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In line with most industrialised and many underdeveloped economies 
Ireland has experienced considerable international direct investment 
o,ver the ypasj «t^etity-fiye-jyears^ornQStlyiaiii ¡the -ma,nufa£it4ur)ing ,s.ectpn|

iWto this in ^ d
na-jii^^&iiipaoofepr^duQtiftpihas had) l#ngMM iaYfl^rpfela^nseqiiiienees-ini 

i»laIjjOBskhfiWe>VQrjb?ePfe}iiSiURClMrioaihh©,i)gh,&pna>fflrhefto|tim&i^¥;;read;
p>pp#iMTp.r§83 irfipdriY^miultirtjptiqn.al |p9^pany;i,(MNG)K®ipppjep9eS[
^hjfihfiafceKlan§ettv4ieppmgiiig.bTherfifis,ht!tIei4<ptubt.(t.hatH;he presence. ,qf] 
MiNC&:i©iIgrgeinHwbfiiSid(3esin.trt(i)'dueej-nfiY?‘dira^t1̂ ib:hs,^s<fariasiirid1ust-i 
Eiakrselai:ionaMfifeOPCeped.MNjCM.ate.Ypnt5PWedan4idftfl^iditieptedfro,nj| 
centres outsidetflatipnalibdundaiies!.ilJhji)S)ha!SiPhyiusii'ihpjlilcat'ipri§ifRF!jQhj 
security and decision-making processes. Also, the balance oh power 
b^tiwe©j0dthesft(emplbyersTiandhtrade/unio.niSfiS)Ub,plyi;tp(ibenGpnjsi,d)er1ably' 
difffereriti.in-jehaflaeitflr<itP!3thatje«isting,bgtweenlIrishtiewpipyCT§fiandHthe; 
iU»©«&mBunthfli»iifre3 team&i-MNlQs) may ¡attempt! tpK impqseK .certain,
stahdftt'dfoaiid jstri;coii]i¥estmi the^eI.dLQf%dsastrial;!pgiatiittiS) ̂ iGhympjynbs, 
rQ^dejdtas.hflihgjQdjatemptubUS pfjQ.atiyeMsjto.msjandiyaliifiSr.o ix •/.!', okIk 

.fmdhoq m gniniMyfnbfn ‘vu; vod.1 dudw Mhi pifi'lo -ruijfi'» 
The effects of MNCs on employment and industrial relations are well 
documented for many industrialised and Third World countries (see,.for 
example, reports by the International Institute for Labour Studies and 
tvli$ Ihfgrhati'o'nSf1febduf'Offlcgj);! IfiTih'landr'the1 imp’aict- bi¥eii^|r<^frierii-

1983], and the Federated Union of Employers*] 1980)*'hasAiondueted a 
survey of employment conditions and industrial relations practices in a 
sample of MNCs. The latter is largely factual and provides a useful 
benchmark as a basis for comparisons. However, this study does not 
contain any direct trade union input with the result that little is known 
about the relationship between MNCs and trade unions. u ... •

*The authors are, respectively, Lecturer and Research Officer in Industrial Relations in the Department of Industrial 
Relations at University College, Dublin. They wish to acknowledge the assistance provided by Karl O’Connor and 
Robert McMahon during the survey stage.
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From an industrial relations standpoint, the presence of a variety of 
foreign-owned companies undoubtedly has opened our minds to a greater 
understanding of different values and ideological positions, and also in 
recent times to the often harsh imperatives of the international capitalist 
order. While theory and intuition might lead us to believe that MNCs are 
different from indigenous industry in employment practices and decision­
making processes, there is little empirical evidence, based on Irish experi­
ence, which -would allow us either to describe or explain industrial 
relations practices in MNCs. With the exception of an unpublished paper 
[Nolan, McAleese and Counahan, 1978] which focussed primarily on the 
strike-proneness of MNCs, and a regional study on local industrial 
relatoons.siprac-tiees» ¿[W.aUace,iyli9,8,2]]i,‘) 
systemalticall^studyi.ind’USbj|ail<ii6l'SutiQn5 ip MNQ§I
in; i evidence? prt ¿reading/ Reppr&MiaiWWW/SMlni) pf^lQtyqilftaSKi
Indus,tniah iRel4tjt®ns i<>lia8h);d wM<?h)lfeprj9$|iii,t^yih#,jffts^
Gbha'pVehensiivel assesswienii ©.fstrish igidnstri%teifi4f?&?i ¿88
the/indusitrial Irelationsroon.tf xb waSinoiahlyiabs.Cini * $p.df(^(M?ffi¥8li^ WgP) 
imadegas tojtlre signifiuah,eq
clear^iriepresc t̂Sialseribiistgapjin/Oufykn.oAyiedgfiieiiflfiGtojiajljattfiibiUiiQgKpiEi 
indiusttjial> relations. ¡Wekalsp (laekt.,knouytedgP ifJiuthfii^ripg$tiin,^Wii5i^ 
relatiohsiissues andp^a,otices)inlM'NGs)l\yibjc îR^yi)?P,J]egar<4Bd q§.pajiUPM:i 
larly problematic or profoundly positive in their impajc^.j.Ip'thi$ &r,la£]<e,vyg, 
attempt to provide some insights into the dynamics of MNC industrial 
relatipns.fAs 'Itfeisi is>an
^dTconolusionsfito/beiriegaEdedTa^noTIW^e^lh^ j^pli îaSr>Mi3rnt}en,tiid.Y^- 
in ithe attjemptMtp^chipye a^betiQr pnd/?r^n,dipg^i«M m f iM'feelafiPBSftft 
MNGsMu.jliuiioa .M-iufcobiiib noLUiiniuliii ,yihna-i« du[guhn%muo nsiKim

