

Central-Eastern European trade union leaders were aware of the alleged contradiction between the position their organizations had taken in relation to the services Directive and the immediate interests of workers from the new EU member states. Jakub Kus (2006), the Secretary of the Polish construction trade union “Budowlani” (OPZZ), openly spoke about “business reasons” that could in the short-run make his union opt for the liberal version of the Directive. He hastened to add, however, that in the long run such a position “made no sense”; realizing the interests of their members, and not the ones that go to the West and are usually not affiliated to any Polish trade union, required the adoption of the contesting stance. Harri Taliga, the president of the Estonian EAKL trade union confederation, expressed similar opinion; according to him, the opposition to the country of origin principle served as a specific kind of “an investment in the future” (EPSU 2006). In this point, the position of the CEE trade unions corresponded very closely with the stance taken by the German trade union confederation DGB (2006): although the country of origin principle might be perceived beneficiary for the workers representing low-wage countries, nobody in the EU has interests in facilitating the downward spiral of wage and working conditions in view of the expected negative consequences in the social regulation and industrial relations’ sphere across the whole Community.


Practically each document issued by the Polish trade unions underlined the necessity of the preservation of the European Social Model in the West. Two sets of arguments were usually given in support of the demand. According to Janusz Śniadek, the president of the Polish trade union confederation Solidarity [Solidarność], Polish labor organizations did not want Polish workers to introduce unfair competition and prompt social dumping in the Western countries (Social Europe 2006); they should not be associated with “stealing bread from other” (Bankier 2006) and “undermine the achievement of several decades of social dialogue in [Western] Europe” (Solidarity and OPZZ 2006). 

On the other hand, however, the concern over the persistence of the European Social Model did not stem exclusively from solidaristic feelings towards the Western European counterparts, but it seemed to be also related to immediate interests of the Central-Eastern European workers’ organizations. The issue of upward, not downward convergence of economic and social conditions between the new and old EU member states was repeatedly raised in the rhetoric of Polish, Czech and Romanian trade unions (OPZZ 2006a, OS KOVO 2005, Familia 2006, respectively). At the same time, all CEE union agreed that such development could take place only when the high conditions in the West continue to exist. According to OPZZ, the application of the county of origin principle “would mean that there are practically no chances for the enhancement of the material conditions of the [Polish] workers, while all the other EU countries – through the pressure exerted on their trade unions- would be sentenced to the steady decline of wage and working standards” (OPZZ 2006a). Similar opinion was expressed by Kus (2006); in his view, the dissolution of the collective bargaining systems in Scandinavia and Germany, inevitable in the case if the services Directive was adopted in its initial version, would eliminate the prospects “for the adoption of better solutions” in Poland, which, as he claims, is currently taking place “under the pressure from Brussels” and “has to be facilitated by all possible means”. 

Apart from lobbying for better wage and working standards on the domestic market, CEE trade unions also stressed the importance of the “equal access, equal conditions, equal protection for all…” service providers and consumers on the whole territory of the Single Market (Solidarity 2006 and Bankier 2006). The objections were made in reaction to the threat that the planned services Directive would introduce “double-standard” employment systems within the old EU member states, with Central and East Europeans paid their low home-country salaries while providing services in the high-wage Western European countries (OS KOVO 2006). Similar concerns were voiced by Romanian organizations, which referred to an example of a Romanian worker receiving the Romanian wage on the Belgian construction site (Familia 2006, also Ramniceanu 2006). As claimed by the unions, such developments would be highly unfavourable for Romanian workers; simultaneously, it would hit the workers in the countries where the wages are higher, “blatantly encouraging the social dumping” (Familia 2006). Using such arguments, CEE labor organizations were defending their membership interests, but also referred to these mobile CEE workers within insider category who would not like to work in the West for lower salaries, but would in fact be forced to do so by their employers seeking to reduce the costs, if the initial version of the Directive was accepted.


Further points in the rhetoric of the Polish trade unions seem to confirm the proposition that the organizations’ leadership have adopted of a long-term perspective while opposing the initial version of the Directive. In a number of statements, the organizations stressed that adoption of the country of origin principle would pose a threat to the currently existing Polish standards as a result of the future EU enlargement rounds, when countries with even lower wage and working conditions levels would enter the European Community (Kus 2006, OPZZ 2006b). Józef Niemiec, Solidarity’s representative to ETUC, addressed the issue in a very open manner:

