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Brief elaboration of post war socio-economic policy-making in the Netherlands

Corporatism as a government strategy to restore or create consensus under the
conditions of relative autonomy and mutual instrumentalisation of the actors involved,
can only be expected to function, if at all, under precisely these circumstances, that is,
relative autonomy and mutual instrumentalisation. In order to argue that the period
after1965 in the post-war history of Dutch incomes policy best satisfies these
requirements, | will give a brief sketch of both the relevant organisations and the history
of Dutch incomes policy since 1945.

Post war Dutch incomes policy is usually described as a transition from a centrally
guided, statutory incomes policy by the government to a formally free incomes policy,
that is, free from government intervention (Fernhout 1980: 151-153, 155; Windmuller
and De Galan 1977: 2, 26-27; Dercksen et al 1982: 122-126; de Liagre Bohl et al
1981: 106-109; Fortuyn 1981: 325-329, 373-424; van Ruysseveldt and Visser 1996:
211-214; see also van Waarden 2003).

There are three main periods in Dutch incomes policy after 1945:

- 1945-1963, guided and differentiated statutory incomes policy;

- 1963-1968/70, transition to a formally free incomes policy;

- 1968/70 - present, a formally free incomes policy.

In the period between 1945 and 1963, the Minister of Social Affairs determines
incomes policy, after recommendations from the Foundation of Labour (STAR —
Stichting van de Arbeid). It is also the Minister who formulates the guidelines, which
the College van Rijksbemiddelaars has to apply when they check collective contracts
between employers and unions (Fernhout 1980: 143; Windmuller and De Galan 1977,
Vol. 2: 16-21; Fase 1980: 47-51). The Social and Economic Council (SER — Sociaal
Economische Raad)usually confines itself *“to recommendations concerning social
security, terms of employment, labour legislation and the main issues of wage policy, if
they were specifically asked” to give a recommendation (Windmuller and De Galan
1977, Vol. 2: 29 - translation jjw). The participation of interest groups in government
policy in this period, confined to social issues, is restricted to non-binding
recommendation with regard to policy formation, and to implementing government
policy. Government and parliament (the political parties heading the various pillars)
remain the dominant actors and determine the agenda. Interest groups are not meant to
take on government tasks (except in the execution of government policy), nor are they
invited to determine policies themselves. In the institutionalised relation between
government and interest groups in the area of socio-economic policy, it is the
government (and parliament) that acts, the interest groups re-act (see also: Teulings
1980: 18; Nobelen 1983: 102 ff). In the last instance it is the 'coercive’ or 'statutory
powers' of the government (Panitch 1979: 142), which keeps the employers'
organisations and unions together in the implementation of the centrally guided
statutory incomes policy.

In other words, the coalition governments of christian democratic and social democratic
parties in the post-war period both created the framework for macroeconomic planning
and policy-making, and integrated the relevant socio-economic actors in that framework
‘top-down’. It is clearly party government and parliament that determine the room to
manoeuvre for the interest groups.

Between 1963 and 1968/1970, with many conflicts and experiments, the transition from
statutory incomes policy to a formally free incomes policy takes effect (van Doorn et al
1976; Windmuller and De Galan 1977; Fase 1980: 300/1, 303-305). The Law on Wage



Formation (1968/70) is the political expression of this transition. However, the
government retains the authority to intervene with a six-month wage freeze.

Within the union federations major changes occur. The affiliated branch unions become
more powerful vis-a-vis the central federation. Slowly, negotiations on the branch and
industry level gain more importance.

Generally, this period is regarded as a time of polarisation and conflict. Consensus
within the institutions is on the decline and decentralisation within the union federations
has resulted in a less co-operative inclination. From the perspective of corporatism as a
government strategy, however, this period is more interesting than the previous one.
Unions and employers' organisations take a much more independent stance towards
each other and towards the government. The government loses its absolute domination
in the area of wage policy, but still retains the power to intervene if they feel the general
economic situation calls for intervention. Although party government (and parliament)
ultimately can still determine the ‘rules’ of the game, the conditions for corporatism as a
possible government strategy to forge or restore consensus in a situation of both
autonomy of the actors and mutual instrumentalisation have been shaped (Keman et al
1985).

Since 1970 incomes policy is formally free, although the government retains the power
to intervene. From 1970 tot 1986, the government could intervene with a wage freeze if
it felt the general economic situation called for intervention. In 1986 the Law on Wage
Formation is amended. Government intervention in wages in the market sector is then
only allowed in case of a national emergency, caused by external factors (Korver
1993: 394). Trade unions and employers’ organisations have now ample room to
manoeuvre to pursue their interests in the market sector, but in case of an emergency,
government (and parliament) can still take over. The government’s leading role with
regard to incomes policy in the (semi-) public sector remains beyond question. The
ultimate, deciding responsibility for incomes policy, therefore still rests with party
government and parliament.

If there was ever a period in which the interactions between government, unions and
employers' organisations with respect to policy-making could be analysed in terms of a
neo-corporatist strategy, it is precisely this period. Incomes policy in the market sector
is free. Interest groups have ample room to manoeuvre, but in case of an emergency
party government (and parliament) can still take over. Economic problems mount as a
consequence of the oil shocks in 1973 and 1979/1980. This is precisely the environment
in which corporatism, as a possible government strategy to restore consensus and foster
economic growth, will have to prove its worth. Consequently, the research is focused on
incomes policy after 1965.

In this period the rules governing the annual incomes policy are such that within the
market sector trade unions and employers’ organisations are ostensibly free to pursue
their own agenda’s. However, government can still overrule the outcome (provided
there is a crisis caused by external factors), and has a leading role with regard to
incomes policy in the (semi-) public sector and social security legislation.



Availability and use of data

In this research project the annual negotiations between trade unions and employers’
organisations on wages and other terms of employment, and the matching
government policies and interventions after 1965 have been studied. For the trade
unions and employers’ organisations primary sources include their annual notes with
which they enter these negotiations. The government’s policies and interventions are
documented in the annual budget and related government notes and parliamentary
discussions. All these documents, plus the accompanying actions, are more or less
extensively reported in the SER Bulletin (SIB — see references), which has served as
the main source for the research.

The extent of the SIB’s information on incomes policy varies over the years. Until
1980, annual negotiations and consultations are extensively reported in the weekly
Bulletin, as are the government’s corresponding actions and policies. Early 1981, the
SIB changes from a weekly to a bi-weekly, and in autumn 1982 to a monthly
Bulletin. These editorial changes are accompanied by a marked decrease in useful
information on annual negotiations and consultations on incomes policy in 1981,
1982 and 1983. From 1984, the SIB briefly regains its previous high standard in
presenting comprehensive information concerning incomes policy. However, in
1988, 1989 and 1990, there is again a sharp decrease in useful reports on negotiations
and consultations with regard to annual incomes policy. From 1991 to 1995, the
reports on annual incomes policy are more extensive and comprehensive again,
although they do not reach the high standards prevalent before 1981 and between
1984 and 1988. From 1996, this information becomes more scarce and haphazard.
And from 2001, SIB reports on the annual negotiations and consultations on incomes
policy are usually restricted to photoshoots of the participants or interviews about
their personal evaluation of the atmosphere in which past negotiations took place that
all sadly lack the answers to common questions like who, what, where, when, how
much and why? In September 2009 the SIB is renamed in SERmagazine, but this
change of name has had no positive effect for the information provided.

For the periods in which the SIB is not a reliable source, additional sources have been
used, including the annual reports and notes on incomes policy of trade unions and
employers’ organisations as well as the STAR, the annual government budgets,
policy agreements (Regeeraccoorden) and government declarations of incoming
governments, and other relevant information as reported in the records of parliament
(Handelingen van de Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal), and the official
government gazette (Nederlandse Staatscourant). Regrettably, with the digitalisation
of the Staatscourant in 2009 the only function that remains is that of official
government gazette data base. All independent, and very helpful news reports on the
annual budget are terminated.

Digitalisation also has had an adverse effect on the content of the annual reports of
the employers’ and trade union organisations. After 2005 these organisations either
stop producing annual reports (trade unions) or issue only very short, financial annual
reports (employers’ organisations). The evaluations of the past year in terms of
demands and negotiations between social partners and between them and the
government are terminated or have to be gleaned from their respective websites.
Newspaper reports on the annual government budget and the reactions of social
partners after 2005 are much easier accessed in digital format than on paper, but also
quite often lack in factual content. It seems as if increased digitalisation also



increases the efforts needed to get the answers to basic questions like who, what,
where, when, how much and why?

The information from the above sources has been supplemented with other sources.
These include Windmuller et al (1977, 1983), van Doorn et al (1976), Fase (1980),
STAR (1985), and Akkermans (1999). These sources extensively report the annual
negotiations between trade unions and employers’ organisations and the matching
government interventions until 1985. Similar sources for the later period that focus
specifically and with great detail on these annual negotiations and related government
interventions do not exist. But Korver (1993), van Bottenburg (1995), STAR (1995),
van den Toren (1996), van Heertum-Lemmen and Wilthagen (1996), Visser and
Hemerijck (1997, 1998), Roebroek and Hertogh (1998), Akkermans (1999), Visser
(1999), Hemerijck and Visser (2000), Hemerijck et al (2000), Hemerijck (2002,
2003), Slomp (2002), van Waarden (2002, 2003) and Bruggeman and van der
Houwen (2005) do provide additional information on a number of years. Other
sources used are referenced in the text.



Government strategies and styles of decision-making

Government strategies:
- | =Passive

- 1l = Co-operative

- 111 = Congruent

- IV = Guiding

Styles of decision-making of trade unions and employers’ organisations:

- A = Confrontation
- B = Bargaining
- C =Problem solving

The focus is on both the effects of different government strategies on the styles of
decision making between trade unions and employers’ organisations, and the effect
of different styles of decision making between trade unions and employers’
organisations on government strategies.