.is:>oiioinq uoijiugtmi riotriu >biitJ
M ethodology, Sam ple and Variables
As stated, the voluminous international literature on MNC industrial
relations dimensions,, including numerous, analyses of .the impact of VS'VA;, '(VI »numwn/v ’Uv.unvvvnt « ÛUIMVJ '(ftWHVWl'iUVJ t .m v A  :r ‘»KflU .
M'NCs~on"vari0us~eeon0miesr developed-|and-uiideEdeveloped,-contains, 
discussioiiisio'n,a«‘rarige oftissues which continue to emerge repeatedly. The 
research findings of these studies and disci ssions with employer and trade 
union representatives influenced'/he design of this preliminary study.

I V . nivmijtiT A slnwC! .btto’i
Our sample consists of 27 MNsCs operating in the Republic. Aas£rjgsaqf) 
personal interviews were undertaken with management personneloandt 
with trade union representatives and/or shop stewards w hodeaff ddtW 
these companies. In all, we interviewe^ 27 personnel and indusijria^ 
relations executives and 27 trade union personnel. In seeking to examines 
the possible sources of divergent industrial relations practic-es'in^MNCs'-iri 
Ireland wë d ecidëd’ tô plàcë~thëTdcTrs ofrth'ôse'Companies'whirh“'could'be 
categorised in. terms of the prevailing quality of their respective industfiail 
relations. For simplicity, we employ tĥ e terms “exceptionally good



(GIR) and “exceptionally poor” (PIR) industrial relations to represent 
two extreme scenarios, and the insertion of companies into these 
categories is the result of a consensus of management and trade union 
interests. The reputation of a company’s industrial relations was not 
assessed primarily in conflict terms. On the contrary, the quality of 
industrial relations was considered in terms of a range of issues, such as 
the availability of information to employees, possibilities for joint consul­
tation, the handling of discipline and grievances, general pay and condi­
tions of work and interpersonal employer-employee relationships. Start­
ing with a list of over 200 MNCs in Ireland we were eventually successful 
in categorising 75 as having exceptionally good or exceptionally poor 
industrial relations on thebasis of the expert opinions of both management 
and! trade union officials. THis list of companies was formed; as:ri result of 
interviews ^withrihëadTtoffiéè and' regional ' executives: of the ¡ Industrial 
Development Authority ¡arid the1 Federated Unidri of Employers1 and: with 
fulP-timè^officMs: froifti Trade' turiidris? representing smembefs finiMNCs> 
thrfou'ghôutîthé’pfbvïnèes'iThiftÿ-îsevenieompanies wéfeiselèctedisbtàsîtô; 
giveg-rëpreéèntàtiôri^ >to? ((industrials '• sector;o technology a type,’i regional 
distribution ànd:JcôtripâriyJsize:nWeisucceededfdn:obtainingîcompletedi 
quëstiôWriairesï frOiflriboth interest groups <iri^7 '/0f -thei 373eompanres.i 
Detailsqof the !sectoral{ diStribdtiot?%f%dthKeateg0ries. ofuMNGstare 
cüritairfed inrTâbléT.fiini 'rerlj ru ovi.tt2oq ylbnoofoiq to oijfinioidoiq yhaf 
iKrdanbfii iJg-ISfl to aoins.snyb vib o'ni gJrlgigrti ornos obivoiq oi jqmoitfi 
I n 'exàminingTselëctèd^iridustrialffrelàtiorisfenvironments iof ta' sample iof 
MNGs-Tri!iIreland,tT'tbeT study:!'focusseds6riTiuowide>irarigerofiTndustrial:

fiPhisopapdrn reports! tori 
matters concerning job security, information disclosure, consultation! and 
trade union recognition practices.

saldensV  bns siqrsisE
isiTjgifbrii 0 54M  no o n d in u i i  inrjoiJom stn i auonirnuiov'' ■adi .r e  ris Sa ?A

lo . W : bl— tr.r., riegoievoe coonov ¡TTT-feOrg
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Job Security and MNCs
The fact of foreign ownership and control of the enterprise creates a poten­
tially difficult position for trade unions. While MNCs have played a major 
part in employment creation in the less developed areas of all the countries 
in the EEC [Liebhaberg, 1980] and particularly in Ireland, they are also 
known, in some instances, for their propensity to engage in production 
switching [ILO, 1976a; Morgan and Blanpain, 1977; Kujawa, 1980]. 
This capacity to transfer production to another centre for whatever reason 
or combination of reasons (adverse industrial relations climate, political 
instability, or high labour costs, etc.), stems from the inherent flexibility 
of the MNC. In such circumstances, the trade union, confronted with a 
' nfajoPaWd W eb' imm8diate'(dire'at £b?emplbyrrient'm2 
in* a' ‘c'o'nsid er ably1'■weaker ’ posit idri TroM f he '̂bMahSe’ Sf piiwer^s tandpoint 
than that typically found with home-based companies: nblmmyoiumi? ¡u

