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	Abstract: Deunionization has come to the fore in industrial relations since the fourth quarter of the 20th century, and been mostly death within the extent of national context. Considering the fact that the challenge of deunionization has been posed not only by the national developments but also by the transnational ones, this paper attempts to analyze the industrial relations by a theoretical approach, ‘Open-System Framework’, which integrates the influences of both national and transnational factors on trade unions. It’s concluded that there have appeared several transnational (regional and international) actors which offer pro- or anti-trade union strategies into the national industrial relations systems, and formidability of the current anti-trade union environment is stemming largely from the convergence of the strategies of the transnational and national actors in an anti-trade union direction. To counteract this ‘real’ challenge, trade unions have produced ‘rhetorical’ strategies and remained marginal in the transnational power relations. Additionally, it’s also pointed out that the convergence on deunionization differentiates according to the political economy of power relations in the national contexts since the influences of transnational actors on trade unions materialize in parallel with the local characteristics of the national systems. 
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Introduction

During post-war period, power relations among the actors in industrial relations system (IRS) largely occurred on national basis. As for today, it can be said that there has been an intensification trend of the transnationalization of IRS. To analyse this new transnationalized system, which has come out as a consequence of the increasing effects of transnational actors (TA), it’s needed to extend the nation-based analyses as to cover the transnational dimensions in order to capture the conduct of the whole system. To this end, it’s inevitable to shed light on the new trends derived of the transnationalization in a theoretical perspective, for the transition dynamics stemming from the transnationalization since the 1980s have brought on a relatively divergent trend between past and present models of industrial relations within the extent of the power relations. 
Before starting to analyse the changing power relations in IRS, the debates on whether there is a transition or transformation should be addressed. In this context, Erickson and Kurivilla (1998) assert that there isn’t any transformation in view of the fact that the traditional structure of IRS is at its place and there are non-transformative or discontinuous changes. On the contrary, Kochan claims that the policies, institutions and practices of IRS which were in the 20th century are declining in effectiveness, status, and centrality and there is an inevitable need to update our ideas, policies, institutions and practices (2003: 3). Leede et al. (2004) also say that most of the Western countries are incurring a transition from traditional, centralized and collective industrial relations to a more decentralized and individualized approach, and the trend around the globe is similar in spite of country-specific varieties in connection with whether this decentralization is organized or disorganized. All in all, it seems that there is a transformation trend in the power relationship and transition in the institutional framework. In spite of the decentralization in most of the countries, the institutional framework of IRS hasn’t changed thoroughly (become transformed) but the power relationship between the actors has been undergoing profound changes, and to call these changes ‘transition’ doesn’t suffice to account for the steady decline and inability of trade unions to counteract in most of the countries. The passive strategic orientation of the state (Traxler 1999), employers’ giving up social partnership perspective even in most of the corporatist countries like Sweden (Hammarstöm and Nilsson 1998:236-7), Denmark (Gill et al. 1997:36-7) and Germany (Hassel 1999), changing composition of sectors and workers (Visser 2002:405), post-fordist production system and anti-trade union bias of TA etc. are influential on the changing context of the power relationship. 

Consequently, a comprehensive theoretical framework based on the interaction of the strategies of the national and transnational industrial relations actors on an evolutionary basis should be come up with so as to interpret the past and present of industrial relations on the convergence of the strategies of the actors. In this paper, strategic industrial relations systems (SIRS) are proposed as a theoretical framework to analyse the cyclical stages of IRS by means of the open-system framework (OSF). While national industrial relations systems (NIRS) are handled as a closed-system, the transnational industrial relations are regarded as an open-system. 

Why the theory of IRS revisited?

It’s argued that Dunlop’s system theory offers a nation-based perspective (Haworth and Hughes 2003: 666). It can be regarded natural since the operation of IRS was on national basis when Dunlop put forward his theory, and TA, for example NAFTA, wasn’t on the agenda of American IRS. While he dwelt on the transnational actors for IRS in his book’s second print at 1993, analytical framework in his conceptualization remained on national basis. Another critic to Dunlop is that his theory is based on stability. This may also be considered natural rather than an insufficiency due to the fact that not just in US, but as widely known, in most of the countries, thanks to the Keynesian economic management, economic growth, fordist production system and nation-wide competition, state intervened in the IRS to stabilize the power relationship between the trade unions and employers to a greater or lesser extent and also employers didn’t put derecognising pressures on the trade unions as densely as today. But, today’s circumstances are hardly the same as then. The convergence of national and transnational actors’ strategies on a relatively anti-trade union bias has transformed the power relationship in NIRS. What’s the outstanding feature of this transformation is the increasingly getting complex and multi-dimensional of the power relationship among the actors. The core of this complexity stems from the transnationalization of the actors influential upon the IRS rather than that of IRS itself. How actors become transnational and the conduct of this transnationalized IRS will be dwelt at length ahead but what should be highlighted here is that an IRS, whose actors have become transnationalized, should be theorized by taking account of the effects of transnational actors on NIRS besides ordinary national actors. 

Analytical framework of SIRS: closed- and open-system models

Within the scope of IRS, the strategy is employed so as to state the policies formulated by the actors to fulfil their objectives. In this perspective, the characteristic of being strategic of IRS stems from its being the intersection area of the strategies of the actors. Above all, orientation of the system hinges upon the convergence or divergence of the actors’ strategies. 