Combinations of styles of decision-making of trade unions and employers’

organisations

Combinations of styles of
decision-making

Classification

Resulting combined style
of decision-making

AA Both trade unions and A = Confrontation
employers’ organisations | (Chicken game)
opt for confrontation

AB, BA One of the parties opts for | A = Confrontation
confrontation, the other for | (Chicken game)
bargaining

AC, CA One of the parties opts for | A = Confrontation
confrontation, the other for | (Chicken game)
problem solving

BB Both trade unions and B = Bargaining
employers’ organisations | (Prisoners’ Dilemma)
opt for bargaining

BC, CB One of the parties opts for | B = Bargaining
bargaining, the other for (Prisoners’ Dilemma)
problem solving

CC Both trade unions and C = Problem solving

employers’ organisations
opt for problem solving

(Battle of the Sexes)




19651

For 1965 the government Marijnen (KVP, ARP, CHU, VVD) wants to limit the rise
of wages to 4-5%, including 1.5% compensation for the rise in social security
premiums for old age and disability pensions.

If necessary, the government announces it will intervene in collective contracts

through the Board of Government Mediators (College van Rijksbemiddelaars). The

goal of government policy is to redress the slight economic dip by reducing real

Income; maintaining a balanced budget and issuing higher interest rates on credit

(SIB 36, 1964: 12-15).

The government gives the trade unions and employers’ organisation a choice between

various packages:

- abinding wage measure across the board of 1.5% compensation per 01-01-1965
for rising social security premiums (old age and widow’s pensions), plus a
maximum of 3.2% wage increase;

- abinding wage measure across the board above 1.5% accompanied by a
correspondingly lower maximum for wage increases;

- abinding wage measure across the board which prescribes both compensation and
total wage increase in detail (SIB 47, 1964: 15-18).

The agendas of trade unions and employers’ organisations are determined by their

different views on economic prospects. Unions feel that the forecast for 1965 made

by the Central Planning Bureau (CPB) is too pessimistic, like it was in the previous
years (SIB 41, 1964: 2, 3). They reject the calculations, based on this forecast, which
indicate that a wage rise of 2% in real terms is the maximum which can be afforded,
and prepare for tough negotiations (SIB 38, 1964: 19). The government’s alternative,

tax reductions instead of wage rises, is rejected. Unions feel that better wages in 1965

are both desirable and unavoidable. The government’s other proposals, in a letter to

the Foundation of Labour (STAR), for a small wage rise (in combination with tax
reductions), are rejected as well. And in response, the unions up their demands (SIB

48, 1964: 7-9).

Employers’ organisations refuse to negotiate over these demands (SIB, 39: 1964: 21,

32; SIB 42, 1964: 6, 7). Their main objection is that wage rises can not be

incorporated in prices, because government has capped prices. A, in their view, too

high a rise in wages, as the unions demand, will lead to a deterioration in
competitiveness of Dutch firms (SIB 48, 1964: 7). Eventually, employers’

organisations agree to a (small) general wage rise. Unions, however, want both a

general wage rise, and to continue negotiations on the branch and company level

(SIB 44, 1964: 2, 3).

When the negotiations in the SER and the STAR grind to a halt, the government

intervenes through the minister of Social Affairs with a new proposal. The proposal

includes a slightly higher wage rise than in the previous packages (3.5% instead of

3.2%), a rise of the minimum wage, the possibility of paying special bonuses, and

extra child allowances for larger families. With this package, the government

! Since 1965, after the so-called ‘wage explosions’ of 1963, 1964 and 1965, the search for a new
system of wage negotiations is on. The main problems of the existing system are the fact that
government beforehand determines the maximum allowed wage rise, and also severely limits the
freedom of negotiations on other issues. Between 1963 and 1968/1970, the system changes from an
almost completely government led system to a formally free system (van Doorn et al, 1976;
Windmuller et al1983: 152-161).



succeeds in getting the chairmen of the peak organisations to close a deal in informal

talks. The ‘wage agreement 1965’ (loonakkoord 1965) includes:

- awage increase as of January 1st, 1965;

- an acceptable wage cost increase of 3%;

- acontinuation with wage differentiation in those companies that have applied that
in 1964 as well;

- aminimum wage of 110.= guilders per week;

- the introduction or improvement of wage systems linked to performance;

- abonus payment, subject to renewed talks between STAR and government, if and
when economic growth turns out to be better than expected (SIB 49, 1964. 2-4;
SIB 50, 1964: 2; STAR 1985: 45, 46).

To facilitate agreement, government takes over part of the employers’ premiums for

child allowances (SIB 49, 1964: 2-4). Notwithstanding disagreement over the exact

contents of this Central Agreement, it is later elaborated in the STAR and,
reluctantly, accepted by both parties (SIB 50, 1964: 2). Neither party is content with
the agreement, but, apparently, both parties view it as the best possible result.

Despite larger wage rises at the branch level than allowed for in the agreed package,

the STAR approves the collective contracts concluded, without any subsequent

interference by the government (Windmuller et al 1983: 197). In June 1965 the
government even authorises the payment of a 2% bonus, which was part of the
agreed package.

1965

Government strategy 11

Trade unions style A

Employers’ organisations style | A

W W w

Combined styles social partners |A

Outcome 1B

The government actively intervenes in the negotiations by offering various packages
to trade unions and employers’ organisations. When negotiations bog down in a
deadlock, it is the government that resolves the deadlock with a new proposal that is
grudgingly accepted by both parties.




1966

The agenda of the government Cals (KVVP, ARP, PvdA) concerning the wage
negotiations for 1966 is heavily influenced by the massive evasion of the maximum
wage rise allowed by the government Marijnen (KVP, ARP, CHU, VVD) in 1965
(Windmuller et al 1983: 197, 199/200). The government decides to authorise the
Board of Government Mediators again to check the wage agreements in the
collective contracts, instead of the STAR.
During the negotiations for 1966, both trade unions and employers’ organisations
show a declining willingness to compromise. They have great difficulties with the
way wages are determined. Consequently, pressure on the government to come up
with a new system for wage and incomes policy increases (van Doorn et al 1976:
226-247).
Trade unions and employers’ organisations fail to reach an agreement on wages in
the STAR. The main obstacles are the demands of the unions for a wage rise in real
terms and the level of a minimum wage. Unions demand 125 guilders per week (SIB
46, 1965: 23; 47, 1965: 17, 18). Employers feel that a minimum wage goes against
the freedom of wage formation, as it diminishes the flexibility in wage structure in
companies. Nevertheless, they are willing to agree to a raise amounting to 110
guilders per week (SIB 46, 1965: 23; SIB 47, 1965: 17-19; SIB 48, 1965: 20). In
response, unions accuse the employers of taking out their previous defeat on this
iIssue on the lowest paid and demand that the government changes the provisional
legislation on the minimum wage into a proper law (SIB 48, 1965: 24).
Employers’ organisations and trade unions do reach agreement on other aspects of
terms of employment:
- equal pay for men and women (for equal jobs) — the STAR will judge collective
contracts on this issue;
- agradual reduction of working hours without a timetable (the government wanted
to set July 1st, 1967 as the starting date) (STAR 1985: 46).
Due to the lack of agreement between unions and employers’ organisations on wages,
the STAR does not look unfavourable on government intervention with regard to this
iIssue. The government then sets the level of the minimum wage on 120 guilders. The
unions are more content than the employers who warn that this level will have a
detrimental effect on general wage formation (SIB 50, 1965: 7-10; SIB 2, 1966: 28).
The government also determines the norm for the maximum allowed wage rise in
1966: 6 - 7% (SIB 46, 1965: 2). And on the issue of a reduction of working hours, it
Is also the government that takes the decision.
Despite attempts by the Board of Government Mediators to implement government
limits in separate collective contracts, these limits are regularly broken. Trade unions
profit from the demand for labour (SIB 8, 1966: 6, 7; van Doorn et al 1976: 232).
After several warnings and consultations with trade unions and employers’
organisations on a number of collective contracts that had wage rises above the
prescribed norm, the government intervenes in these contracts through the Board of
Government Mediators. Halfway 1966 the government toughens its control over
prices and again declares its determination to strictly enforce the prescribed norm for
wage rises (SIB 8, 1966: 6 — 7; SIB 9, 1966: 2, 3; SIB 11, 1966: 21; SIB 15, 1966:
17; SIB 21, 1966: 5 — 8; SIB 23, 1966: 26, 27; STAR 1985: 46, 47). This policy is
also vigorously enforced by the interim government Zijlstra (KVP, ARP)
(Windmuller et al 1983: 201; SIB 24, 1966: 22).