The results of our survey of management and trade union representatives 
on this issue are cpntained.inTablei^. Bgth managementandi.trade union 
respondents in. both categories of firms agreed that foreign ownershiphas 
clear implications for security "ofn»emplpyment: •!,'Rredietablyi- bunion
repK^!eritaiiy!^-(^p^§&g£e^.te.r^^epi^§.ib!iianagf^^b!»IS'i]b>9,§>?̂ Fms
with poor industrial relations the matter of job security dooms'very "large, 
for union representatives. We should pointvout-that this isi.npt?pr.esented 
as ,js vpp,t \̂(jg)y.ed
here as a function of high concern about job security, or that the latter 
causes .poor industrial relations: .The vevidence- presented herev.simply 
shows that concern about job security comes sharply into focus 'iri'situa- 
tions where industrial relations has deteriorated, butun.the.context,of thisj c >'
study we cann ot state the extent to which the job security dimension has 
contribut Sd^tS!tii"is* «cdti'iiern
suggests'that union representatives are'conscious of a diminution in.their 
bargaining power and in many respects this cr^^lK ses^ri^’oH'K^itiSjor 
unib^pTO-bfidSf^fidhsTtf thdi"de^Urigs''#it'lPMNGi; Wt'’Wft'̂ nrf(b'a:d •̂ 5,ess 
reports of trade union officials’ inability to establish contact with MNC 
head" offices,-’1ancf’occasionally^ithereJ ¿feianst’ances\wh'efe1 MNC s of .high

Table 2: Manej-mtinPdnd'Tmde :Unidrî Views'sbhldmpact*bf'Fomghi'-Qwnefship '•oh

bTO’.' r V,T/c;\b '-4 ‘f\Avneyt\ \ \  Vf.\ 
Companies Quality of Industrial Relations

y l h u o s a  d o  [ h o  savrJi 

. b a n w o - d a n l  'ari b lu e  

AÜvêrsëî Impact O lljv cn q  :

. i s r w o i V  . z O Y W n .

;jfI323'!Cp ! -'g o jrp  o b u i t  ‘fo  <
,.l -. c  . - - . : - . . ■ ........

w a r /  o d i  a r r ^ / t o o  £  a W f i î
. s . . . î , ‘ , r -

3 MariagementbuK^Trade'iUnion*s

ïiij^ f> 3V n(® b Oi $fe>lif t

î ¡Management ;> ! ÿFrade niorf O

tR ^ o d t  g(?% do2i?* / / î r i f iÇ b a

ai y ìiiuD Ó g c!o (,1o ì 3J ì 

tb a o b n I  .a D rC M  fi

srn a d ì  .a in lT  .¡M jom in fin u  
- 25 f . (4) 50 (8)̂

,fv’75''i-‘''Vl(Ì2VJ ''3 50'UJO (8)‘ <J

•oniad r n o f l  i c i  ?.i w oivr a i / l l  
4 5 , (5) 90 . (10)

) fg ÿ jo o i-^ y ;  «fa îb , v /3 , , / (i)*,f î



repute arbitrarily close plants or reduce workforce levels without allowing 
trade unions to influence events. It is not surprising, therefore, to see job 
security as a central element in the context of a MNC environment. Also, 
the data in Table 2 shows a high level of concern among union representa­
tives in those firms with good industrial relations, which simply reinforces 
the underlying fear about the maintenance of employment. The responses 
of management display a broadly similar pattern to that of the trade union 
representatives, but, as one would expect, their concern is of a much lower 
key. The fact that it is evident even in the firms with good industrial 
relations shows that employment maintenance is a fundamental and criti­
cal issue in industrial relations in MNCs. The following observations 
about jp(b sec^rijy, ¡wjere, made,.during the, goursg-.pf, qjur, injeryieyvs, (and

f.9u,rs?, d , $$,
of employment in ,jjJW bu.uol yjhipnjy) null ukiIj

Trade Union Respondents: , . , . . ....
?-»/ H i , . ' r i i j ■>! ftouui l in n ! bui; iirmiogjaiiufi lo '(‘m u ? i u o  Jo M lu v .n  on 1

; i - ' f l u  M N C  provides greater job ̂ security because'of ihe backing o f  enormous’ resdurcds inHhtefhatibhalmdfket- n o

sr»fevfiil»!'i*.vnwn njpvuit unit «» art m l  lo fconojyKio fl.»od m gin.'ibnoqH'n
l i i f iA s ith e y e d r p g o  b y ’tke greater is th&Senseiofjobiseeuri'ty}” V 1 1 111! r > K I*.)! K l l o i  1 f.101 i q i !  II ’ I J ’ i -  

company iskea lty  only Hereto* capitalise ’on' ihe favburdb le  ’s e fu p  'anti Ib w tabbur 'co'sti ahWohce it* g jiy \  I