The concept of Strategic Industrial Relations is used for the first time by Roomkin and Rosen (1996) to make a micro/enterprise-level analysis by taking the strategic choice perspective as the main reference point. They speculate about the prospective developments in the field of industrial relations (adaptation of unions to human resources model and industrial relations to business strategies). Also, commenting on the strategic industrial relations and the strategic human resource management, Miller says that (1987: 349)

I argue that industrial relations should be an important strategic corporate concern and propose a definition of industrial relations derived from the business policy literature and an anecdotal picture of traditional non-strategic industrial relations management. 
It’s obvious that the authors use the term of strategy to refer to the business policies and regard them as indepent variables. Notwithstanding, in this paper, the term of strategy is not used to theorize a business-oriented analysis, but to inquire into the policies adopted by each actor without biasing in favour of any other. In addition, a system approach is developed to inquire into the changing power relations according to the convergence of the strategies of the actors. SIRS focuses on both macro- and micro-level developments and adopts an OSF to industrial relations, to be more precise, tries to account for macro and micro power relations among the actors in a complex and interactive perspective. Therefore, the locus of SIRS, which covers both national and transnational actors of IRS, is not to make comparative industrial relations analysis, but to inquire into the transnational conduct of industrial relations. 
On the other hand, systems are the structures which have sub- and upper-functions, and a feedback mechanism. Within the system, all the functions have both uninterrupted vertical and horizontal interaction with each other. The stability of it depends on the regular and mutual operation of the functions. Additionally, systems are dynamic structures that have to say, a change or crisis that appears in a function of the system directly influences the others. Even though the closed-systems are in an interaction with their sub-functions but not with the other systems, open-systems are in an effective and direct/indirect relationship with the others, their own and other systems’ sub-systems. 

Correspondingly, SIRS regards the national IRS as a closed-system in which the national actors interact with each other, and transnational IRS as an open-system wherein the transnational and national actors interact both horizontally and vertically. Although the national actors make up the core of OSF as in the closed-systems, it takes account of the transnational developments related to the IRS and assesses the NIRS in terms of both the repercussions of the transnational and country-specific developments to be able to both keep a micro-flexible approach and, at the same time, to make sense of the transnational structure of IRS to sufficiently shed light on the changing power relations at national level. As a result, a ceteris paribus approach is eliminated. In this paper, SIRS isn’t expected to reveal the convergence or divergence trends in various national IRS, but to develop a flexible analytical framework able to explain the each nation’s industrial relations in its own evolution, and socioeconomic realities. 

Transnationalization of Industrial Relations

The debate on the transnationalization of IRS is nothing new. In 1971, Cox wrote (1971: 557-61): 
External factors such as transnational payments balances and capital flows may influence the level of employment and of wages in a given country...American trade unions played an important ‘new statecraft’ role in support of Unites States government policy in Western Europe during this phase. 
Besides, in 1972, Blake put emphasis on the transnational information exchange and consultation between the trade unions to produce common strategies and tactics on transnational basis. Examples can be multiplied, but seeing that the transnationalization of IRS was a fact far earlier, what’s the difference of today? It can be said that the main difference is the intensification of the effects of TA on IRS. Transnationalization of IRS refers to that of the actors influential upon NIRS, in this way, a component can be an actor by providing inputs that produce outputs in IRS even if it isn’t directly involved in the institutional or formal structure of IRS. These inputs may produce outputs which are less or more effective, have negative-positive, direct-indirect effects on each NIRS in a diverse way. In sum, the transnationalization concentrates on power relations besides formal structures from the point of view of the effects of the actors’ strategies. Accordingly, there appear a number of regional and transnational actors influential on IRS, in-depth analysis of which will be made in advance.
Evolution of the Actors’ Roles

In this section, the role of the actors is discussed in a system analysis and the interaction of them is evaluated on an evolutionary basis. The state, trade unions and employers are considered as national actors as Dunlop put forward. As shown in the empirical and practical analyses, there is a strong relationship between the state-party politics and union survival (density) both in the past and at present (Checchi and Visser, 2005; Hassel, 2002; Ludlam et al., 2002; Pizza, 2001; Vartianien, 1998: 22; Visser, 2002: 423). Despite recently adopting a passive policy orientation toward the trade unions, the state is still the determinant factor in IRS. In closed-system perspective, state is influential by imposing juridical arrangements, applying corporatist, liberal or statist industrial relations policies, offering public employment wherein the union density is higher compared to the private sector in most of the countries. Furthermore, as Poole et al. argued for the British case giving example from the policy shift with Thatcherism (2005: 119), the state affects the ideological and operational scope of the employers. From an open-system perspective, the role of the state is also significant. First the state is the leading power in the determination of the transnational labour policies through getting involved in the governing bodies of nearly all the transnational or regional organizations (ILO, EU, NAFTA, IMF, WTO, WB etc.). Second it transfers the effects of the TA into the NIRS. There can be a direct linkage among the trade unions and employers like the social dialogue or tripartism settings at ILO or EU. But, who decides whether to adopt the principles ratified at transnational bodies to NIRS is the state. For example, the authority whether to apply core labour standards, European Work Councils Directive or permit/regulate capital investments is the state or party policy. 
On the other hand, trade unions are the organizations which seek to maximize their member interests via the policies they develop in social, political and economic spheres on enterprise, national and transnational basis. So, their role covers both macro and micro levels. Within the extent of SIRS, first the question whether the activities of the unions can be strategic should be responded. Rigby focuses on the term of response to define the unions’ activities not displaying a consistent set of policy approach and being innovative, which means a disjuncture with their past policies and uses strategy for the activities which are reverse of response (1999: 19). And it’s known that unions are reactive/traditional organizations which emerged to counteract the indecent attitudes of the employers against the workers (Hyman, 1994: 122). But this fact doesn’t impede the unions from being strategic. Their activities can be both reactive and strategic. In other words, they can produce reactive policies in a strategic way. 
In the closed-system perspective, trade unions get in contact with the employers (private or public) under the juridical, ideological and political economy posed by the state. In this sense, Metcalf states that the density of the trade unions depends on the legal and institutional framework posed by the state, strategies of the management and the recruitment policies of unions themselves (1991: 22). The conduct of these parameters will be elaborated on the next section. In terms of the OSF, trade unions come together under the regional or international trade union organizations and participate in the decision-making processes of ILO, EU and, to a certain extent, of NAFTA etc. Also, they are directly or indirectly influenced by TA. Above all, as far as the system analysis is considered, trade unions interact both national and transnational actors horizontally and vertically.  In this respect, they should act considering the OSF as whole, that’s to say, the power competition among all of the actors. Ben-Israel and Fisher put emphasis on the fact that the unions, to be effective, must become a partner whose power is equal to that of the employers (1994: 147). This is a noteworthy finding and, if accompanied by the fact that they should be as competent as to affect the state-party politics, may be enough for the closed-system, but what about the OSF? If trade unions confine their strategies to NIRS and skip the OSF, they are bound to be unable to counteract. As stated earlier, the state takeovers the transferor role of the TA’s effects into NIRS and generates strategies according to its own targets. In case its strategies don’t correspond to those of the trade unions, the trade unions should have their own power to offer inputs into the OSF. For example, without making effort to provide the incorporation of a social clause into the WTO procedures, probably by means of ILO, can the trade unions in developing countries be able to counteract the social dumping just by putting pressure on their own governments and expecting them to make regulations unilaterally? As Howell stated that, against the Blair government’s resistance to pro-trade union rights as in the case of Work Councils Directive of EU, “trade unions came to see European social legislation as having the potential to counteract deregulation at home” (2004: 8). But, this is also a defensive strategy and for this time the same risk appears for EU strategies on account of its undertaking the role that state plays at national level. Hence, it’s expected that without providing a social dialogue environment among themselves on the basis of their common strategies and generating conclusive strategies within the extent of the OSF, trade unions will be unable to make conclusive negotiations at European-level. 
Convergence and Accessibility of the Actors’ Strategies