1966

Government strategy [ i AV
Trade unions style B B B
Employers’ organisations style B B B
Combined styles social partners B B B
Outcome VB

As trade unions and employers’ organisations cannot agree on the level of the
minimum wage, it is the government that breaks the deadlock and fixes that level.
The amount chosen is between the offer of employers’ organisations and the demand
of the trade unions. It is also the government that breaks the deadlock on the wage
rise in real terms, sets the norm for the maximum allowed wage rise, and finally
enforces that norm in decentral negotiations.
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1967

In 1967 the interim government Zijlstra (KVVP, ARP) determines beforehand that
wage rises should not exceed the expected rise in productivity of 3.5% (SIB 36,
1966: 11-15; SIB 45, 1966: 7 — 8; SIB 46, 1966: 15 — 16).
The agreed goals of central negotiations are to achieve a positive balance of
payments and less inflation, and to maintain employment. Therefore, a limitation or
reduction of wage costs and prices is necessary. Despite agreement between trade
unions and employers’ organisations over these goals and means, central negotiations
break down. The main breaking point is the demand of the trade unions that, apart
from the general wage rise, remaining (financial) possibilities for better terms of
employment on the branch and company level may be used for wages in the form of
a temporarily blocked savings account. On the amount of the general wage rise, an
agreement was almost reached (SIB 37, 1965: 24, 25; SIB 47, 1966: 17, 18).
Eventually, government breaks the dead-lock and determines the whole package:
- awage rise of 4% in 1967 when collective labour contracts are renewed,;
- 1.5% per 01-07-1967,
- arise in the minimum wage,;
- anincrease in social security benefits of 5% through indexation beforehand, and
the remainder afterwards;
- no reduction in working hours, unless already agreed to in longer term contracts
(more than one year);
- no price indexation of wages on 01-07-1967,
- no capping of the rise in the health care premiums above 6.2% (SIB 48, 1966: 14
—15).
However, all other demands of the trade unions, especially with regard to rising
prices, taxes and social security premiums were ignored (Windmuller et al 1983:
201).
The differences with the original demands of the unions are striking. Although the
general wage rise is close to their demands, the other conditions imposed by the
government make it unacceptable for the unions. Firstly, the government does not
allow any indexation of wages to rising prices afterwards. Secondly, the government
sets strict limits for total rises in wage costs, which are to be controlled by the STAR.
In response, the NVV pulls out of the whole incomes policy system and refuses any
further co-operation. And although employers’ organisations in the first instance
seem to comply with this part of the government package, the main employers’
organisation CSWV later also declines to co-operate (SIB 48, 1966: 15-16, 28; SIB 1,
1967: 21).
The government, however, is not moved to further concessions. Because the NVV
and the CSWV refuses to co-operate and to check the proposed collective contracts
through the STAR on their concurrence with government policy, all responsibilities
for wages and related terms of employment are taken from the STAR and placed in
the hands of the Board of Government Mediators. The Board is instructed to apply
the government’s policy package across the board. This means that no differentiation
on the branch level are accepted (SIB 48, 1965: 15, 16; SIB 1, 1967: 21; SIB 6, 1967:
12; SIB 14, 1967: 15, 16; van Doorn et al 1976: 243-246).

11



1967

Government strategy

Employers’ organisations style

(\Y
Trade unions style B

B

B

Combined styles social partners

Outcome VB

The government breaks the deadlock in the negotiations between employers’
organisations and trade unions by imposing its own policy package with regard to
wages and income. In response, trade unions and employers’ organisations refuse
further co-operation with the government




1968

In 1968 the government De Jong (KVP, ARP, CHU, VVD) ostensibly leaves the
negotiations on wages to the trade unions and employers’ organisations. However,
the government does determine beforehand that wage rises should not exceed the
expected rise in productivity of 3% (SIB 36, 1967: 2). The government also
announces its determination to intervene when wage rises in collective contracts
exceed this norm (SIB 40, 1967: 20). In its consultations with the STAR, however,
the government retracts on this announcement and agrees to wait for the results of the
negotiations between trade unions and employers’ organisations (SIB 40, 1967: 21,
22).

Trade unions and employers’ organisations at least agree about one thing: both are
against binding agreements on the central level. If and when parties agree on the
central level, the government should honour these agreements. The Minister of Social
Affairs should only intervene if and when collective contracts threaten to destabilise
the national economy. However, parties again disagree on the issue of the minimum
wage. Trade unions oppose further differentiation in wages between branches and
companies and therefore demand a raise of the minimum wage comparable to the
average wage and price rises. Employers’ organisations do not want to go further
than a raise comparable to the average wage rise (SIB 38, 1967: 10-12).

On October 24th, 1967, parties reach an agreement in the STAR about a free incomes
policy without a Central Agreement, although the agreement does include the
minimum wage. The agreement stipulates that there is to be no Central Agreement or
norm, and that the government should only intervene in collective contracts when
these threaten to seriously disrupt the economy. If and when the Minister of Social
Affairs intervenes, he/she should first seek advice of an independent Committee of
Economic Experts in which no civil servants are represented and that can rely on the
trust of both unions and employers’ organisations. The organisations also reach an
agreement on the division of payment of rising social security premiums over
employers and employees (SIB 41, 1967: 4, 5; SIB 2, 1968: 17; SIB 4, 1968: 28, 29).
The minister of Social Affairs accepts these agreements. However, the government
increasingly worries about the extent of agreed wage rises and reductions in working
hours, and, after extensive consultations with the STAR, frequently interferes in
concluded collective contracts through the Board of Government Mediators (the
recently appointed Committee of Economic Experts is by-passed), much to the
resentment of the trade unions. The main focus for intervention is the reduction of
working hours. Government wants to preserve some room for heavier taxation
resulting from the introduction of the VAT (SIB 7, 1968: 5, 6; SIB 8, 1968: 15-18;
SIB 9, 1968: 24; SIB 11, 1968: 24-26; SIB 14, 1968: 22-25; SIB 20, 1968: 24, 25;
SIB 21, 1968: 9-13). In the end, however, the government does not ratify merely one
clause about a reduction in working hours in the collective agreement in the building
trade. And this only after consulting the independent Committee of Economic
Experts (SIB 43, 1968: 9).

The government also considers emergency legislation to extend the duration of all
collective contracts of 1968 into 1969 with six months. A majority in parliament
opposes these proposals and they are eventually dropped (van Doorn et al 1976: 262;
SIB 20, 1968: 24 — 25; SIB 21, 1968: 9 — 13; SIB 22, 1968: 9 — 12, 20 — 21).
Notwithstanding these disagreements, in 1968 also the Bill on the Minimum Wage
and Minimum Holiday Allowance is passed (SIB: 17, 1968: 28, 29; SIB 18, 1968: 4;
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SIB 34, 1968: 28 — 29; SIB 37, 1968: 40 — 42). On 23 February 1969 it becomes law
(SIB 9, 1969: 6).

1968

Government strategy

Trade unions style

W =
UJUJUJZ
W =

Combined styles social partners

v
B
Employers’ organisations style |B
B
IB

Outcome

The government starts by setting its own wage norm first, but then agrees to give
trade unions and employers’ organisations a chance to work out an agreement
amongst themselves. The government at first accepts the agreement that there will
not be a binding Central Agreement, but then increasingly intervenes in decentral
contracts. In the end, however, most interventions are dropped.

14




1969

In 1969 the same transitional system of wage negotiations as in 1968 is in force.
Although wage negotiations are ostensibly free from government intervention, the
government De Jong (KVP, ARP, CHU, VVD) again states that wage rises should
not exceed the expected rise in productivity (4%) as far as they did in 1968; and that
part of those rises should be in the form of special savings accounts that are blocked
for a number of years. The government also announces it will intervene (again) in
collective contracts if trade unions and employer’ organisations do not heed the limits
set by the government (SIB 36, 1968: 12 — 14; SIB 37, 1968: 25 — 33; SIB 43, 1968:
9).

In this year also, negotiations are conducted decentrally, on the level of branches and
companies. Trade unions take a tougher stand than in the previous year (SIB 28,
1968: 10; SIB 31, 1968: 21, 22; SIB 40, 1968: 9, 10; SIB 41, 1968: 11, 17-19). Partly
the Bill on Wage Formation put before parliament in September 1968 is to blame.
And partly because of the decisions by parliament regarding the minimum wage (SIB
36, 1968: 20). Also, trade unions feel that government policy aims at changing the
distribution of incomes in favour of company profits. On top of that, the internal
pressure from individual branch unions on the national federations to take a tougher
stand also mounts increasingly.

Employers’ organisations keep fairly quiet. They feel that government policy does
not go far enough and fear that the proposed growth of the (semi-) public sector will
lead to shortages of capital and, consequently, to reduced investments. They remain
set against all forms of wage earner funds and blocked savings accounts (SIB 43,
1968: 6, 7; SIB 46, 1968: 6, 7).

The results of the decentralised negotiations widely exceed the government’s wage
limits (originally a 6.5% rise in wage costs was forecasted for the whole of 1969, but
already in June it is expected to exceed 11%). Consequently, the government
repeatedly intervenes in collective contracts. The main issues are the reduction in
working hours and wage rises that exceed the government’s norms. The government
prefers some form of a blocked savings account (SIB 2, 1969: 5, 6, 15; SIB 4, 1969:
2-5; SIB 5, 1969: 16, 17; SIB 20, 1969: 32; SIB 21, 1969: 37; SIB 22, 1969: 12; SIB
25, 1969: 8, 9; van Doorn et al 1976: 278, 289-292; Windmuller et al 1983: 223). To
curb inflation (and price compensation in wages), and to accommodate the trade
unions by compensating policies, the government institutes a temporary (five month)
price stop (SIB 15, 1969: 16-18; SIB 21, 1969: 13; SIB 24, 1969: 11; SIB 34, 1969:
22-24; van Doorn et al 1976: 296).

1969

Government strategy (\Y I (\Y
Trade unions style A A A

Employers” organisations style | B B B

Combined style social partners | A A A

Outcome IVA

Trade unions and employers’ organisations conclude decentral contracts that widely
exceed the government’s proclaimed wage limits. Consequently, government
repeatedly intervenes in those contracts.
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1970

The government De Jong (KVP, ARP, CHU, VVD) refuses to accommodate the
trade unions with regard to their demands for wage earner funds
(vermogensaanwasdeling - VAD) and special savings accounts in which pay rises can
paid but that are also blocked for a number of years. Notwithstanding the offer by the
trade unions to lower their wage demands in return. The government also unilaterally
imposes a threshold in the indexation of wages. On the other hand, the government
follows the recommendation of the SER that new collective contracts can include a
maximum wage rise of 5% plus a 1.5% reduction in working hours and postpones
rises in VAT and rents (SIB 36, 1969: 7-11; MEV 1970: 9).