•>sw.hdfitwantsftmllfpulbquh^ yrri doj In THlnm orl i wioiud-yt inn iHibrii inoq i l l iw
\y i‘‘THe cbihpdnyjopined in 11^64'andtan)feeling'of job irdeciiritj>ihas'lbng.ago'been dispelled.fi |Ol noi fU) '!Oi

I « ''“Knowing that tile company has closed down !plarih ih'dlRencountrieb'mdkes'ihe workers conscious o f t/iepossi-. « 1 * 
ability of, dpullrout-.”ur , / t r i l l  Vig d o j  h « > d i ,  il 'l 'jO liO .)  i l g i f j  lo  (loil'xiij) K g.U ‘.n u f l  

V! ‘fi'liey-‘all'have), subsididneslhmughout\the)world arid Ihe possibility. \isi therefor) a. sibitck ojiproduftion.la OTl

- 1.?P?ffcr(f{a0'i:i i>1 o.ini ylqiKiks «piiipp y i n i m «  d p | iuocl.ii rj'tppuop Unit p.worb. 
MdMgemerit Respondents^ ^iPlirionnjab ¡tail «'.noonbi l.i;rt leu/Jpiu pipiIv/ 8/i.oju 
gf.ri ooiKfi'.iufii} /..li'uia-ig doj ->ib rbiilw  OMiinixo -nil alJii« loniurj nv/ vb o ig  
111“T lW fM  w / f f l f S .  W T P ? m l ’<\ n  l n o .i

11 • " T ke fee lin g , th a t the com pany can p u l l  outdsiq fa c to r  rithe.w orkeryfeelithahdecisions,are nqade externqlly-qnd(¡i  j g
finance is also controlled fromMbroad.” ^ i . . • ; .- IuAi<Vi V Kiili riJ'»*i(|an 'fiii;rn us ^uuiu^yuui

, appreciate this.” ! t , - • t
. Jk'iI'-A (IIIv-/ Cniliio:» ligikli-u.."'! o i  vti!si!i;f11 /.ler.Mllo npniu ‘Mini lo anoc|'i'i
i “Thejrish, working class is, very alienated -  they expected and got the worst from Irish employers. Now they ,IkmiJi'. •r iii iJ -r .‘< K r : i n > ; i s i i n , r O t  ■rvsrtr / i m n o i e . s i x i o  Diift ve.‘D ilio lii.'x!

see fo re ig n  companies as a decided improvement.

\“It is\iniernatidhal.markets_ fatherjfan foreign pwtiefshipywhich :£ '. 'id iU '

“ W orkers generally fe e l'tl ia i'fe in g  p a r i o f f b ig c o r d e f fa f f o r d s  Hfterrbrmre security f s ' l ' -

“I f  it was Irish-owned it would probably be closed by now. ”i t ' s i  I»: yjjiiiuC) 'r;>smujnio£)

Table 3 contains the views of trade union representatives on job security 
on the assumption that the companies concerned should be Irish-owned. 
Clearly,i there is a  .yiew/ithatihome-basedicompanies provide greaterijob 
security, insofarps they are less likely to disinvest than MNCs.1 However, 
this view is far from beinglunanimous. Thus, the matter of job security ishi!:. oi> tf\ i- nn 0i- tiA > J 1 ,.,y
not .viewed as a problem t,o be found exclusively , with MNCs. Indeed, as
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Table 3: Views of Trade Union Representatives on Job Security 
if Companies Irish-owned

Job Security

Companies’ Quality of Industrial Relations

Good Poor

% (N) % (N)

More Secure 31 (5) 55 (6)
No Difference 63 (10) 36 m
No Answer 6 (1) 9 (i)

a result of substantial job losses in most parts of the private sectorin're.Gentl 
years it is not surprising to find that trade union representatives'do'n'di' 
necessarily ,see( indigenous! industryfas offering thet desired .succpur as far 
as, jq]b .security, is,concerned. IJ,is, reasonable ,to conclude that job secuij^y,; 
is an issueiwhich pervades all-industry in the private sector, but is more; 
acute with’ MNCs because ¡of the additional, and unique, variables in  their 
character which may put employment at risk. t I, ■ t   "‘'V'