Within the extent of SIRS, what determines the accessibility of the strategies of an actor is the convergence of its strategies with the strategies of those which lead the system in addition to the self-effectiveness of them. The widely-accepted measurement of the success of trade union strategies is trade union density levels. In OSF, analysing the strategic orientation of the national or transnational actors enables us to appraise whether there is a convergence or divergence with the strategies of the leading actors on a pro- or anti-trade union direction. Furthermore, the convergence perspective turns out to be a flexible analytical framework. Because, it explains the power relations according to the changing strategic preferences of the actors and doesn’t adopt an inflexible perspective. For example, as widely-known the state in most of the countries tolerated the trade unions during the golden ages even in the countries having a neoliberal IRS like US (Edwards and Podgursky, 1986: 19-28). But today the state’s strategies have diverged from those of trade unions to a certain extent (Ross and Martin, 2001: 6). Therefore, any theoretical framework must be flexible to account for the changes in power relations according to the cyclical fluctuations in IRS. In this context, ‘macro-flexibility’ accounts for the cyclical fluctuations which have appeared on the general (transnational) system of industrial relations. Specifically, such kind of flexibility approach should be applicable to each NIRS. How can we distinguish between tolerance policy of conservatives (Kohl governments) in Germany and repression policy of those of Britain (Thatcher governments) towards the power relations between the actors? Such kinds of separations call for the explanations based on the diversities in each NIRS and the approaches to account for these national diversities can be called “micro-flexibility”. 

Concerning the convergence thesis on macro level, we initially analyse the national components which exert influence upon the NIRS. These components can be listed as state and employer strategies, union effectiveness, and social values. Social values will be analysed in the next section as a basic parameter for our analysis. Second, we’ll go into the relationship between the TA and union density levels. As TA, international trade, international capital flows, multinationals, transnational and regional organizations (ILO, WTO, IMF, WB, OECD, EU, NAFTA), technological developments, and international and regional trade union organizations (ICTFU and ETUC as the most prominent representatives) are taken into consideration in terms of the transnationalization of the power relations in IRS. Of course, other actors can be listed, but to document a complete list of TA is beyond the aim of this paper. The aim of this section is to analyse their strategies and whether they have an anti- or pro-trade union orientation from the convergence thesis point of view. 

National Context

The effect of state on union density can be analysed in terms of party politics, corporatism, legislation, changing labour markets (composition effect on density) and unemployment. Focusing on Britain, US and Sweden, Pizza (2001) dwells on the fact that the density rates of unions during their highest levels are positively correlated with the success of social democratic parties. However, in the period of 1980-1995, union density isn’t directly related to the success of centre-left parties. He emphasises that this fact stems mainly from the globalization of national economies and the changing relationship between vote maximizing centre-left, social democratic parties and organized labour especially due to the declining union density. Although Ebbinghaus and Visser conclude that corporatism is of significance for the countries having high-density rates albeit not necessarily and that it’s relatively more important for those with a moderate to high level density rates (1999: 152; Esping-Andersen, 1999: 17), Checchi and Visser (2005: 12) find that centralization has a significant, positive and robust impact on unionization. According to their findings, if centralized bargaining were substituted fully by the decentralized (single-employer) bargaining, union density would decrease by 1.6 percentage points on a yearly basis. Evaluating the decentralization of bargaining in Germany, Sweden, UK, US, Australia and Italy, Katz (1993) states that the plant-level bargaining rose widely, the trade unions have become weaker to produce conclusive strategies, and that who take advantage of this situation are employers. Supporting this view, Visser (2002: 408) says that corporatism (centralized bargaining) neutralizes employer opposition by bringing about more union-friendly legislation. Traxler (1999: 81) puts emphasis on the legislation and union density relationship stating that: 

The legal framework is the key factor not only for performance but also for the stability of organized industrial relations. Collective bargaining coverage significantly depends on legal support provided by extension. In the Scandinavian countries, where a high coverage rate is backed only by high union density due to lacking extension, this high density in turn rests on strong legally based support of member recruitment. 