Trade unions demand a real rise in wages of 2%, plus concrete government policies
to combat unemployment and increase the number of houses (SIB 24, 1969: 2; SIB
36, 1969: 16). Both trade unions and employers’ organisations oppose the rise in
VAT, because of the consequences for prices. In response, the government not only
postpones the proposed rise in VAT, but also issues a number of other measures to
get both parties to exercise moderation with regard to wages. Both the employers’
organisations and the government agree that wages may rise some 2.5% in real terms.
All in all, the differences between parties are minimal as far as wages are concerned
(SIB 36, 1969: 17).

Based on the 14th bi-annual report of the SER, a compromise is reached. In return for
indexation of the expected 2.5-3% wage rise to compensate for price rises, the trade
unions agree to co-operate in wage moderation (SIB 26, 1969: 2-5; SIB 27, 1969:
20). Decentral negotiations on the branch and company levels proceed smoothly. The
government does not interfere in the results in an effort not to worsen relations with
the trade unions any further.

Despite the ease with which wage negotiations are concluded, trade unions collide
head-on with the government on the issue of the Law on Wage Formation, especially
clause 8. According to this clause, government is entitled to intervene in individual
collective contracts if and when it deems this necessary. When the Bill is eventually
passed, NVV and NKV boycott wage negotiations on the central level in both the
SER and the STAR (Windmuller et al 1983: 223 ff.; SIB 38, 1969: 12, 13; SIB 38,
1969: 18-20, 23). Consequently, they refuse to participate in the formulation of
recommendations by the SER on the institution of a Committee of Economic Experts
(which has to advice the government on decentrally concluded contracts) and on the
issue of price indexation of wages. In return, the Minister of Social Affairs, Roolvink
(ARP), unilaterally decides to implement a “threshold’ of 3.5% in the price
indexation (that means that only when prices have risen 3.5% or more, wages will be
indexed accordingly). This leads to a further deterioration of the already very strained
relations with the trade unions (van Doorn et al 1976: 345). And although employers’
organisations are ‘disappointed’ that unions seem to take out their grudge against
government on the system of negotiations in industry (SIB 38, 1969: 13), in the
STAR they support the unions in their refusal to have talks with the government as
long as clause 8 is in force (SIB 2, 1970: 17).
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1970

Government strategy 1 (\Y
Trade unions style C C
Employers’ organisations style C C
Combined style social partners C C
Outcome IVC

Negotiations on incomes policy proceed fairly smoothly and result in a bipartite
compromise based on the 14th bi-annual report of the SER. The conflict between
trade unions and the government is about a part of the new system of negotiations on
incomes policy as laid down in the Law on Wage Formation (clause 8). Trade unions
refuse to participate in any further negotiations on the central level. They are
reluctantly supported by employers’ organisations. In response, the government
unilaterally intervenes in the price indexation agreement.
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1971

Wage negotiations in 1971 are completely determined by the effects of the so-called
‘400 guilders wave’ of the second half of 1970. This was the result of a number of
originally ‘wild-cat strikes’ that started in the ports of Rotterdam and were eventually
taken over by the trade unions (van Doorn et al 1976: 362-373; Windmuller et al
1983: 225/226). The government De Jong (KVP, ARP, CHU, VVD) announces in its
1971 budget that it aims to neutralise the effects of these wage rises by a binding
wage measure. However, the SER gives a negative recommendation and the
government retracts its plans (SIB 43, 1970: 19). To better the relations with the trade
unions, and to (re)start central negotiations, the government also announces it will
‘freeze’ clause 8 (i.e. will not make use of it) of the Law on Wage Formation (SIB
40, 1970: 16, 17; Windmuller et al 1983: 223).

Following the 400 guilders wave’, in November 1970, trade unions and employers’

organisations reach agreement in the form of a recommendation by the SER. They

agree that, in order to regain a stable economic development, wages should rise
slower than productivity (SIB 43, 1970: 2-7). Trade unions, however, insist that price
rises should be included, whilst employers’ organisations emphatically disagree.

Employers are of the opinion that the demand of the trade unions will mean that the

targets set in the recommendation of the SER will not be met. They therefore ask the

government to exercise its own responsibility in order to achieve the desired wage

moderation in 1971 (SIB 44, 1970: 12-16; SIB 45, 1969: 26, 27).

Negotiations between trade unions and employers’ organisations break down. In

response, in December 1970, the government imposes a binding wage measure for

1971 based on clause 10 of the Law on Wage Formation. The measure is amended by

parliament:

- collective contracts as of 11-12-1970 are extended with a six-month period when
they expire;

- wage rises, including the 400 guilders wave’, in contracts already accepted by the
Board of Government Mediators remain untouched;

- a 3% wage rise per 01-01-1971 for contracts expiring on 31-12-1971, plus another
1% on 01-04-1971;

- the same wage rise apply for the longer term contracts when they expire;

- the “400 guilders’ are incorporated in wages immediately after expiration of
contracts (SIB 45, 1970: 24-26; SIB 46, 1970: 21-23; SIB 47, 1970: 26; STAR
1985: 48, 49).

At the same time, the government imposes a price measure which states that only

some specifically named external costs, plus the effects of the “400 guilders wave’

may be included in the recalculation of prices. Employers’ organisations object
strongly to this part of the package, but acknowledge that government, in the face of
insufficient guarantees for a necessary restraint in wage rises by organised labour and
employers, has its own responsibility. They support the government’s wage measure
and blame the trade unions and announce they will loyally co-operate with the
government and shall not try to undermine its policy by giving in to ‘extreme’

demands of unions (SIB 40, 1970: 6, 16, 17; SIB 41, 1970: 6, 10-12; SIB 44, 1970:

15, 16; SIB 45, 1970: 27; SIB 48, 1970: 21). The trade unions, however, organise a

national strike of one hour on 15 December 1970, just preceding the parliamentary

debate on the government’s measures (SIB 45, 1970: 27; SIB 46, 1970: 15-18, 23).

Despite the governments appeal to trade unions and employers’ organisations to co-

operate loyally, the trade unions accuse the government of giving in to employers and

18



announce they will not be silenced and will try to redress the government’s policy
after expiration where ever possible. After expiry of the wage measure they demand
wage rises and organise strikes on the branch and company level to press their
argument (SIB 45, 1970: 27; SIB 46, 1970: 23). In practice the effect of the wage
measure was limited (Windmuller et al 1983: 226/227).

1971

Government strategy v 1 AV I
Trade unions style B B A A
Employers’ organisations style B B A A
Combined style social partners B B A A
Outcome 1A

The government starts with taking a firm stand on wages. Then retracts its proposed
package to give trade unions and employers’ organisations a chance to come to an
agreement. To facilitate central negotiations, the government “freezes’ clause 8 of the
Law on Wage Formation. Central negotiations break down. Then the government
breaks the deadlock with its own (binding) policy package. Employers’ organisations
support the wage measure in that package. Trade unions announce they will try to
redress the government’s binding wage measure after expiration. And that is what
they do. The new government refrains from intervention (see 1972).
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1972

The second provisional recommendation of the SER about wage and price policy in
June 1971 suggests the introduction of a new system of formulating and
implementing incomes policy. In the first recommendation of October 1970, the SER
rejected detailed interventions in wages and prices by the government (clause 8).
During 1971, following the binding wage measure after the so-called 400 guilders
wave’, the notion took shape that a binding general wage measure is equally
ineffective (clause 10). The SER proposes that an annual report on economic
prospects, prepared by independent ‘crown members’ of the SER, will be discussed
in the SER. The results of this discussion shall than form the basis on which the
respective points of view of trade unions and employers’ organisations in the STAR
will be formulated. The key is that prescriptions or instructions are to be replaced by
a situation in which trade unions and employers’ organisation mutually try to
influence each others demands (van Doorn et al 1976: 428-433).

Based on this report by the SER, the new government Biesheuvel | (KVP, ARP,
CHU, VVD, DS70) abolishes the wage measure of the preceding government De
Jong (KVP, ARP, CHU, VVD) retroactively (SIB 28, 1971: 2-3, 31; Windmuller et
al 1983: 227). The government also announces it will ‘freeze’ (meaning: not to use)
clause 8 of the Law on Wage Formation, which makes it possible for government to
intervene in negotiated contracts (SIB 34, 1971: 20-25; SIB 28, 1971: 2, 3).
Furthermore, the government announces that wage negotiations should take place in
complete freedom from government intervention. The government proposes to come
to an effective control of inflation by means of ‘broad’ deliberations (that is, with as
many of the relevant parties and institutions as possible) (SIB 24, 1971: 11-20; SIB
28, 1971: 32-35; SIB 34, 1971: 2-6, 20; SIB 35, 1971: 5, 6).

The trade unions’ agenda aims at ‘“moderation under conditions’, meaning under the
conditions that government policies include the necessary (financial) room for public
and social services, direct private investments and see to a more just distribution of
income by levelling the range between lower and higher incomes (SIB 38, 1971: 28-
32). The NVV originally calculates a total combined wage rise of 13.5%, but, as the
others, quickly agrees to the maximum of 12%, which the SER Committee of
Economic Experts has set (SIB 40, 1971: 2-7). In effect, this implies that the trade
unions agree with combating inflation only, and do not demand a real rise of wages.
As it turns out, government refuses to meet the conditions set by the unions (SIB 44,
1971: 5; SIB 45, 1971: 15-17; van Doorn et al 1976: 459, 465, 466).