■ - ■■' ■ < i - '  ■ • • \ - ■ ‘ ‘ ■ : 1 ■ • : ’ . j • I ' ■. M i . ,

InformationiDisclo^ure.v i iu.iiuv IVj nopon'noun !o r)ilfdKiuvO».,'ifj:t
A review; of the literature on the matter of information dis.elqs,u,r.piprl̂ etiGleSj 
in MNCs points,to a.widespread concern by trade unions [ILO, 1976,a; 
ILOphSiS^b.j iNfprga'h.ahdiBlappain," li97j7v^la0I?ai,njj^tty^CJliadstpp.g1p;n̂ j 
C6runfMii7TlB79]en^fade iunip,nsnini Et®op;e_ani-icpuntri;esTariei7Cpnc<er.ned7 
pantipulairly-a‘boutfihfdrina’t*ipn;being raadfeaMailablp pniyariops ¡deGisjpps,-, 
andystEate'giesfeatiitberhultiThation.ayey.elipfdhejenterpriseiiandjsjhpiyvlessi
concdiinabQut l:on:alisted irifotimation rieq.uirftmentsjiHowevierf^fpr thenjps^, 
pariti!th.euiritermatibnallitjiadeiuhip^;TnpMernj3nidjhas>ifailpdij;Qiqlefinet<api,4! 
im pjem eht la gl.obalustrategyiW.hich)jypnld.,atternp,tj:tpr,c0 1uintp;i5aGt'iallege/i| 
prod'uetion-sv^ilchihgstrategips.pffM NCshfeoih t.he)MNj3.S'St?andpoiptj-a; 
deGision',t©,destEic6.onn.ur1tailThpavJailability/p£.cer;taindnfQrnja;tipp:iSitpbpi. 
expected and-prdbably stems)mQre>fr.ona the eul.tureiand im peratives of-thg 
business decision-m aking environm ent than from an obsessive an ti-trade  
uniomeinast jiDbjireihainl.su.ceessfult,>f,mpst :.btisihesjSvPrgahisatipnsi(in ¡a! 
competitive Ixeoyiiionijaent a i m ust H i lirnitjoitheip. i lanfprrn^tjonj (i ,floyys?., tp, 
Gompe.titorsyiliLtenestl groups! andueweo'igo.yierriments.fiFipr.iMNiCs (tradei 
umiion idemarad:s iifbr., m ore Aglobali-jstraiegdcii information^ p rpbably  «are 
regarded; Ino I .dBfferehtlyuthamdemands <from< (other ̂ quarters. .AiSuLlpyd, 
U lm an  i(li9i76 )a§>oirited( duitanf aatreatise,pi^fmukinatipriall unipnism,; ¡and 
comm enting specifically on M NCs information disclosure practices, “the 
monopoly 'ofiinfoEmation As ¡oheofrtheimo'stfimportant ¡bases ¡ofimpnopoljy 
pdw.erii.andithe-ppwebtoidiscrAminateiamongimarkets; ifjthat jis-an,object- 
tiveiof corpoii^it djpolicy,^canibe servedjbyires.training.the flpwypfjinforapiaT 
tion ¡aGnGSSinationalimarketiboundaraes'.bjirfhiasj.inilimitingyqpFestricting
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4: Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction with Information Disclosure and Trade Union 
Representatives’ Ratings o f Disclosure Practices

Companies’ Quality of Industrial Relations

Satisfaction with 
Information Disclosure

Good Poor

Management Trade Union 
% (N) % (N)

Management Trade Union 
% (N) % (N)

Satisfied 
Dissatisfied 
No Reply

81 (13) 44 (7) 
19 (3) 50 (8) 
-  6 (1)

82 (9) 27 (3) 
9 (1) 73 (8) 
9 (1) — —

Rating;.Against>|;? >S y / i
Other Companiesj 'Hi Oil f'-O in ir-H ij¿ 3 /C
Much Better i- a n  cr. n jO j  jUr: is s u e :  
Better
Sam e^ 'OUi Ou« jXslli 3.UL

Worsen KJ I tiii

iq  o d t l o  aJttX] b o r n  a i  g3?v.i 

o t  n o in u  o d e t s  ijsd l b n  fi r 
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Table 5: Management and Trade Union Representatives Views on the Provision of
Further Information

Further Information on:

Costs
Profits
New Machinery Plans 
New Product Plans 
Manpower Plans

Companies’ Quality of Industrial Relations

Good Poor

Managements’ Views

Yes No Yes No
% (N) % (N) % (N) % (N)

Costs 13 (2) 87 (14) 36 (4) 64 (7)
Profits — — 100 (16) 36 (4) 64 (7)
New Machinery Plans 56 (9) 44 (7) 55 (6) 45 (5)
New Product Plans 50 (8) 50 (8) 55 (6) 45 (5)

Union Representatives’ Views

50 (8) 50 (8) 64 (7) 36 (4)
63 (10) 37 (6) 73 (8) 27 (3)
37 (6) 63 (10) 45 (5) 55 (6)
31 (5) 69 (H) 45 (5) 55 (6)
44 (7) 50 (8) 45 (5) 55 (6)

while management will seek to defend the status quo regarding prevailing 
practices. Such conjecture or prophesy is borne out by the data in Table 
4. Here, we see evidence of widespread satisfaction among management in 
both categories of companies, and a reasonable threshold of satisfaction 
among trade union representatives. The significance of the data in Table 
4 lies more in the fact that information is being disclosed by MNCs in 
Ireland and it is also interesting to note that the trade union representa­
tives view existing practices as largely comparable with known develop­
ments in othér companies. Thus, we may conclude that MNCs are provid­
ing certain information to employees and there is no compelling evidence 
to suggest that these organisations are excessively or more restrictive than 
other companies in their information disclosure practices. In summary, 
the practices ofMNCs do not appear to be substantially different from the 
prevailing norm for Irish industry as a whole.