Visser and Ruysseveldt (1996: 50) claim that the non-existency of a legal system of positive rights with regard to trade union representation, collective bargaining and strikes have made British unions weaker and more controversial than those in most European countries and volatile to the cyclical fluctuations of economic and political power. Moreover, Ebbinghaus and Visser (1999: 152-3) conclude that without a Ghent system, union levels will stagnate around 50 to 60 per cent and union growth will be small and a high level of unionization can’t be reached. In addition, Traxler and Kittler (2000: 1182) indicate the strategic role of state legislation to render the collective bargaining as a power acquisition area for the trade unions. On the other hand, the empirical analyses find that there is a negative relationship between changing composition of the workforce and union density as in the increase of never membership and rising unemployment especially in European countries, which don’t have unemployment insurance mechanism (Beck and Fitzenberger, 2004; Bryson and Gomez, 2005; Visser, 2002). It’s suggested that privatization passivizes the effectiveness of the trade unions and transform the pattern of labour management in the related industries. The main parameter is exposure to the competition. Privatization doesn’t transform the intra-firm institutional structure in industrial relations. Nevertheless, the workers in privatized sectors receive lower wages and undergo more competition while value-added per employee is higher. So, trade unions are unable to keep the remuneration (Pendleton, 1999). The derecognising of trade unions by employers, which increasingly gains ground nearly in all of the countries, are empirically of considerable influence on the decline of union density levels, and their pressure on the decentralization diminishes the union strength (Ebbinghaus and Visser, 1999: 150).


To think the decreasing or stagnating union density levels independent of the failures of the unions to counteract the unfavourable developments or revolutionize new strategies will fall short of explaining the input-output processes of the system. As Davis emphasises “unions aren’t simply acted upon” (1994: 115). In this sense, the union effectiveness depends on having a sophisticated organizational structure, being innovative and democratic/open to membership influence and participation (Charlwood, 2004: 71; Godard, 2003: 480-1). Accordingly, it’s asserted that unions’ ineffectiveness to recruit new members rather than keeping already members are considerable influence on union decline. For example, unions’ ineffectiveness to recruit new members and gain recognition for collective bargaining are shown the most important reason for union decline in Britain (Machin, 2000). Specifically, Charlwood (2004: 79) adds that, in Britain, there is a 36-point difference between the probability of being a union member for workers in workplaces organized by ‘the worst performing union’ and those by ‘the best performing union’. Examining the data collected from the Dutch labour market, Visser found that 21 percent of union members left unions as they didn’t confirm the union policies. In addition, Katz accentuates that in the countries (Sweden, Italy, UK and US) the central unions opposed decentralization without apparent success. However, he says that German unions, by making a coordinated effort at central level, avoided the deepening of decentralization and any other change in the formal structure of collective bargaining to a some extent (1993: 17-18). On the other side, inter-union competition is one of the reasons that precipitate passivatization of union strategies. Iversen points out that (1996: 402): 
…the growth of competing federations is the main cause for the slow but steady decline in centralization that is evident in all the Scandinavian cases. 
Hyman states that the recent anti-trade union environment has posed both inter- and intra-union challenges. Of these challenges, the foremost one is the destabilization of the traditional balance of power within central confederations as in the case of LO especially due to the decentralization of collective bargaining and, as a consequence, mounting inter-union competition on the membership contest (1994: 111-2). 

Transnational Context

As the scope of the analysis is extended to the transnational level, the power relationship gets more and more complex. As a result of this complexity, to use pointed statements to account for the power relationship at transnational level is hardly possible. Thus, we try to find out the strategies of TA in terms of their orientation in a pro- or anti-trade union direction. 

Examining the effect of IMF and WB on labour power and rights, Lloyd and Veissman (2002) assert that the conditionalities of the structural balance programs of IMF and WB are composed of parameters ranging from the privatization, flexibility in the labour market to wage reduction and pension reforms, which further destabilization and decentralization in IRS. Stiglitz (2000) states that the main concern of WB is the market failures rather than the social development despite its newly discerning the fact that the development of a country should be accommodated by the social capital. On assessing the WTO’s mentality, Blackhurst points out that its first function is to provide the elimination of trade-related uncertainty surrounding the exchange of goods across national frontiers and the second is to provide a forum for dispute settlement to strengthen and extend the rules to further liberalize trade-related policies (1997: 535). In this framework, Hughes and Wilkonson (1998) say that WTO rejects the use of labour standards for the protection purposes while it declares that it will continue to cooperate with ILO on core labour standards (CLS). They add that in this way, it gives formal recognition to low-wage labour as a comparative advantage for developing countries. Likewise, the developing countries strictly oppose the introduction of a social clause into the WTO procedures. Moreover, it also envisages that single way of forming a global labour standard regime is the liberal trade and the prevention of the labour standards for protectionist purposes (OECD, 2000: 40-41). Additionally, as recently in Doha Round, WTO, IMF and WB come together to consider the strategic policies to be applied for further liberalization. Assessing the OECD Jobs Strategy as the OECD’s foremost perspective on organized labour, Casey accentuates that (2004: 330):
The OECD seems as stressing the primacy of markets and, thus, of market-based solutions. Institutions are generally viewed as hindrances rather than aides, and deregulation is favoured over regulation...The preamble to the OECD strategy contains the statement that its recommendations do not apply to governments alone. In many cases responsibility for action to improve employment performance lies most directly with employers, trade unions and individual workers but the OECD mentions neither the recommendations to which this applies nor the actions that employers or unions might consider taking.