Employers’ organisations reject any rise in incomes in real terms and strictly keep to
their agenda that compensation for rising prices should be maximised to 6% to keep
in line with the recommended 12% rise in the combined total wage sum as
recommended by the SR. However, the rest of the SER does not share their point of
view (SIB 38, 1971: 7, 8; SIB 39, 1971, 2, 3; SIB 43, 1971: 2-7; SIB 44, 1971: 5-7).
Growing unemployment, which leads them to the point of view that their bargaining
position has improved, may have influenced this position (SIB 39, 1971: 4-6; van
Doorn et al 1976: 461). This position, combined with their refusal to discuss the
conditions mentioned by the trade unions, means that the failure of wage negotiations
in the STAR s settled before they have even properly started (SIB 45, 1971: 17, 18;
van Doorn et al 1976: 462).

Although negotiations between trade unions and employers’ organisations on the
central level break down and ensuing repeated tripartite discussions on socio-
economic policies also do not lead to results, the government does not intervene (SIB
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35, 1971: 5-7; SIB 39, 1971: 2-6; SIB 41, 1971: 19, 20; SIB 45, 1971: 15-18; SIB 46,
1971: 19-23). Government squarely puts the blame on trade unions and employers’
organisations, but refrains from any concrete intervention to start up the process of
negotiations again. The government restricts itself to verbal insistence on wage
moderation. As a result, both parties claim that the government supports their point of
view (SIB 41, 1971: 19, 20; SIB 45, 1971: 17; van Doorn et al 1976: 467).
Negotiations continue on the branch and company level, accompanied by strikes. The
government clearly does not wish to alienate trade unions and employers’
organisations, but to give the new wage setting system a fair chance. The slight
economic dip in 1971 may have alleviated their fear for exorbitant wage rises. And in
general, the outcome is a combined total wage rise of some 12%, as recommended by
the SER’s expert committee (van Doorn et al 1976: 499-500).

1972

Government strategy 1 I
Trade unions style B B
Employers’ organisations style A A
Combined style social partners A A
Outcome 1A

The government goes to great lengths to remove any obstacles in order to get trade
unions and employers’ organisations to conclude a central agreement. But
negotiations break down. The government does not intervene in order not to
aggravate relations with especially the trade unions any further. Decentral
negotiations are marked by conflicts.
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1973

The need to combat inflation leads the government Biesheuvel 11 (KVP, ARP, CHU,
VVD) to urge the trade unions and employers’ organisations to conclude a Central
Agreement for 1973. In return, government is prepared to implement a
comprehensive policy for incomes and prices (SIB 35, 1972: 28-35).

In the 17th bi-annual report of the SER, both trade unions and employers’

organisations recommend a social contract between government and ‘social partners’

to combat inflation (SIB 20, 1972: 2-5). Expectations rise high, but are sorely tested.

As a precondition for their participation in an anti-inflation policy, trade unions

demand from government an expansion of the (semi-) public sector and a more

levelled distribution of incomes, and from employers’ organisations a commitment to
central agreements, a positive position regarding the unions’ demands from

government, and facilities for unions on the plant level (SIB 27, 1972: 15-20; SIB 35,

1972: 43-45). Employers’ organisations have quite a different view on how to

counter inflation. Their preferred policies are a reduction in the growth of both public

and private expenditure by reducing wage and price rises to regain competitiveness
on the world market (SIB 20, 1972: 20; SIB 23, 1972: 10-14). In response, trade
unions announce a package of minimum demands which government and employers’

organisation must meet to make a Central Agreement feasible (SIB 42, 1972: 2-7).

Within the NVV, the industrial trade union has difficulties with this minimum

package, because it is, in their view, restricted to material demands only. When the

peak organisations reach a provisional agreement with the employers’ organisations,

it takes some time to placate them (SIB 41, 1972: 4-7; SIB 42, 1972: 6).

The outgoing government plays a crucial part in the negotiation process. By making

concessions to both parties, an agreement is reached (SIB 42, 1972: 10, 11).

Employers’ organisations initially refuse to sign the official agreement, because

government in the mean time has capped prices in a response to a recent price hike.

This puts the result of the laborious process of negotiations in jeopardy (SIB 35,

1972: 36; SIB 41, 1972: 8, 9; SIB 44, 1972: 19-22; SIB 45, 29-31). Only after new

concessions by the government regarding price calculations (SIB 45, 1972: 32, 33;

SIB 46, 1972: 23), employers’ organisations agree to sign. The price paragraph of the

agreement is put on hold for as long as the government price cap is in force.

This in turn leads the trade unions to demand compensation as well. The government

responds by not implementing its original plans for a franchise in the health care

insurance and for a ‘freeze’ of the amount of child allowance for the second child

(SIB 41, 1972: 8, 9).

The resulting Central Agreement concluded on 6 December 1972 is a compromise

based on major concessions by government to both parties:

- the price index figure in 1973 may exceed the figure of 1972 with a maximum of
3.75%;

- other improvements of terms of employment in 1973, including wages, may not
exceed 3.5%;

- wages will be indexed completely, but with a ‘threshold’ of 0.75%;

- special attention for the position of the lowest paid;

- astep-by-step reduction in working hours that will not jeopardise the rise in
productivity; the aim is to achieve the 40-hour working week and a standard of 20
holidays per annum in 1975 (SIB 41, 1972: 8, 9; SIB 42, 1972: 2-7, 10-13; SIB
46, 1972: 23, 24; STAR 1985: 49).
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In the manufacturing industry, the implementation frequently leads to big rows (and
strikes) between unions and employers’ organisations (and between the general trade
unions and the unions for higher paid employees who are not (yet) represented in the
neo-corporatist institutions on the central level), especially with regard to wage
demands in guilders, instead of percentages. More and more, the unions use that
device to give lower paid workers a higher raise than higher paid employees (SIB 47,
1972: 10, 11; SIB 5, 1973: 9-12, 14, 21, 22; SIB 6, 1973: 17-20; SIB 9, 1973: 5, 6).
As aresult, first the NVV, and later also the NKV do not participate any more in the
SER and the STAR. Only with great difficulty are relations patched up (SIB 15,
1973: 23-27; SIB 16, 1973: 21-25; SIB 18, 1973: 13-17; STAR 1985: 49). On the
whole, the general trade unions are only marginally successful in pressing their
demands (Windmuller et al 1983: 229-231).

1973

Government strategy

Trade unions style

>|> >

Combined style social partners

1
B
Employers’ organisations style B
B
1

Outcome A

Although government policy has significantly facilitated the bipartite Central
Agreement, implementation leads to conflicts on the branch and company levels.
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1974

The original demands of trade unions and employers’ organisations are quite far
apart: employers refuse any wage rises except compensation for rising prices; trade
unions demand that compensation, plus another 2.5%, and a structural rise in the
legal minimum wage on top of that. The employers are set dead against any levelling
of incomes. The trade unions are in favour. The employers are against a further
increase of the (semi-) public sector. The trade unions support the new Den Uyl
(PvdA, KVP, ARP, D66, PPR) government’s policy platform: a more just
distribution of incomes, power and knowledge, and they want a further expansion of
the (semi-) public sector (SIB 27, 1973: 26-31; SIB 33, 1973: 3-5).

From the start it is doubtful whether negotiations between unions and employers will

result in an agreement. Nevertheless, due to the insistence of the government, parties

remain at the negotiating table, and even reach some sort of a provisional agreement:

- 2.5% wage rise (half in a percentage, the other half in guilders);

- price compensation with a 0.3% ‘threshold’ (for rising taxes), and a minimum of
160 guilders per per cent for incomes up to 35,000 guilders per year (higher
iIncomes receive progressively less price compensation per percent) (SIB 41,
1973: 25-30).

However, the rank and file of the employers’ organisations rejects the agreement,

especially on the basis of the levelling effect of the agreed price compensation (SIB

41, 1973: 25-31; SIB 42, 1973: 18-20).

Trade unions refuse to continue the negotiations and return to their position at the

start of the negotiations. They do maintain the compromise reached on the

compensation of price rises in wages (SIB 42, 1973: 18-20).

The government reacts to the outbreak of the oil crisis in 1973 by preparing special

emergency legislation (Machtigingswet) which gives government extraordinary

powers for a three month period to enforce socio-economic policies to combat the
economic effects of the oil crisis and the oil boycott against the Netherlands. The
proposed government measures are based on the original Central Agreement that

failed (SIB 42, 1973: 39; SIB 43, 1973: 28-34; SIB 1, 1974: 13-15; STAR 1985: 49,

50):

- workers receive a specified wage rise of 45 guilders per month under the duration
of the Machtigingswet;

- price indexation, if agreed in contracts, is permitted;

- no special bonuses are allowed, unless specified in contracts, and should in that
case not exceed the amount or level of 1973,

- areduction of working hours is permitted only when agreed to before 01-12-1973,
or included in existing contracts;

- as an interim measure, three months after expiry of contracts, a 3% price
compensation will be paid, with a “floor’ of at least 150 guilders per per cent.
The trade unions are not dead set against government intervention and do not object

to the government’s preparations for emergency legislation, although they have a

number of conditions: the measures should be temporary, employment must be

safeguarded, all income groups must participate, prices must be kept in check, and
there must be a 2.5% wage rise (SIB 43, 1973: 28-32; SIB 46, 1973: 36-38). The
point of view of employers’ organisations is also clear. Although they appreciate the
fact that government has devised its policies in close consultation with “social
partners’, they strongly object to the government’s ‘favouritism’ towards the unions.