Table 5 reveals a marked difference between management and trade 
union representatives with regard to the provision of further information 
on a variety of issues. On the whole management do not see any need for 
further information on costs and profits, although there is some difference 
of opinion in co mpanies regarded as having poor industrial relations. And 
approximately half of all managers interviewed agreed that further infor­
mation should be disclosed on such matters as new machinery and 
product plans. By contrast, trade union representatives place greater 
stress on the need for more information on costs and profits. These differ-



ences in emphasis tel! us much about the immediate interests of both 
parties. It could be argued that management see a need for further disclo­
sure of development plans because they recognise the possibility of 
confrontation or difficulty in the implementation of change. Their 
reticence on further disclosure on profits and costs is to be expected 
because of collective bargaining implications. The trade union stance is 
interesting insofar as it shows their concern to be primarily with pay- 
related issues. They seek to enhance their position in the pay bargaining 
context and do not accord a high priority to long-term development 
issues. Thus, Irish trade unionists appear to be less concerned with the 
sorts of issues frequently ascribed to union interests in the MNC litera­
ture. The content of their demands for further information does not 
suggest tîiat them dealings with MîfCs aije materially diffëfëntffroMThèir 
-activities, in. otliér_companië&.'in. general, Id---------
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avwV \=?;>vijvi»ins2iriqzfl auinU
C on su lta tionP ractices--------------------------------
Formal Edr informal Consultative^ processes allow trade unions sand 
employees the qpportiinity to express their viewj.'ori various issues b^etefp 
managetnent make decisions,.) With MNjC,s therte are likeiynto qg^peqific 
difficulties. Fordexample, unions rare likely to -fincj it difficult'ito.vobtaiii 
Tccessfo'fhirreardecision^makerSjthatisrSlheTFahsTatibhalleveroftHe 

(■fentefpHsfe?Tfius-'Tn^blveim'erit^ili decisions atTh^'plkhnin’g %f ag£Ts’-nbt
'iMtiy % r t^ t3 6 'f is i i lfk ? i6 T S ^ ^ ito 6 h ? § , ^be4 i
% balise$‘1iffif^ «"VffliSHr

"a^etL of ihciusirM ieia^i^s^p&Iidy irfffii^rs’ecfoH^31^0^10 gjioms 
hi -¿DVi M yd boaofogib g n b d  gi noilBrrndlni isd i lost aril ni room goil 4

'd^ehiyffoVf'bY'ffiS’MNps-stif^Wyied^pracfiBId Vbfiid 'fdrtfild (  ¿SHsulVa'iPdA.
shj|geslfoh

■'te%3!̂ hd in î '̂asWs th&e^er^fbVffiiPMi^K^cptinGiis^^hlifehiyrhbefs'Hiji 
dhl!fud'ed'im€hagem,eiit ^KdCrfrdei a?fiii5%0FeprPs@rita.i 1̂ /6 .̂ ^Tfeeî e’wa^ ftb

'faiivesl5 fi^idesitKyfb¥6fin‘aiJih^iiiiiibM4iydtWer9 ItrMe’n^aPd^FWffyits 
informal contacts between3sfiiDp>/ ¿LetVardsJah'd4nahigefflSft¥, ¿Wlie'fiPtKfe 
discussions effectively amounted to an ongoing consultative process.

oTahy!ffahsWa!fi6rlil?l BqnMiPafiorlfproHfe^s,'wteie 
‘unions1!!!i^ht' lla'vb tHdPofqxir{Qnriy 8f ihebii'hg* With Lheil3 'SoufftetjaSfts^ih 
‘bWeflcohnfries aftH vVitli! Mana|feM8ri,l:Wf All
fcbi?sulty!tive1j'hsfiM‘!ioinlM’e^!i‘8xcli\,si%ry1M{h0i‘ssyitê <'atifHS(reyel'>ilfFh8 
^bsiyiSFyVMkrtagerfe^hPihd^tFMd® uhibh^offici'aTsjvife^SdiHb’jfiihTaffing

f¥&pbns'e 8f rnâriàgl 
'¥8pr3&flÌlìiV{^tPé8BsffitStÌorfioi:nii :vbfcn3_ C^.m oo yfL .gnslq louborq 
-TOtlib ogodT .gtiio'iq bnf> gjgoo no noiiKm iolni '«oro odi boon adì no ggailg





?•
 &

%
■)

s

op 3
,

s
e

; 
g

*
2

 
s

f
 §

'
&

 3 S? I d„ §
;:

 

op c
ï 3 É

O: 
nr

= 
8s

 
§

P6 -d
.

f®
.

Qt
U.

GO 3- P
 

i-M

P
' 3

tz>l 
p

2L
 ^

g-K
 Ç

D
I

I
*•

 
c®

 
p

i 
"

3 I
¿ni!

 2
â

|
.