In concise, as Biffl and Isaac put forward (2002: 10): 
…it’s not too fanciful to suggest that the support for freer trade in some quarters may have been driven partly by a desire for a less regulated and unionized labour. 
Also, Anderson says that the main drivers of the arrangements of ‘the unholy trinity’ (WTO, IMF, WB) and OECD is economic and the CLS are marginal to them. He emphasises that ILO doesn’t have an observer status at the WTO but IMF and WB do. Also, despite all rhetoric, an invitation to the head of the ILO to speak at the Singapore Ministerial Meeting in 1996 was withdrawn (2003: 640). As a transnational organization that was founded mainly by the concern of enhancing labour standards all around the world, ILO has carried out remarkable tasks. Nonetheless, Kochan (2003: 4) says that: 
ILO’s voice hasn’t been heard above the roar of the so-called ‘Washington Consensus’ that dominates policies of the IMF, WB and WTO. 
Evaluating the effectiveness of the ILO and WTO, Ozay et al. (1999: 81) claim that when compared to ILO, the compliance is furthered in the WTO, for the system develops an enforcement that enables the imposition of economic costs enough to deter. Anderson (2003: 641) brings up that while most of the countries are ready to confirm CLS, their legislation and practice is far from being effective. Even though ILO (2004) declares that a fair globalization is realistic, it also admits that it can’t achieve this target on its own but by a multilateral system. In this regard, there should be a convergence towards not only for individual rights of workers but also organized ones. But, at the final analysis, transnational institutions except ILO aren’t in favour of such kind of strategic approach and their strategies are relatively biasing in favour of national or transnational business circles (Mish-ra, 1999: 12; Scarbrough, 2000: 225). 
Of the regional organizations, EU and NAFTA are prominent ones. Related to the EU’s industrial relations strategy, European Commission (2002) states that the new challenges for industrial relations in EU are globalization, EMU, the enlargement process, technological change and the knowledge economy, demographic changes and the changes in the labour market. Against these challenges, the Commission proposes ‘coordinated deregulation’ and ‘flexicurity’ approaches and asserts that these policies can only be achieved by social dialogue. In this framework, as far as the strategies of the Commission (2002; EFILWC, 2002) are considered, it can overtly be seen that, besides the organizational rights of the employees such as trade unions, strike laws and social insurance regulations are absent, they focus on the unorganizational and uncontroversial micro-aspects of industrial relations imposing relatively non-binding regulations and giving priority to competitive power and curbing structural unemployment with limited reference to social aspects in an open method coordination mentality, therefore, show a soft tendency (Marginson and Sisson, 2002: 680-82). Being highly pessimistic on the industrial relations at EU level, Hyman (2001a) states that EU level arrangements lead to erosion rather than europenization of industrial relations and calls them as ‘window-dressing’ parameters. On the other hand, the North American Agreement on Labour Cooperation (NAALC) determines the NAFTA’s labour strategies. Within the extent of the complaint mechanisms, Mexican, Canadian and American unions file complaints to be submitted to NAALC. Though the gains from similar attempts are accruing as background effects like pressing companies and governments to modify their behaviour by sensitizing public opinion, the results aren’t conclusive in view of the fact that the enforcement ability lies largely to the member states. Concurrently, it’s stated that the ties among the employers are much more effective and conclusive than those of trade unions (Compa, 2001). Furthermore, Carr says (1999: 57) that NAFTA singles out the actions of the states and government bureaucrats rather than trade unionists, and NAALC concentrates on the government policies and programs of the three sovereign signatories, not on the activities of unions, labour rights groups, or any other non-governmental organizations. 

OECD (2000: 40-1) announces that the countries with low labour standards haven’t received more foreign direct investment. In this vein, even though the influences of the multinationals on industrial relations don’t bring on social dumping (Witherell, 1996: 55), they favour low-union penetration and decentralized negotiation structures. Assessing the US foreign direct investment in Europe, Cooke and Noble (1998: 600) emphasise that: 
…the most attractive industrial relations models are high-skill, wide adoption of ILO standards, regulations requiring works councils, limited restrictions on lying off employees, low union penetration and decentralized negotiation. 
Also, in addition to Marginson and Sisson (1994: 26-8), who states that Euro-companies prioritize enterprise-based industrial relations (decentralization), Pizza (2001: 424) concludes that the globalization of direct investment enormously undermines the bargaining power of unions and is negatively correlated with union density especially by means of its exit power. Almond et al. (2003) put forward that, except Britain, the shareholder model can’t be generalized for other EU countries. However, they argue that multinationals are less likely pursue a multi-employer bargaining system and can easily reveal redundancy or closure, and shareholder model, which constitutes the core of their financial infrastructure, is applied at the expense of employees. 

Strange (1994) uses the expression of “casino capitalism” for the new financial system of post-Bretton Woods era and says that it causes an unprecedented uncertainty. In parallel with Wheelock’s (1999) emphasise on the fact that uncertainty/insecurity causes employers to be more flexible and short-term-oriented, Hellenier (1994: 166-70) points out that the transnational capital movements and the crisis which they precipitate turn the financial order of the world upside down and emphasises that it’s hardly possible for a single state to make regulations unilaterally. Although Pizza (2001: 423) finds that the financial openness is of considerable negative impact on union density, Scruggs and Lange (2002: 141-6) conclude that capital market liberalization (financial openness) tends to significantly bring down union density growth only in the countries with weak labour market institutions. On the contrary, the countries with highly institutionalized labour markets are affected by financial openness at almost zero level. Ludlam et al. (2002: 240) support this perspective claiming that:

Recent changes of a quantitative and qualitative kind in the global flows of capital have undermined the post-war settlements which gave trade unions of the immediate post-war generation a subordinate but powerful voice in the policy-making processes of many advanced capitalist states. That undermining has been at its most potent in the two cases...in the USA and in the UK. 