And they feel it is wrong that the government uses the failed agreement as a starting
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point of policies. They demand support for ailing industries, no reduction in working

hours, less costly labour legislation and a general reduction in government

expenditure (SIB 43, 1973: 32-34; SIB 44, 1973: 18, 19, 37, 38; SIB 45, 1973: 34-

36).

The resulting emergency legislation (SIB 46, 1973: 15-21; SIB 47, 1973: 2-12) takes

into account the demands of both parties, without necessarily honouring all. During

the parliamentary debate, both parties appeal to parliament (SIB 47, 1973: 38, 39),

but after parliamentary approval, they accept the legislation without much murmur

(SIB 46, 1973: 36-38).

Under the Machtigingswet’s package, during the first three months of 1974 trade

unions and employers’ organisations are again granted the opportunity to come to an

agreement amongst themselves. The government proposes a new package that
includes the expenditure of some 2,000 to 2,500 million guilders to facilitate the

realisation of a Central Agreement (SIB 11, 1974: 11-13; SIB 12, 1974: 33-34).

Again, trade unions and employers’ organisations fail to come to an agreement.

As a result, based on the Machtigingswet, government issues a binding wage

measure:

- after expiration of contracts wages and other terms of employment are “frozen’ for
three months;

- three months after expiration of contracts a wage rise of 15 guilders per month is
allowed,;

- three moths after expiration of contracts a price compensation of 3% is allowed
as an advance payment;

- the advance payment of the 3% price compensation will be at least 37.50 guilders
per month and the minimum price compensation will be 160 guilders on an
annual basis;

- the price compensation will have a “‘threshold’ of 0.3%.

In its intervention, government remains quite close to the positions taken by trade

unions and employers’ organisations during the failed negotiations. Therefore, both

parties can and do accept the measures, although employers’ organisations are more

critical than trade unions (SIB 12, 1974: 32-34; SIB 13, 1974: 20-25; SIB 14, 1974:

15-19; SIB 15, 1974: 10-13).

1974

Government strategy

Trade unions style

UJUJUJZ
UJUJUJZ

W| 00| @
> > @
W| 00| @

Combined style social partners

1
A
Employers’ organisations style A
A
v

Outcome B

Government tries to get trade unions and employers’ organisations to strike a deal.
Parties conclude an agreement, but that is rejected by the rank and file of one of the
parties. Negotiations are in a deadlock. The oil crisis induces the government to
implement its own policy package with regard to wages, based on the failed Central
Agreement. When parties can again not agree on wages, notwithstanding a
government policy package of public expenditure to facilitate negotiations, the
government implements a binding wage measure, taking into account the agendas of
the other actors. Both parties grudgingly accept this binding wage measure.
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1975

To combat inflation, the government Den Uyl (PvdA, KVP, ARP, D66, PPR) aims at
the conclusion of a Central Agreement for 1975. The trade unions demand, and are
offered, a wage earner fund (VAD) as a pre-condition for agreeing to a Central
Agreement (SIB 39, 1974: 26-27), to which employers’ organisations strongly object
(SIB 38, 1974: 7-8), without, however, rejecting a Central Agreement as such (SIB
39, 1974: 28). The rest of the 3,500 million guilder package of government
expenditure proposed is carefully tuned to accommodate both trade unions and
employers’ organisations. The package aims at boosting production and employment,
at an increase in incomes in real terms, and at less inflation (SIB 44, 1974: 2-10):
- atemporarily lower income tax (840 million);
- extra funds for the housing and building sector (915 million);
- anextra 170 million for expenditures by local councils and provinces;
- extra funding to protect and create jobs (200 million);
- extra funding to accommodate demand and supply on the labour market (200
million);
- assorted other measures (1,200 million).
Trade unions and employers’ organisations have the same point of view for
negotiations: a real increase in wages of 2.5-3% (SIB 26, 1974: 18-21; SIB 40, 1974:
39, 40). They differ in their assessment of price rises (SIB 42, 1974: 24, 25). But the
unions also demand some sort of wage earner fund as a precondition for a Central
Agreement (SIB 38, 1974: 2-7). The government insists that parties should postpone
negotiations, to give government the opportunity to come up with a policy package to
make a Central Agreement possible.
When the policy package of 3,500 million guilders is eventually revealed, including
the promise of a Bill on wage earner funds (SIB 39, 1974: 26, 27), it does not bring
unions and employers’ organisations to an agreement, despite all attempts by the
government (SIB 44, 1974: 2-10). Differing expectations of economic growth, and
the employers’ organisations resistance against any form of wage earner funds, are
the main stumbling blocks (SIB 39, 1974: 28; SIB 43, 1974: 5-8, 24, 25; SIB 44,
1974: 17). Further elucidation of the government’s package also fails to bring the
parties to an agreement, despite the relatively minor differences between them.
Employers’ organisations offer a wage rise of 1.5%, trade unions initially demand
3%, but are later willing to settle for 2%. The breaking point is the levelling character
of the price compensation demanded by the trade unions: half as a percentage and the
other half in guilders? (SIB 38, 1974: 2; SIB 44, 1974: 24, 25; SIB 45, 1974: 2, 6-8,
29; Windmuller et al 1983: 230). The industrial employers’ organisation proposes a
compromise: a 2% wage rise, provided the unions drop their demands for union
facilities on the plant level and the publication of all incomes (SIB 47, 1974: 23). As
the retail employers refuse to go along with this proposal, it is eventually dropped
and central negotiations break down. The decision on incomes policy is left to
government and parliament. Both parties petition parliament, who eventually
approves the government’s package (SIB 38, 1974: 2-8).
Negotiations are continued on the branch and company level. Government does not
intervene in these negotiations for which their policy package serves as the bottom
line (SIB 47, 1974: 23-26), notwithstanding the worsening of the economic situation.

2 Initially, the unions also demanded the wage rise be paid partly as a percentage and partly in guilders
(SIB 31, 1974: 9-13).
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It does not want to jeopardise its relations with both parties any further, given the
strains left by the Machtigingswet applied in 1974. Instead, it keeps topping up its
offers: apart from the 3,500 million mentioned above, another 1,000 million of
government expenditure is announced (SIB 8, 1975: 15-21).

1975

Government strategy

Trade unions style

Combined style social partners

1
B
Employers’ organisations style B
B
1

Outcome B

The government’s policy package of public expenditure first serves as an attempt to
get trade unions and employers’ organisations to conclude a central agreement.
Negotiations, however, grind to a halt in a deadlock. The subsequently enlarged
government’s package of public expenditure is nevertheless implemented and serves
as the bottom line for decentral negotiations in which government does not intervene.
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1976

In 1976, the Den Uyl government ((PvdA, KVP, ARP, D66, PPR) does its utmost to
arrive at an agreement with trade unions and employers’ organisations for 1976. The
government again proposes extra government expenditures up to 3,000 million
guilders despite growing budget deficits, to get trade unions and employers’
organisations to agree to a Central Agreement:
- VAT increase postponed for 6 months (800 million);
- support for ailing industries (550 million);
- labour market policies (350 million)
- Jjob-creation programmes (400 million)
- social security premiums paid by employers taken over by government via taxes
(600 million)
- furthering company investments by fiscal measures (50 million) (SIB 34, 1975:
13-26; 47, 48; SIB 42, 1975: 4).
The agendas of trade unions and employers’ organisations differ quite substantially.
Employers want real wage costs to lag 2.5% behind productivity. They are also
adamantly against any price compensation. Trade unions especially want to preserve
price compensation (SIB 38, 1975: 34-36; SIB 39, 1975: 23-25). Therefore, there is
no basis for further negotiations on the central level (SIB 41, 1975: 30, 31; SIB 42,
1975: 27-29).
With its policy package to boost the economy, government tries to bring parties to a
Central Agreement. However, negotiations between trade unions and employers’
organisations break down rapidly, despite several attempts of the government to
renew consultations (SIB 41, 1975: 30, 31; SIB 42, 1975: 26-30; SIB 44, 1975: 17-
20).
Failing a Central Agreement, government considers a binding wage measure. When
sounding out the respective opinions of the parties involved, employers’
organisations profess to have “‘major’, and trade unions even ‘insurmountable’
objections (Teulings et al 1981: 56-58). Notwithstanding their objections,
government decides to use clause 10 of the Law on Wage Formation: a temporary
‘freeze’ of wages and other terms of employment by extending the duration of
collective contracts for a six-month period, excluding the compensation for rising
prices. As part of the package the government also “freezes’ the incomes of the
professions and high earners. The increase of VAT is postponed, the minimum wage
Is raised extra, and price rises are capped. Ailing industries receive extra subsidies
(SIB 45, 1975: 10-17; STAR 1985: 50). Both employers’ organisations and trade
unions object to the government’s intervention in what should be, in their view, “free
negotiations’.
During the period of the wage freeze, many discussions and negotiations between
government, trade unions and employers’ organisations take place. The government
tries to accommodate the trade unions by announcing it will come with a Bill on the
VAD and on a new style Workers” Council (Ondernemingsraad — OR). The
government also announces it will delete the infamous clause 8 from the Law on
Wage Formation, which gives the government the authority to intervene in individual
collective contracts, when deemed necessary. To accommodate employers’
organisations, the government promises to come up with Bills enabling a downward
adjustment of minimum wages and social security benefits (SIB 14, 1976: 2; SIB 18,
1976: 15; SIB 19, 1976: 74; SIB 22, 1976: 2, 3; SIB 24, 1976: 3-7, 29-33).
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Meanwhile, the government is preparing itself for the event that negotiations for the
second half of 1976 break down as well. If that is the case, the “wage freeze” will be
extended with another six months, including a binding small wage rise as
compensation for rising prices (SIB 19, 976: 2, 3; SIB 26, 1976: 28). During the
negotiations, the government tries in vain to get trade unions and employers’
organisations to come to an agreement (SIB 25, 1976: 27-30). These cannot agree,
not even when the government extends the six-month freeze with another month to
give them extra time to conclude their negotiations. Especially the trade unions
criticise this extension. As no agreement can be reached, government decides to
extend the wage freeze to cover the second half of 1976 as well (SIB 28, 1976: 2-8;
SIB 43, 1976: 25; SIB 47, 1976: 4-6). All in all, government policy in 1976 puts
quite a strain on relations with both parties. But especially with the trade unions, and
more specifically with the FNV, relations have seriously deteriorated (SI1B 28, 1976:
17-23; Windmuller et al 1983: 233-235).