0
 

g 5
! 1 *3 §
,

et CL ni 3, t
) 3

*
su *

. S
' et o ,-

0 •3 V
i

g

B
-

S
'

fP 3
-

£S S
*

i 5^ ËL CD Q
.

W
*

S
i

3 r-
|; 

. 3 p ac ta
* 3 C
R

"O si O Ci c® C/
i

â
j

< ,.
s 3" P
. CL p 3

S
 

?
Q

» 
S

r
&

. 
2

£
 

§
-

U
^

'

-.
 S

- 
5

 
^

.•a
 

ci
 

p
 

n us
*.

*
>

 
ï

,
 

3
. 

i

^
 

X
 

P 
3

-
§*

■ 
o

l

< 
Ci--

^
 I

a
; 

. e
t

*
s 

i_
i.

et 
EL

 
>

- 
et

£
 

.2
. 

P
 

w
ïï 

o’
 

CL
 3

’
I 

3 
cr

 p
 

"¡
5“

o 
3‘

.3
 

°
s

*w E1
T3 ET 
^ •

c®
 

o
M

a4 d
 

r®
*■

&
) 

,-C
/î 

r*
t-

 
•“

*

Q 3
 

g

I
’ 

g

&*
 3

,n 
3

3 
2 

o 
jji.

3 
^

t
|

r® 
B 

,1/
1 ' '

 T
J

9
.-

.P
J

Î 
,3

R
 

^
fl> 

.UO 
W

i
tfi

 
-W

*
a

 
s_

D
j 

a
.

W
 

s»
o —

 , 
r

r
3

 
2

.
0>

* 
P

*
s

 
.r

CT
 n

3
 

C®

®
 

ii
f

r!
 

S
. 

3
 

S
la

. 
E

L
r

 
“

O 
o

g
 

S
3

ET
 .P

 
et

' 
S?

 
P

- 
CÖ

3Î
 W

I
I

ET
 

^
O 

.Ci
g

?
 

£
.

0> cT
 ^

 
o

 
â

J

U
l c r*

 
Ö

 
P

 
3

|-
 ©

 
g.

 3
“

■ 
P>

S
 

s
r

 
»

 
<w

s
-

 
?

<. 
sr

. 
P

_
 

O
f

é
r
. 

§
- 

S

^
 

g
'

p 
p- 

3 
Op

 
a.

 e
t

3
 

!
et 

J2
 

et 
*3

 
et.,

 a
câ

 
¿j

 
C/3

 
,2

 
Eû

 
3

-

•3
*

8
 

3
FT

 E
L

3 
et

3
 

g
 

' 

3 
2-

p 
o

3:
 s

- 
£

 S
- ‘

Ci 
rfi

 
O

 
v£

—
 

Ci p s
,
.

E
 &

•
rt S

3
O I—

K
, 

C&
s*

. 3..
 Æ

gt
 3

3 
-T3

 
"O

 
3

m
 

f®
o

 
S

 
co

 g
 

^ 
S

c/
î. 

e?
.

P

'■»
rt q 

ci.
 

CO

g
?

 
g

O
P

'
e

t, et 
ig
- 

nr

S
 

È 
>*»

 0;

:v. S. S.
 c

z 
z 

2; 
c 

° 
° 

o 
8

? 
p 

g 
?

ft 
O 

L, 
—

U
 3

 
S.

-e 
g 

g

(û
 M

 
W

Ü5
 

W
 

m
 

Ô

Üi 
m

 M
 w

# 
S

O*
3

ss

c
^

 
3

Z
 §

• 3 OQ

«y*
a et 

•
C

^
 3

3
§

Q
O O 3 T3 § & •< O 3. £L

$ E ?r OS 3i <*/ §

l
f & 
s <s w

. 
~ 

>* D
| 2* a* «*

**
.

S3 ft"
R ft

.-
. 

o*
i

l
S

I
3 

e® a cr a' >• es, p a S. >•

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS PRACTICES IN MULTI-NATIONAL COMPANIES 107



Our survey of MNCs shows that union recognition is not a major problem 
in the general context of industrial relations. All 27 firms in our survey 
were unionised, and in only 7 cases was there evidence from trade union 
representatives of difficulty in achieving recognition. In the other 20 firms 
there was an agreement with a particular union that union membership 
would form an integral part of the conditions of employment, thus ensur­
ing a closed shop for various categories of workers. The defined quality of 
industrial relations in the various firms was not a factor which separated 
MNC practices on the question of trade union recognition.

D iscu ssio n  and C onclusions
As we pointed out in the introduction to this paper, this research should 
be viewed as no more than a pilot study which provides some insights into 
the conduct of certain industrial relations practices within MNCs in 
Ireland. The sample of companies, drawn from various industrial sectors 
and regions, may be regarded as reasonably representative of the general 
MNC population and we believe our results do cover a range of situations 
in terms of enterprise parentage, size, location, technology type and 
length of time established. Furthermore, our decision to stratify the 
sample according to a company’s quality of industrial relations was 
useful, and perhaps unique, insofar as it allowed us to examine whether 
certain practices might be associated with or be a function of distinct 
forms of industrial relations environments. In addition, our access to both 
management and trade union representative views allows us to construct 
a more balanced picture of the practice of industrial relations in MNCs.