“ The services Directive is a double-edged sword. The elimination of barriers means that we are obliged to let others enter our market. Soon it may turn out that the Poles, in their own country, will get replaced by the Romanians and the Bulgarians. They will take away our jobs and what then? One has to take such possibility into account” (Bankier 2006).
What is especially interesting, concerns over the existing social standards were voiced even by workers’ organizations from Romania, where wages and working conditions are among the lowest in the EU 27. According to ALFA (2006), the Directive posed a viable threat to “the quality of jobs”; Familia (2006), on the other hand, referred to a potential threat posed by the Ukrainian, Moldovan or even Pakistani workers, which would materialize if the EU decided to extend the applicability of the Directive to the non-EU member states. Similar fears were expressed by Kus, the Secretary of the Polish “Budowlani” trade union (OPZZ), in relation to the Ukrainian or Belarussian construction workers; in his words, the extension of the Directive provisions onto the Eastern neighbours of Poland would be a “disaster” for the Polish construction industry (see also Solidarity and OPZZ 2006 and OPZZ 2006b). Such arguments did not appear only in the statements of the Hungarian trade unions; according to Palòcz (2006), it would be not politically correct from their side to warn against the influx of workers from “even more Eastern countries” in the presence of a considerable Hungarian minority living in the Romanian Transylvania. All in all, although scenarios foreseeing the extension of the services legislation onto Belarus or Pakistan are difficult to imagine, such points might be interpreted as “catchy” elements in the unions’ programs, designed to convince their rank and file members that the opposition against the planned services legislation is purposeful.


Last, but not least, CEE unions were concerned with the “legal chaos” that would emerge after the adoption of the country of origin principle (Śniadek in Social Europe 2006). In the eyes of the organizations, the decision could in theory lead to the situation when services at the territory of a single member state were provided in accordance to 25 different legal orders; this, in turn, which put into question the efficiency of wage level monitoring as well as health and safety inspections (Kus 2006). Similar arguments were raised by the Romanian workers’ organizations, which claimed that it will be “difficult if not impossible” to send inspections to the companies’ headquarters to check the authenticity of the documents stored there exclusively in the language of the country of origin. The Romanians went even further, threatening that it would be possible for foreign employers to enforce signing employment contracts on the Romanian territory in foreign language. “Now, how about having your wage deal written in Finnish?”- they asked rhetorically (Familia 2006).   

To be sure, CEE trade unions were generally supportive of the abolition of the administrative barriers for service provision existing in individual countries, such as licences, permits, certifications etc. At the same time, however, they expressed the necessity to abide by the rules of service provision of the receiving country. Andrzej Adamczyk (2007), Chief of the Polish trade union Solidarity trade union’s International Affairs Office presented his organizations’ rationale for taking such stance using the following metaphor:

“Of course, we accept a Belgian driving licence [in Poland]; a Belgian driver is permitted to drive in Poland, but according to the Polish traffic rules! Or if you buy a Mercedes in Germany, it doesn’t mean that you can drive it at 160 km/h at the Polish motorway, where there exists the speed limit of 130 km/h. It would be an utter stupidity to allow for that! Why should this apply to other areas? Especially in the service sector, the rules must be clear…”

However, Adamczyk acknowledged that the Polish unions presented these arguments mainly to inform the public opinion or, as he put it, “a wider audience”, i.e. the producers and the consumers, about the detrimental consequences of the services Directive adoption. For the union membership, he stated, the most important reasons to oppose the draft services act were the threat it posed to the existing wage and condition levels, as well as the unclear future of the European social order under the unrestricted liberalization of the EU service markets. In the next section, I demonstrate why such motivation facilitated the joint Eats-West mobilization against the Bolkestein Directive. 

3. Accounting for the West-East mobilization 

As claimed by Olson (1971), a mere fact that individuals’ interests coincide does not necessarily lead to collective action. In fact, in relation to labor unions, both interest groups and industrial relations literature have convincingly argued against the possibility of a pan-European labor mobilization, pointing out an acute collective action problem faced by European workers’ organizations at the EU level (e.g. Streeck 1991 and Ebbinghaus and Visser 1997). Not only structural differences between nationally-based workers’ organizations, but also a potential conflict of economic interests emerging between workers in different locations in the era of transnationalized, mobile production, is believed to significantly hamper the prospects for cross-border coordination of their actions (Hancké 2000). 

However, if one accepts the claim that labor is generally unable to act as a unified actor at the supranational level, yet another puzzle emerges in relation to the Bolkestein Directive. What can account for the fact that joint East-West union mobilization took place in this particular context? In other words, how did CEE and Western labor organizations managed to overcome the collective action problem? To answer this question, I use insights of the social movement theory and refer to the notions of threat and opportunity, as conceptualized by Tilly (1978) and Goldstone and Tilly (2001).