1976

Government strategy

Trade unions style

Employers’ organisations style
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Combined style social partners

Outcome VB

The government tries to facilitate negotiations by introducing a compensatory policy
package of public expenditure. However, negotiations break down rapidly and are not
resumed despite efforts by the government. Consequently, the government institutes
a six-month wage ‘freeze’ and implements its own policy package of public
expenditure. Negotiations continue for the period after the wage “freeze’. However,
negotiations bog down in a deadlock despite all efforts by the government to induce
both parties to come to an agreement. Therefore, the government extends the wage
“freeze’ to cover the rest of 1976 as well.
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1977

As a result of both binding wage measures in 1976, relations between the Den Uyl
government (PvdA, KVP, ARP, D66, PPR) and the trade unions have reached an all
time low. Relations with employers’ organisations are strained as well, because of the
government’s reform programme: wage earner Funds (VAD), Works Councils (OR),
rents and land policy (SIB 25, 1976: 22, 23). This has a major impact on the
negotiations for 1977. The government decides in advance not to intervene in
negotiations between trade unions and employers’ organisations (SIB 36, 1976: 32;
SIB 40, 1976: 43, 44).

The agendas of trade unions and employers’ organisations (again) differ greatly at the
end of 1976. Employers still want to end the system of automatic price compensation
In wages to keep wage costs below productivity (SIB 18, 1976: 24-30; SIB 43, 1976:
23, 24), and are dead set against the reform programme of the Den Uyl government
(see also SIB 3, 1976: 9-12). The trade unions on the other hand, reach the
conclusion that the automatic price compensation is their only effective defence
against an ineffective government price policy. Nevertheless, they are willing to
exclude some price effects from the index, like a rise in VAT (SIB 41, 1976: 3-7).
And they support the government’s policy programme, which includes a Bill on wage
earner Funds (SIB 25, 1976: 20, 21; SIB 45, 1976: 16).

Despite incitements and mediation by the government, accompanied with incentives
(lower taxes on wages and profits: SIB 40, 1976: 41, 42), parties are not able to reach
a Central Agreement. The main stumbling block is the automatic price compensation.
Consequently, negotiations are continued on the branch and company levels (SIB 47,
1976: 13). With the guided incomes policy of 1976 still fresh on everyone’s minds,
and helped by reasonably good economic prospects, the government does not
intervene in these negotiations.

Early 1977 a wave of strikes is organised by the trade unions to defend the system of
automatic price compensation. Negotiations on the lower levels grind to a halt
completely. The deadlock is broken by active mediation of the government on the
central level, at the request of the employers’ organisations (SIB 4, 1977: 20, 21; SIB
7, 1977: 14-16; Windmuller et al 1983: 239). In February 1977 parties reach an
agreement, the so-called ‘Protocol of The Hague’ (Haags Protocol). This Protocol is
not a detailed Central Agreement, but a basis for further negotiations on the branch
and company level. In the Protocol, the demands of the unions are honoured to a
large extent. The system of automatic price compensation remains in force that year,
and on top of that a wage rise in real terms is agreed. However, trade unions have to
agree to a joint study of the whole system of price compensation, and to a joint study
on the relation between profits and jobs (SIB 7, 1977: 14-17; SIB 20, 1977: 9; STAR
1985: 50, 51). Based on the Protocol, negotiations on the branch and company levels
resume. The government refrains from any direct intervention, but continues with its
programme of reform and incentives to prop up collective contracts on the branch
and company levels (SIB 5, 1977: 11-13, SIB 7, 1977: 7, 8; SIB 8, 1977: 4-6, 14; SIB
21,1977: 11; SIB 26, 1977: 21; Windmuller et al 1983: 236, 237).

In the end, trade unions and employers’ organisations did not reach agreement on
their joint studies (Akkermans 1999: 52-54)
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1977

Government strategy 1 1 I
Trade unions style B A B
Employers’ organisations style B A B
Combined style social partners B A B
Outcome 1B

The government facilitates central negotiations between trade unions and employers’

organisations. Central negotiations break down. Negotiations on the decentral level
are marked by conflicts over the automatic price compensation. A bipartite Central
Agreement, mediated by the government, eventually resolves these conflicts.
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1978

Despite the Den Uyl government (PvdA, KVP, ARP, D66, PPR) is outgoing; they
actively intervene in negotiations on incomes policy for 1978. Following its
involvement in the so-called “Protocol of the Hague’ of 1977, both trade unions and
employers’ organisations expect a substantial contribution from the government.
Government in turn is prepared to come with a policy package of public expenditure
of 2,500 million, provided trade unions and employers’ organisations come to a
Central Agreement aimed at wage moderation (SIB 40, 1977: 19, 20; SIB 41, 1977:
5, 6; SIB 42, 1977: 3, 4, 15).

Before negotiations even start, the FNV states its support of the policy goals of the
government. However, they and the other trade unions do not want to accept a policy
of moderation (of wages and government expenditure) for more than one year. There
is little confidence in the results of such a policy (SIB 29, 1977: 22).

Employers’ organisations register a large series of complaints against the
government’s policy package. Their main objection remains the price compensation,
unless more sources of price rises are excluded from the index. On the whole,
employers’ organisations feel that the policy package of the government does not
sufficiently lower costs for them, despite extra offers by government (SIB 33, 1977:
16-19; SIB 34, 1977:27, 28, 31, SIB, 42, 1977: 14 -18).

The trade unions are strongly opposed to the demand of the employers’ organisations,
but remain willing to negotiate. Although their demand for restoration of buying
power by means of price compensation is not relinquished, they do not exclude the
possibility that some sacrifices will have to be made for a reduction in working hours
in order to combat unemployment (SIB 26, 1977: 5, 6; SIB 34, 1977: 27, 28, 30, 31,
36, 37; SIB 36, 1977: 2; SIB 37, 1977: 22, 23; SIB 38, 1977: 9; SIB 41, 1977: 8, 9).
Both parties do agree that the government’s policy package is not sufficient to reach
a Central Agreement. Trade unions are indignant at the government’s proposal not to
raise wages (SIB 40, 1977: 15; SIB 41, 1977: 5), but blame the employers’
organisations for the failure of the central negotiations (SIB 43, 1977: 24, 30, 31).
Employers’ organisations feel that the package is not sufficient to keep both buying
power in tact and enhance the competitiveness of the market sector. They conclude
that negotiations will have to be devolved to the branch and company levels. As a
consequence, central negotiations break down (SIB 41, 1977: 6; SIB 43, 1977: 20-
26).

Due to growing unemployment, the main item in the negotiations on the branch and
company level is the unions’ demand for agreements on jobs and job security
(Arbeidsplaatsenovereenkomst — APO), in return for moderation of wage demands
(including the price compensation) (SIB 43, 1977: 24-26; SIB 3, 1978: 17-19).
Because it is outgoing, the Den Uyl government does not intervene in the ensuing
negotiations on the branch and company levels, and neither does the incoming
government Van Agt | (CDA, VVD). The new government announces it will honour
the policy package devised by the Den Uyl government, and throws in another 50
million to support agreements on jobs and job security concluded on the branch level
(the trade unions had demanded 500 million) and an extra 1,000 million to cut costs
for employers (SIB 7, 1978: 10, 11; SIB 8, 1978: 24, 25).
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1978

Government strategy

Trade unions style

Employers’ organisations style

Combined style social partners
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Outcome

1B

Both governments try in vain to bring trade unions and employers’ organisations to a
central agreement by offering compensating policy packages for public expenditure.

Both governments refrain from intervention in decentral negotiations.
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1979

The policy programme “Bestek ‘81" (Direction 81) of the government Van Agt |
(CDA, VVD) largely determines negotiations on wages and terms of employment for
1979. Because of the worsening economic situation, government plans to cut social
security expenditure, health care and wages of civil servants and other (semi-) public
sector employees. The government’s aim is to reduce budget deficits and at the same
time to increase profitability in the market sector. To win support by the trade unions,
the government announces the speedy introduction of the bills regarding the VAD
and the OR (SIB 25, 1978: 12-19; Roebroek and Hertogh 1998: 377, 378; Akkermans
1999: 57, 62, 63). Bestek ’81, to a large extent, determines beforehand the room for
wage rises. To accommodate the trade unions government pledges to protect the
purchasing power of people on minimum wages and benefits, but only if and when
the results of negotiations do not exceed the limits set by the government.

Central negotiations break down in a very early stage. Trade unions blame the
government: it had nothing to offer (SIB 32, 1978: 23; SIB 42, 1978: 3-9; SIB 43,
1978: 14). Employers are disappointed but stress they were only prepared to strike a
cost-effective deal. The government squarely blames the FNV and continues with the
implementation of its policy programme (SIB 42, 1978: 6-9; SIB 43, 1978: 7, 8; SIB
45, 1978: 37-39; SIB 3, 1979: 9-11; SIB 24, 1979: 19; SIB 29, 1979: 6).