Before discussing the results in general we wish to return briefly to the 
methodological decision where MNCs were sampled in terms of their 
quality of industrial relations. An interesting outcome of this study is the 
way in which a consensus emerged on the various issues addressed, but no 
particular consensus could be ascribed to the prevailing quality of indust­
rial relations. In other words, MNCs which were agreed by all interests as 
having particularly poor industrial relations, could not also be charged as 
being deficient in the provision of information, be slow to enter into 
consultative arrangements with employees, or refusing to recognise trade 
unions. Similarly, MNCs with exceptionaly good industrial relations did 
not always show high ratings on these same issues. Thus, there is no 
evidence to suggest that the absence or presence of any or all of these 
factors leads to the development or emergence of a particular quality in 
the industrial relations of the enterprise. Neither does it follow that a 
particular quality of industrial relations assures a negative or positive 
outcome on these same factors. The fact that one cannot establish a causal 
relationship suggests that the notion of a company having good or poor 
industrial relations is a somewhat fluid proposition in the present context. 
Clearly, it is not an absolute state, but is more likely to be related to the
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immediate experiences of the enterprise concerned. For example, an 
enterprise may move from a position of good to poor industrial relations 
because of the i mpact of the general economic climate. However, this may 
not affect the traditional structures which give support to the company’s 
industrial relations practices. In summary, our experience in constructing 
this sample shows that the prevailing quality of industrial relations is not 
necessarily syruonymous with the quality of these established industrial 
relations practices.

The purpose of this paper has been to examine the quality of certain 
industrial relations practices in MNCs in Ireland and our findings allow 
us to draw various general and specific conclusions. A key finding was that 
no evidence was found to support the contention that MNCs are 
materially different from home-based companies. On the issues addressed 
they do not appear to deviate from the national norm, a finding which 
does not conflict with the conclusions of a study of the experiences with 
MNCs in seven major industrialised countries [Morgan and Blanpain, 
1977]. In general MNCs are regarded as no different than Irish firms and 
the trend seems to be one of conformity with the host country’s institu­
tions, values and practices. This is probably easier for MNCs in Ireland 
where, on the issues examined in this study, there are no specific legal 
obligations which foreign enterprises might otherwise regard as particu­
larly onerous. Neither is there any evidence of an attempt to introduce 
certain practices in the areas studied, which might be regarded as alien to 
Irish traditions. While there were instances during the 1960s offattempts- 
to impose certain foreign traditions, particularly in the area of trade union 
recognition, there seems now to be a general accommodation between 
MNCs and local customs and practices. This conclusion has also been 
reported by Kxs-salow (1976) and Kujawa (1980), and Liebhaberg (1980) 
concludes on th is subject by saying that “the literature . . . provides no 
definite evidence of any sort of cultural or industrial imperialism on the 
part of multina tnonals taken as a group.”

Our various spe cific conclusions provide general support to the foregoing 
observations. Concern about job security is not an issue unique to MNCs, 
and our findings reinforce the observations of McAleese and Counahan 
(1979) and O ’Hagan and McStay (1981) in regard to the matter of disin­
vestment, with the consequent impact on employment. There is no 
evidence, nor a widespread belief among trade union representatives, that 
MNCs are more precarious than Irish-owned industry.

Practices regarding the disclosure of information and the provision of 
various consultative arrangements place MNCs in Ireland in a compara­
tively favourable light. Unlike the situation in countries such as West 
Germany or France, MNCs in Ireland have no need to respect legal
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obligations as there are no such regulations. Yet, our evidence shows that 
Irish employees of MNCs have access to substantial amounts of informa­
tion, although following the international experience such information is 
more likely to be limited to local subjects and rarely to transnational 
operations [Blanpain, Etty, Gladstone and Günter, 1979]. Also, consul­
tative arrangements appear to be widespread. Finally, on the matter of 
trade union recognition, the Irish experience with MNCs is broadly 
similar to the general European experience [ILO, 1976a; Morgan and 
Blanpain, 1977; Liebhaberg, 1980], It is unusual for MNCs to overtly 
contest the legitimacy of the trade union in the workplce. In summary, 
taken together, the evidence from our survey of selected industrial 
relations practices in MNCs shows a clear tendency towards convergence 
with Irish traditions and practices. While a thorough examination of the 
whole range of industrial relations and personnel management practices 
is beyond the scope of this paper, the empirical analysis reported here 
suggests the existence of a comparatively stable industrial relations 
environment, at least in structural terms. There is no evidence of major 
violations or non-compliance by MNCs in the areas studied.

NOTES

It is interesting to note that this perception of Irish firms offering greater job security was also found 
among the majority of the 224 shop stewards interviewed in the study conducted by Wallace ( 1982). 
See, for example, Dispute Between the ITG W U and the E l Company, Ltd., Shannon, during 1968. Report of 

the Committee o f Inquiry. Dublin: The Stationery Office, 1969.
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