In his seminal book on revolutionary mobilization, Tilly (1978) elaborates on the notion of collective action and distinguishes between two determinants of actors’ collective responses: opportunity and threat. Opportunity can be defined as “the probability that the social protest actions will lead to success in achieving a desired outcome”; threat, on the other hand, refers to “risks and costs that a social group will experience if it acts …or that it expects to suffer if it does not take an action” (Goldstone and Tilly 2001: 183; emphasis added). As claimed by Tilly (op.cit.), the two notions usually prompt asymmetric responses in terms of collective mobilization; to put it bluntly, “a given amount of threat tends to generate more collective action than the <same> amount of opportunity“ (Tilly 1978:134-135; see Figure 1 on page 14)
.   


Numerous factors explain this asymmetrical character of the group’s reaction. First, the response to a threat might be quicker and more effective, as a given group can make use of the existing mechanisms of representation and engage a set of “standard” networks and well-established practices. On the contrary, the utilization of an emerging opportunity might require a far more advanced, oftentimes entirely new organization and mobilization patters, as well as a general action plan. Second, according to Tilly, groups usually seem to inflate the value of the resources remaining already under their control and are very reluctant to give them away, while underestimate the extent of the emerging opportunities. Last, but not least, threats seem also more generalizable; the group is more likely to perceive a particular threat as a danger for a wider set of its resources than a particular opportunity as a possibility to enhance the realization of a wider range of its interests (see also Jenkins et al. 2003). 

Figure 1. Asymmetrical effects of threat and opportunity on collective action 


      Source: Tilly (1978: 136)


[image: image1.png]EXTENT OF COLLECTIVE ACTION

Threat Opportunity

-1 ) +1
EXTENT OF ANTICIPATED CHANGE IN REALIZATION OF INTEREST







Tilly’s concept of threat as an important determinant of collective action seems particularly relevant for the analysis of the prospects for unified labor interest representation at the European level. Bearing in mind the difficulty workers face when mobilizing on a transnational scale, it might be expected that the emergence of a common danger, to which labor can react from “national”, well-established positions, will be more likely to generate a collective response at the EU level than an emerging opportunity, whose utilization involves a considerable amount of organizational effort as well the elaboration of compromised solutions acceptable for all.

In the context of the services Directive, I argue that the common mobilization of trade unions representing old and new member states took place because the liberal agenda pursued by the Directive, involving further deregulation of the service markets in the EU countries and setting ground for harsh cost competition between service providers, was perceived as a common threat by both West and Central-Eastern European labor organizations 
. Paraphrasing Scharpf (1996), I refer to unions’ reaction as the “negative mobilization”. Since it has emerged in reaction to a clearly defined threat, it did not involve an extensive program- and network building; rather, existing organizational patterns and communication channels were used to coordinate the responses of nationally based workers’ organizations. 

Western European labor unions’ feared that the adoption of the country of origin principle would prompt the competitive “race to the bottom” in the sphere of wage and working conditions. The intensified cost competition, in turn, would result in dismantling the existing patterns of employment protection and undermine collectively negotiated regulations. Bearing these concerns in mind, the decision of the Western trade unions to oppose the draft Directive seems indeed well grounded; at the same time, it also remains consistent with Rogowski’s expectations.

Workers organizations representing new EU member states, on the other hand, are primarily interested in the well being of their members and strive for a gradual levelling of wage and working conditions between their home countries and Western Europe. As stated in the preceding section, the services Directive would pose a considerable threat to the improvement scenario: first, the adoption of the country of origin principle would prompt the wage- and conditions-related race to the bottom between the new member states’ workers, eliminating prospects for a considerable social improvement even in a long-tern perspective. Secondly, it the upward convergence of social conditions can be achieved only when certain standards do not get undermined in the Western part of the European continent. In the absence of a reference point created by the Western social standards, the gradual improvement of wages as working regulations in the postcommunist Europe would be extremely unlikely.

4. Implications 

Bearing in mind the liberal character of the EU integration process, Western and CEE trade unions might be willing to launch common activities similar to the one analyzed in the present paper in the future. It is important to point out, however, that unions’ cooperative ventures, such as cross-border information exchange, joint training projects, as well as common mobilization on a transnational scale are not likely to develop in response to the opportunity structure created by pan-European labor representation bodies such as ETUC and the European Industry Federations (EIFs), whose limitations have been shown by a relative failure of the Social Dialogue initiative or collective bargaining coordination efforts (see Martin and Ross 1999). In the light of Tilly’s (1978) argument, one would rather expect that transnational cooperation between West and Central-Eastern European labor organizations will be launched in reaction to processes that threaten the interests of nationally-based unions, such as neoliberal restructuring, cost-driven relocations or the perspective of “the race to the bottom” in the wage and working conditions’ spheres. Paradoxically, the existence of competitive pressure in the enlarged EU and threats directly related to it might in fact serve as a catalyst of transnational labor cooperation, which will subsequently develop directly between Western and CEE labor organizations, oftentimes on bilateral basis. 