All trade unions have great difficulties with the government’s policy programme
Bestek ’81. They feel that the low-income groups pay for those policies and do not
reduce unemployment (SIB 33, 1978: 34-36; SIB 34, 1978: 11-14, 18, 19, 21, 22).
The unions are especially indignant at the cuts in social security benefits and wages
in the (semi-) public sector which the government announces prior to deliberations on
those issues in the SER. Therefore, trade unions decide to counter the government’s
policies by including compensatory demands in the negotiations on wages and other
terms of employment. They demand compensation for inflation for lower and middle
Income groups, a reduction in working hours, and agreements on jobs and job
security (APQ’s). There is, however, a difference between FNV and CNV. The FNV
Is much more inclined than the CNV to push negotiations to the brink (SIB 34, 1978:
11-14; SIB 37, 1978: 11-13; SIB 38: 1978: 12).

Due to this clash between government and especially the FNV, employers’
organisations can afford to lean back, at the same time, however, insisting that Bestek
’81 should be implemented as quickly and completely as possible (SIB 42, 1978: 3).
When central negotiations eventually break down, because the trade unions feel the
government package is insufficient, employers’ organisations profess their
disappointment and renew their plea for a speedy implementation of Bestek *81 (SIB
44, 1978: 2).

Both parties then intensely lobby parliament for their demands, but the government
succeeds in getting their programme approved without major changes. The final
version of Bestek ’81 does include some concessions to the trade unions, but again,
these fall far short of what the unions want (SIB 43, 1978: 14, 15; SIB 44, 1978: 2,
7.

Renewed attempts by the government to get parties to conclude a Central Agreement
by offering a policy package of public expenditure of 770 million fail as well,
because the FNV feels that both the offer of the government and the response of the
employers’ organisations beforehand reject all their demands. The CNV, habitually,
takes a more positive stance towards negotiations and deliberations between parties
and the government (SIB 45, 1978: 37-39; SIB 1, 1979: 11-14; SIB 3, 1979: 9-11).
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During the ensuing negotiations on the branch and company levels, only the FNV
demands a wage rise above inflation. Half of the workforce receives a modest wage
rise on top of the price compensation. In all contracts the number of holidays
increases with one or two days. Total wage costs increase with some 6.5%.
Government does not intervene in the outcome of the negotiations (Windmuller et al
1983: 241-243; SIB 2, 1979: 4-6). On the central level, talks about extra employment
policies, based on Bestek 81, continue (SIB 4, 1979: 22; SIB 5, 1979: 7, 13, 17; SIB
8, 1979: 8; SIB 9, 1979: 17). A joint report of a tripartite working party is, however,
in the final instance rejected by the FNV, who in turn come with their own report
(SIB 32, 1979: 14, 15; SIB 33, 1979: 17, 18; SIB 34, 1979: 24; SIB 35, 1979: 16).

1979

Government strategy \Y 1 (\Y4 I
Trade unions style A A A A
Employers’ organisations style B B B B
Combined style social partners A A A A
Outcome 1A

The government determines beforehand the room for wage rises. At the same time,
the government’s policy package to facilitate negotiations does include incentives for
especially the trade unions to entice them to conclude a central agreement. These
incentives, however, fall far short of the unions’ demands. The subsequently enlarged
government’s policy package with extra public expenditure equally fails to bring
trade unions and employers’ organisations to a central agreement. The enlarged
policy package is the framework in which decentral negotiations take place.
Government does not intervene in the outcome of these negotiations.
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1980

Wage negotiations for 1980 are completely dominated by the effects of the second oil
crisis of 1979. Trade unions, especially the FNV, make every effort to get central
negotiations going. Finally, they issue a concrete demand of a wage rise of 2% above
the price compensation (SIB 37, 1979: 21, 22; SIB 38, 1979: 10, 11). Only then, do
employers’ organisations take up a clear position (SIB 38, 1979: 12). They regard
this demand as ‘a slap in the face’ as it means a rise in total wage costs of 5%. If
unions stick to their demands, employers’ organisations announce, they will not
negotiate. As the government has announced tax cuts, they feel that any demand
above a 0.5% wage rise is unfounded. Employers feel that the unions’ demands with
respect to both wages and a reduction of working hours miss their mark: keeping
buying power in tact and reducing unemployment (SIB 39, 1979: 5).

The Van Agt | government (CDA, VVD) then intervenes with an incomes policy
proposal based on wage moderation: price compensation plus 0.5% (SIB 37, 1979:
25).

The FNV counters with a demand for price compensation plus 1%. With this demand
employers can agree. However, negotiations break down on a condition of the FNV:
an extra payment between 0 and 1% for dirty, dangerous, and disagreeable jobs (SIB
40, 1979: 5, 6; STAR 1985: 52). This became the so-called ‘nearly-agreement’
(bijna-accoord) of 1980, which was (all but) concluded, partly thanks to government
intervention (see also Akkermans 1999: 67, 72-83, 88 on the internal ramifications on
the FNV of this ‘nearly-agreement’).

Early January 1980, the new economic forecasts of the effects of the second oil crisis
become public (SIB 1, 1980: 49, 50). In response, government asks both parties to
agree to a four-month wage pause, to gain time to devise a policy adjustment and to
try and get both parties to a Central Agreement after all. Both parties refuse, and the
government imposes a two-month ‘freeze’ of wages and other terms of employment,
excluding the price compensation. In this ‘wage pause’ of two months the
government will decide on appropriate measures to counter the economic downturn.
Trade unions and employers’ organisations are asked to refrain from general wage
rises and to reduce price compensations as well. In return, the government offers a
tax cut to protect the purchasing power of people living on minimum wages and
social security benefits (SIB 34, 1979: 39; SIB 37, 1979: 25; SIB 38, 1979: 7-9; SIB
2, 1980: 9-20; SIB 7, 1980: 7-11).

Trade unions and employers’ organisations eventually fail to reach an agreement, be
it amongst themselves or with the government, even after an extension of the ‘wage
pause’ with another month, and repeated threats by the government that it will ask for
an extension of its regulatory powers under the Law on Wage Formation and impose
a binding wage measure if no Central Agreement is reached (SIB 33, 1979: 29-31;
SIB 38, 1979: 7-9; SIB 40, 1979: 5, 6; SIB 4, 1980: 9, 10; SIB 6, 1980: 14, 15, 24-26;
SIB 7, 1980: 16, 17).

Consequently, and despite strikes organised by the FNV against the proposed
extension of the governments powers (SIB 2, 1980: 14; SIB 4, 1980: 8, 9; SIB 8,
1980: 5-20; SIB 9, 1980: 18, 19), the government imposes a binding wage measure:
no real wage increase is allowed and the price compensation is reduced by paying a
set amount of 26 guilders per month to all (SIB 7, 1980: 7; Windmuller et al 1983:
245/246). This intervention is followed by extra budget cuts to keep the deficit under
6% (SIB 6, 1980: 16-20; SIB 7, 1980: 7-13; STAR 1985: 52).
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Both employers’ organisations and trade unions thoroughly disagree with the
government’s intervention policy, be it from a different perspective. They do agree
on ‘free’ negotiations, without continuous government interference, but disagree on
the contents of the government’s policy. Employers’ organisations feel the
government does not go far enough, the FNV feel the government goes much too far.
The CNV’s position is between the FNV and the employers’ organisations (SIB 6,
1980: 26-30). The government in turn, feels that parties can not guarantee that free
negotiations will not lead to excessive wage rises, which in turn, through all linking
mechanisms between the market and the (semi-) public sector, will lead to even
greater budget deficits (SIB 5, 1980: 9).

1980

Government strategy 1 i \Y I (\Y4
Trade unions style B B B B B
Employers’ organisations style B B B B B
Combined style social partners B B B B B
Outcome VB

First the government facilitates central negotiations by announcing tax cuts. When
negotiations break down, government tries to get them going again by an incomes
policy proposal that almost succeeds in getting trade unions and employers’
organisations to come to a central agreement. Then the effects of the second oil crisis
begin to become clear, and government asks both parties to agree voluntarily to a
wage pause. As parties refuse, the government institutes a binding wage pause. As
trade unions and employers’ organisations still cannot come to an agreement, despite
incentives offered by the government, the government finally imposes a binding
wage measure. The binding wage measure is heavily opposed by both trade unions
and employers’ organisations.
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1981

In 1981, driven by the steadily worsening economic situation, the VVan Agt |
government (CDA, VVD) again sets limits to wage negotiations. No binding wage
measure will be imposed, if the rise of combined total wages remains below 8%.
Moreover, government is prepared to accept a higher budget deficit and offers 500
million to combat unemployment for every per cent that combined total wages rise
less than 8% (SIB 24, 1980: 3-6; SIB 25, 1980: 7-9). If, however, trade unions and
employers’ organisations cannot reach an agreement, the price compensation or the
holiday allowance will be capped (SIB 28, 1980: 3, 4).

Again, government urges trade unions and employers’ organisations to reach a
Central Agreement to exercise wage restraint. To make that possible, the government
proposes a policy package of public expenditure (SIB 25, 1980: 7-9; SIB 29, 1980:
17, 18; SIB 32, 1980: 24, 25). The package is, however, rejected by the FNV,
because it falls far short of the goals set by the FNV: a clear and working
employment policy, the targeted use of natural gas revenues for investment and jobs,
and a more fair distribution of the proposed income reductions. In addition, the
reductions in the price compensation by reducing its index and the cuts in holiday
allowances are non-negotiable for the FNV (SIB 24, 1980: 6; SIB 27, 1980: 11; SIB
29, 1980: 6, 7). For the CNV, the reduction of the price compensation is negotiable,
If that money, plus the natural gas revenues, is put into a National Fund for
Employment that is to promote investments that pr