Recently, Amable et al. (2005) claim that the strong and affluent financial markets are complementary to a weak union while the weak and less influent financial markets are complementary to a cooperative model between the trade unions and employers. Also, decentralization is related to the market-based system, and centralization to bank-system as in Germany (Tüselmann and Heise, 2000: 165). Hasse and Leiulfrusd (2002: 109) speak up for this view saying that the transition from bank-system to market-based system constrains and weakens the the relative power of organized labour. On the other side, Iverson (1996: 417) puts emphasis on the fact that the flight ability of the investment capital limits the unions’ ability to be effective. This situation is especially obvious in the Scandinavian countries, where the outward flow of investment capital boosted nearly tenfold in Denmark and more than forty fold in Sweden from 1980 to 1990. As a result, the militant wage strategies became less possible. Whereas Katz (1993) puts forward that the increasing competition and international trade have reduced the economic rents available to labour and management, thereby spurring decentralization in bargaining structures, Pizza (2001: 424) concludes that the increasing international trade doesn’t have a paramount effect on changing union density levels. Additionally, it also specified that international trade has a small negative effect on increasing wage inequality (Slaughter, 1998). 
Concentrating on the case studies, Ozaki (1992: 34-41) says that the technological change (especially computerization) has significant influences on union density and power depending on the type of sector and organizational strategies of the trade unions. Technology invigorates the increase of the employment of the white-collars, the young and part time workers. In this respect, it can be concluded that the technology becomes effective on the decreasing union density rates through enhancing the employment of the young and white-collar workers whose membership to trade unions is considerably less (Bryson and Gomez, 2005: 75-6; Visser, 2002: 415). 
Regional and international trade union effectiveness, as in the national ones, is one of the most significant determinants of union growth or decline. The parameters of effectiveness cited above for national context should be extended to transnational context. In this vein, the unions should extend their strategic scope as to embrace the transnational actors and power relationships (Ross, 2000: 79). We quoted from Blake that there were transnational information exchange between the trade unions, consultation to produce common strategies and tactics as early as 1970s. But is interaction sufficient for conclusiveness? As regards the international trade union effectiveness, Taylor (1999) accentuates that the history of international labour has so far turned out to be a rhetoric rather than practice. And let alone practical strategies, any accord among them couldn’t be reached. He states that the struggles like ‘Solidarity Center’ by ICTFU to create a coordinated opposition to the multinationals and other anti-trade union global actors proved unsuccessful. Putting another aspect of international union effectiveness, Waterman (2001: 135) announces that: 
...here is an organization with 155 million members and raising that has no presence at all in the global media or culture, whether dominant, popular or alternative. 
Also, from the history point of view, it can be concluded that there has been a bureaucracy-oriented and defensive existence to the threats of neoliberal ‘globalization’ but not a strategic cooperation at transnational level (Hyman, 2005). Considering the uncooperative orientation of the international trade unions, Ross (2000: 81-2) uses the definition of ‘labour’s flawed internationalism’. He says that this flawless is largely stemming from different strategic and structural orientation of affiliated unions. Bieler (2005) focuses on the self-organizational strategies of ETUC and other transnational (EU-level) and national sector unions and states that the strategic approaches of them prove that they act without considering the conclusiveness and generate passive strategies independent from each other.  Also, Keller (2003: 414-6) points out those EU-level activities of ETUC are ineffective especially due to the lack of coordination power. And the parameters showing why ETUC is unable to inspire the national unions to adopt the EU level directives are national unions’ idea that the directives yield to no more than the institutionalization of the employers’ more flexibility demands, and their various expectations and organizational structures, lack of strike and the national governments’ hindering the local unions to actively participate in international union movements with the concern of socio-political stability and business competitiveness and they cause the inter-unions relationship to be ineffective. 

Convergence towards Deunionization 

Given the strategies of the national and transnational actors, it can relatively be said that there is an anti-trade union convergence at every level. It’s obvious that the density of the anti-trade union orientation is enough to bring about an environment in which the trade unions are unable to counteract. In other words, targets of the trade unions don’t match with those of the leading actors and remain inaccessible. Above all, the challenges trade unions (both national and transnational) have been experiencing since the 1980s are mainly stemming from this convergence. How or can it be overwhelmed? It can be said that the trade unions can only do this by considering the OSF as a whole and producing conclusive strategies. To put it differently, in OSF, there are anti-trade union strategies that produce outputs enough to passivize them. Trade unions should produce strategies which will be able to counteract these outputs. To do this, their strategies should be as conclusive as those that passivize them. Seeing that the anti-trade union bias is stemming from the convergence of all national and transnational actors’ strategies, trade unions must create the same convergence at least on their common targets at each level. As emphasised earlier, left alone the  convergence of the strategies of trade unions with leading powers, they are far from being effective and consistent among themselves. So, their ineffectiveness contributes to this anti-trade union bias.

Socio-political Feedback and Micro-Flexibility  

According to the OSF, the power relations materialize around the intersection of national, regional and transnational actors’ strategies. And the orientation of this interaction towards pro- or anti-trade unionization effect at national level is determined by the socio-political background of the related country (Armingeon, 1998: 74). In other words, the pro- or anti-trade unionization effects of the TA materialize as much as the permeability of the socio-political structure of any country. We regard the socio-political background as the independent variable. Because, only in this way we can account for the fact that the diverse socio-political feedback of each NIRS brings about a diverse model of industrial relations. The input-output processes change the socio-political variety of each country and create the micro-flexibility. For instance, TA’s effects may be the same for every NIRS. But what makes their effects diverse is the different structure of each NIRS. Concentrating on the effect of technological change on the employment relations, Sorge (1995: 292) states that:

Even if all participants in the different countries endeavour to realize the same goals and pursue the same strategies, the result will still be characteristic of the society where they operate...Thus, despite developments in markets, products, technology, training systems and organization forms, the existing social diversity does not appear. 