From Western European unions’ perspective, links developed with their CEE counterparts can be perceived as means to alleviate competitive pressure and eliminate cost comparisons from the West-East European relations. The tentative goal of cooperation would be to strengthen CEE labor organizations and contribute to the increase of unionization levels and collective bargaining coverage in new EU member states.  A long-term aim, on the other hand, would be that of the gradual leveling of wages and working conditions between their home country and a lower wage-level CEE country, in order to pre-empt further relocation of production activities to the East and keep future investment at home.  

For weak CEE unions, it is extremely difficult to push for better wages and working conditions at the national level, as their states do not consult them on socioeconomic policy issues and new businesses are usually union hostile. Therefore, it can be expected that they will favor cross-border cooperation and welcome the assistance of Western unions, as they have a lot to gain through transnational cooperation. It can be used as a tool to strengthen CEE unions thanks to organizing support or workshops on collective bargaining techniques;  it has also a symbolic importance and enhance union’s position vis-à-vis the employers in a given sector (see Meardi 2004). 

Tentative empirical evidence gathered for the purpose of my Ph.D. dissertation confirms the above-outlined arguments. It shows a significant development of the West-East European trade union cooperation in the last decade, precisely within the industries where similar production has been launched in new and old EU member states and thus the perception of cross-border competitive pressure is the strongest. In the car-manufacturing sector, for instance, Polish and German trade unions at the GM concern have undertaken a variety of cooperative activities, including continuous information exchange on plant issues, formulation of common position vis-à-vis the management, as well as strike support lent by the Polish Gliwice plant workers to their German colleagues.  In the house technical equipment branch, the German metal union IG Metall had been giving a continued support to the unionization of the Polish Electrolux plants and organized several meetings of German and Polish trade union activists. In a similar vein, the Swedish Metalworkers’ Union (now IF Metall) made efforts to unionize Polish wood workers in the IKEA plants, which have resulted in the creation of trade union representation in the majority of IKEA production sites located in Poland. Finally, in the construction sector, which represents a specific case of “product competition” posed by mobile Polish workers offering their construction services on the German market, cooperation between the German construction union IG BAU and Polish labor organizations Solidarity and Budowlani have involved inter alia information exchange and joint seminars on recruitment organized within the so-called PECO initiative. In 2004 IG BAU founded the European Migrant Workers Union, which recruits Polish construction workers posted to Germany and offers them legal assistance. 
Conclusions

Trade unions and other societal groups opposing the initial project of the services legislation might call the end product of the European Parliament voting as a “considerable success” (OS KOVO 2006, Adamczyk 2007).  The compromised version of the services Directive abolishes the most hated country of origin principle, leaving EU member states a considerable leeway for the introduction of tighter regulation under the clause of public interest protection. Furthermore, the new legislation does not cover non-economic services of general interest, as well as a number of sensitive sectors such as temporary work agencies. It also respects member state labor law and leaves the country-specific collective bargaining regulations intact (European Parliament 2006b).

Is it possible to outline wider implications of the anti-Directive mobilization for transnational union cooperation in the enlarged EU? To put it in a bit provocative way, can we perhaps observe a “counter-hegemonic bloc in the making”, formed by the European labor and cemented by the common threat of ongoing Common Market liberalization? It seems still too early to formulate such strong conclusions. Nevertheless, on the basis of the evidence from the services Directive case and the preliminary research results of my dissertation research presented above, I claim that it would also be incorrect to counterpose labor organizations representing new and old EU member states. CEE trade unions do not necessarily serve as a “Trojan horse” that threatens the Western European systems of social protection and industrial relations (see Meardi 2002). On the contrary, they have also vital interests in preserving the Western model while striving for the gradual improvement of labor conditions in the postcommunist region. The coinciding interests of labor organizations representing new and old EU member states might create a platform for cross-border trade union cooperation once the common threat is discernable; further investigation is needed to assess the extent of such cooperation, types of common initiatives, as well as the sectoral distribution of cooperative ventures. 
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� The services Directive is also referred to as the Bolkestein Directive, named so after Frederik Bolkestein, the EU Internal Market Commissioner who presented a draft version of the document. In the present paper, I use the two names interchangeably. 


� The country of origin principle significantly diverged from the provisions of 1996 Directive on posted workers, which allowed the EU member states to extend their minimum labor law regulations on foreign employees working on their territory. 


� The terms Central-Eastern European (CEE) states and new EU member states refer to 10 postcommunist states that joined the EU in the last two enlargement rounds, i.e. in 2004 and 2007 (Poland, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, Hungary, Slovenia, Bulgaria and Romania). Western European states or old EU member states are the EU founders and the countries that gained the EU membership in earlier enlargement rounds.
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