Dunlop (1993: 45; for a detailed explanation see Dunlop 1998) states that IRS is a sub-system of society but not economy. So, the social background is at the root of both economy and industrial relations, that’s, it’s the independent variable for both. Kaufman (2004: 30) points out that the trade unions emerged as economic entities in all the countries, and Ross and Martin (1999: 3) add that the unions, after proving their micro identities, must find space to act in broader economic and political opportunity structures with a strategic perspective but not with ideological limitation (Waterman, 2001: 316-7; Wever, 1998). In this context, the effectiveness of trade unions as a social organization (Ross and Martin, 1999: 2) depends on the fact that their existence is inspired by the socioeconomic dynamics and, concurrently, they should have a ‘social vision’ (Hyman, 1999: 108; Visser, 1994a: 24). What can/should we understand from the socioeconomic dynamics? It can be analysed at macro and micro aspects. Macro aspect is composed of the state policy and public opinion (social vision), and micro aspect of the trade union and employer behaviours. 
Hammarstöm (1994: 154-5) says that in most of the countries where unions have gained power, there has been a political arm of unions. In this respect, a pro-union political culture is inevitable for the unions to survive. Attracting attention to the stability of IRS, Hyman influentially states that unions, which don’t have a political orientation, change their strategies towards more political direction during the recession periods in IRS (2001b: 13). This can be seen in Britain and Sweden due to market- and voluntarism-based unionism (Vartianen, 1999: 29). In Sweden after the wrought of the voluntary agreement between the employers and workers, the trade unions turned to the political authority. Also, the British unions made a strategic mistake by seeing the single channel (enterprise-level) pragmatist unionism enough (Flanders, 1968: 45-6; Visser and Ruysseveldt, 1996: 44-5), and they changed their strategies towards a moderate corporatist and socially responsible model (Ackers and Payne, 1998: 536-8). Another aspect of the strategic failure of the trade unions is their short-term orientation. For example in Britain and US, trade unions used their political power for their own freedom of action, but not the social purposes. British unionism was diminished far quickly when the government policy internalizes anti-trade unionism. But as for Germany, while being a conservative and the representative of liberal industrial relations, Kohl governments couldn’t apply anti-trade union policies as in Britain. Silvia (1999: 87) says that one of the prominent reasons of this attitude is the fact that “..few in Kohl government considered Germany’s post-war set of social and political institutions to be irretrievably broken”. Analysing the global evolution of industrial relations comprehensively, Kaufman (2004: 617-18), at this point, stresses the fact that social concept commitment, social democracy, social partnership, social market economy and social justice parameters reflect the ingrained characteristics of the European countries’ industrial relations, and conclude that these structural characteristics have came into being within a long period and can’t be removed at once. As an evidence of this assertion, Navarro et al. (2004) state that there is no retrenchment in neither the scope nor the size of the welfare state in most of the EU countries and conclude that “politics still matter”. 
Employer strategies are also of great significance. In their study on the never membership in Britain, Bryson and Gomez (2005), and Machin (2000) conclude that the most important factor on never membership is the employers’ recognition decisions. Vartianien (1998) and Visser (1999: 413), in turn, emphasise that, in Sweden and Netherlands, the vitality of the labour movements stems from the relative adaptation of the strategies of both employers and state on them. It’s said that the employees in US have faced a fierce opposition from the employers, which can’t be seen in anywhere in the world (Visser, 1994a: 39). For Britain, though recent allegations that a collective model of industrial relations are coming to Britain, it’s said that the employees faced a fierce employer opposition in Britain, which can’t be seen in any other country in Europe (Ackers and Payne, 1998: 545; Visser, 1994b: 99). But the opposition in UK is moderate compared to that in US (Kaufman 2004: 612-13). Visser (1994a: 40) says that the reason why American-style erosion of collective bargaining and unionism hasn’t spreader to elsewhere is social and cultural pressures, legal and institutional rules. In addition, he says that why British employers did not join jihad against unions as their American counterparts did is transnational opportunity costs of a union-replacement strategy besides the cultural characteristics of them. In other words, in accordance with Foster’s (1962: 13) definition that:  
A culture is a logically integrated, functional, sense-making whole. It’s not an accidental collection of customs and habits thrown together by chance. 
Visser (1994a: 41) says employers’ behaviours are not only composed by their personality but also other parameters influential upon their strategies. To account for the 20-25 per cent high proportion of collective bargaining coverage in Canada compared to US, Visser (1994a: 41) points out that the main reason is the fact that Canadian managers appear to be less aggressive against unions and proposes the Canadian labour law as the actor which inspires them to behave so. Lipset and Katchanovski (2001: 234) find that 37 percent of unionized U.S. workers report very widespread employer resistance to unions, whereas only 22 percent of their Canadian counterparts do so. Godard (2003: 481) says that this less aggressiveness may be stemming from the stronger (pro-trade union) labour laws owing to their creating an environment in which employers are less able to put anti-trade union policies into practice. 

The influence of society on trade union membership can be analysed from the society point of view at macro level and the co-workers at micro (enterprise) level. Based on Hofstede’s empirical parameters, Singh (2001) examines the national culture and union density and recently Black (2005) analyzes the relationship between national culture and industrial relations. Of the Hofstede’s parameters, Power Distance (PDI) explores the level of power inequality in institutions and organizatons that a society considers normal. While Individualism (IDV) is the degree to which the people wish to behave individually in contrast to collectively, Masculinity (MAS) measures the level of male’s characteristics/tough values like assertiveness, performance, success and competition over tender values proper to the female like the quality of life, maintaining warm personal relationships, etc. Finally, Uncertainty avoidance (UIA) is the preference level of structured situations (a clear and even rigid environment) to unstructured situations (flexible environment). Black concludes that these parameters showing the general characteristics of society on industrial relations are significantly correlated with the core industrial relations functions such as structure of pay bargaining (corporatism and centralization), collective bargaining coverage and trade union density etc. to a lesser or greater extent. Also, Singh finds that these four variables account for 53 % percent of the variation of union density across countries. So it can easily be said that the social structure are effective on the industrial relations structure, controlling the other variables in the system. 
While analysing the influence of social custom on industrial relations structure, Visser (2002) says that the workplace environment which spurs the employees to be a member is of great significance. Bryson and Gomes (2005: 87) emphasise for the British case that:

The biggest single factor determining the probability of never-membership is whether or not an individual is employed in a workplace with a recognized union. Employees in unionized workplaces had a 40 per cent lower probability of never-membership than similar employees in non-unionized workplaces. The size of this effect has not changed very much since the early 1980s.

 The similar results were found by Visser (2002: 414-9) on Dutch case. Focusing on Dutch unions, Van de Vall (1970: 136) concludes that the many of the workers join owing to having psychologically safe position and avoiding social exclusion at the workplace. Four out of five union members became a member in view of this micro social effect. Searching for the determinants of trade union membership in West Germany, Schnabel and Wagner (2005) state that the social custom like reputation, benefits, prestige, philosophy of life, and conformity to internalized norms deem important due to the fact that the fairly high membership fees don’t yield to noteworthy economic incentives for becoming a member. 

One of the foremost reasons for the emergence of an anti-trade union bias of TA is the inferiority of the socio-political feedback to the economy (Cox, 1994: 46-48). Platzer (1998: 81-91) puts emphasis on that, with Maastricht, the national economies have become regionalized but the collective bargaining has stayed still at national level and the main cause of this fact is the economic regionalization independent of social background. Also, while the EU imposes binding regulations as regards the EMU, it avoids doing the same when it comes to the trade unions or social policy. As emphasised above, the state has a strategic role in balancing the power relations among the employers and trade unions. And trade unions have a pressure power on the party-politics to a lesser or greater extent. With the transnationalization of IRS, an institution that takeovers the role state carries out at national level doesn’t appear at transnational level (Mishra, 1999: 130; Scharff, 2002). And the trade unions don’t have any effect on transnational organizations except ILO. Even in EU this is the case. Bieler (2005: 470) puts forward that there are limited structural possibilities for trade unions within the EU institutional set-up. The EU is characterized by a neo-liberal ‘state project’ and the actual institutional set-up structurally disadvantages trade unions.

Conclusion 

The actors of IRS at national, regional or transnational level have a direct or indirect interaction with each other. Trade unions can get in contact with EU institutions directly, but OECD may affect the trade unions indirectly. At this point, what comes to the fore is that, seeing that the system is a whole, to make sense of the conduct of transnationalized labour relations, we must take into consideration of all the actors’ inputs which generate outputs in IRS. SIRS intends to develop a theoretical framework which has enough analytical parameters able to explain the transnational conduct of industrial relations on the basis of strategic preferences of the actors’ influential upon IRS. And OSF is employed as the analytical framework to account for the power relations on convergence basis. What are important in the OSF aren’t the formal structures but power relations. Because despite the relative stability of the institutional or formal structures in IRS, there has been a steady decline in union density. The convergence of the national and transnational actors’ strategies determines the orientation of the system. In terms of this perspective, there appears a relatively anti-trade union or anti-organized labour bias in IRS. This bias results from the outputs as a consequence of the inputs that are offered by all the actors of IRS at each level. So, to slowdown or curb this anti-trade union bias may be possible by equal counter inputs which are able to render the system converge towards a pro-trade union orientation. The strategies of the national and international trade unions, left alone the other actors, are far from creating these inputs. On the contrary, the ineffectiveness of their strategies contributes the deepening of deunionization. 

Systems are dynamic structures and their orientation changes according to the inputs offered into them. During post-war era, the inputs offered into NIRS were in favour of the trade unions to a certain extent. But today, with the intensification of the transnationalization, there has been a transformation in the direction of the inputs depending on the power relations in the IRS. As a consequence, within the extent of the macro flexibility approach, the orientation of the IRS varies according to the changing convergence bias of power relations among the actors and their strategies. In this respect, OSF turns out to be a flexible analytical perspective and is able to explain the cyclical changes in IRS. On the other hand, in OSF, systems not only interact with other systems but also with their and other systems’ sub-systems. NIRS can be considered as the sub-system of transnational industrial relations. And the power relations at NIRS depend on the convergence of national actors’ strategies. On the other hand, this convergence is also affected by the effects of TA’s strategies. What determines the density of the effects of TA on NIRS is the socio-political feedback within the NIRS. In other words, the more convergence there are among the national and transnational actors, the more the TA affect NIRS. As far as the current trends are concerned, the relatively anti-trade union bias of transnational and regional actors are deepening the deunionization in the countries which have already a deunionization bias like US and UK. But other countries like Germany or Sweden, due to their less permeable systems, are relatively able to counteract to the deregulate effects of TA. Consequently, there is a micro-flexibility at national level in view of the fact that the conduct of sub-systems (NIRS) changes according to the power relations among themselves and the interaction with TA. 

	Özet: Endüstri ilişkilerinde 20. yüzyılın son çeyreğinden günümüze değin yaşanan gelişmelerin odağında sendikaların yaşadığı güç kaybı yer almaktadır. Çalışmada, bu sürecin, ulusal olduğu kadar uluslararası gelişmelerden de kaynaklandığı ileri sürülmekte ve sendikasızlaşma olgusunun ulusal ve uluslaraşırı etkenleri bütünleştiren bir yaklaşımla, ‘Açık Sistem Modeli’ ile ele alınması önerilmektedir. Endüstri ilişkileri sisteminde uluslaraşırı-laşan güç ilişkilerinin ulusal, bölgesel ve uluslararası düzeyde sendika karşıtı bir eksende yakınsamasının sendikasızlaşmanın küresel bir ‘realiteye’ dönüşmesini de beraberinde getirdiği belirtilmektedir. Bu gelişmeler karşısında sendikaların ‘söylem’ bazlı stratejiler geliştirmelerinin sistemde yaşanan krizi aşmak için yeterli olmadığı öngörülmektedir. Ayrıca, ulusal endüstri ilişkileri sistemlerinin yerel niteliklerinin uluslaraşırı güç dengelerinin sendikasızlaştırıcı etkilerini karşılamada belirleyici olduğundan hareketle, sendikasızlaşma anlamında var olan yakınsamanın yoğunluğunun ulusal sistemler ekseninde farklılaştığı sonucuna varılmaktadır.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Endüstri İlişkileri Teorisi, Uluslaraşırı Endüstri İlişkileri, Açık-Sistem Modeli.
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