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Foreword

The International Labour Office (ILO) has a longrading commitment to
strengthening labour ministries with the overalalgof enabling these ministries to make
significant inputs into broader economic and sopdalcy-making as well as carrying out
their regular functions with greater efficiency antpact. Labour ministries are the main
interlocutors between the ILO and the governmehthe® ILO member States. The ILO
relies on the labour ministries, as well as theagartners, to highlight the importance of
the ratification and implementation of ILO Convemis. It is also normally the labour
ministry that has the main responsibility at natiotevel for ensuring that the social
partners have a place in policy-making and are geieed by governments as key
economic and social actors. Greater consistenayeget economic and social policies and
wider participation in the formulation of econonpolicies are essential to achieving the
ILO’s global goal ofDecent Work

The report of the World Commission on the SociamBmsion of Globalization
entitted A Fair Globalization emphasized the importance of developing national
capabilities for good governance:

We strongly believe in the fundamental importantgand governance in all countries at all
levels of development for effective and equitabéatipipation in the global economy. The
basic principles, which we believe must guide glizlagion, are democracy, social equity,
respect for human rights and the rule of law. Thased to be reflected in institutions, rules
and political systems within countries, and respedty all sectors of society.

Within this broad framework of promoting good gavance at national level, labour
ministries have a pivotal role as they can infleemgovernance from the level of the
workplace to the wider labour market and at natidegel. This Paper documents how
labour ministries in a number of countries havepaeld and responded to the current
challenges using new methods of performance maregesnd evaluation, evidence
based policy-making and other public administratieforms. The paper also examines
how social dialogue at national level has playgubsitive role in this public policy and
institutional reform process.

The InFocus Programme on Social Dialogue, Labow &ad Labour Administration
(IFP/DIALOGUE) views this Paper as a contributiontthe on-going discussion about the
changing role of labour ministries. It hopes threg €xamples of good practice highlighted
in this paper will stimulate labour ministries irffdrent countries to reflect on their own
situations and encourage them to develop innovatigsponses to the challenges they are
facing. It is a matter for each ministry of labomr consultation with the social partners, to
find their own path to reform. The examples in thaper may provide a useful starting
point for such reflection.

| would like to take this opportunity to express Bigicere appreciation to the author
of this Paper, Dr. Jason Heyes, Senior Lecturdndustrial Relations, Leeds University
Business School, and to Georges Minet, Senior Liabaw Specialist, IFP/DIALOGUE,
who coordinated this study.

Patricia O’'Donovan
Director
InFocus Programme on Social Dialogue
Labour Law and Labour Administration
August, 2004
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1.

Introduction

Attempts to describe, explain and compare the oblebour ministries in different
countries face a number of challenges. First ambiege is the fact that the functions
normally associated with labour ministries arertisted across national systems of public
administration in different ways — indeed some ¢nes lack a government body that can
meaningfully be described as a Ministry of Labdsgcondly, national political economies
and their development over time vary considerably,do the objectives of national
governments. The task of comparing the respectgeeds of success with which different
labour ministries reach their objectives is therefmade more difficult to the extent that
policies and policy goals may differ substantialliirdly, and related to the preceding
point, the form, function and influence of labouinistries at any time can only be
adequately grasped if broader economic, social political factors are taken into
consideration. To give one example, the extent hchvlabour ministries act to promote
the interests of workers is dependent on the extenthich the State regards the interests
of workers as legitimate and the balance of sdoraks.

Despite the complexity, it is possible to idensfycial, economic and political factors
that exert similar influences in different counstieWith regard to the developed
economies, for example, a number of commentatove lexamined challenges to the
systems of collective welfare provision that depeld in the second half of the twentieth
century. Jessop (2002), for example, argues thandential shift is taking place away
from the “Keynesian national welfare states” (KNWBat developed in Western Europe,
the US and elsewhere in the™@entury, towards what he terms “Shumpeterian vewekf
post-national regimes”. One characteristic of thewnregimes is the ‘“increasing
subordination of social policy and collective comgtion to the discursively constructed
needs of the economy” (Jessop 2002: 248). UnlilkeKNWS, which was intended to
extend social rights, the SWPR involves the creatibconditions that benefit business,
the development of skills, knowledge and innovatepacity, cuts in social expenditure
and a commitment to ensuring the flexibility of ¢dalp markets. National governments
have also, to different degrees, sought to refastie relationship between paid work and
welfare by restricting entitlements to benefits amaking those entitlements conditional on
participation in the labour market. Such measunes associated with an increased
emphasis on “active” employment policies. Accordinghe OECD, active labour market
measures have two underlying principles:

First, they make receipt of benefits conditionaltba benefit recipient demonstrating active
job search and/or a willingness to take steps fwrawve employability. Second, they provide a
range of pre-employment services and advice to ti@pndividuals in question find work or
get ready for work (OECD 2002: 9, cited in Dague0@4: 42).

Clasen and Clegg (2003: 362) point out that the texctivation” has been transposed
from a Scandinavian context, where it has traditiiynreferred to policies designed to
improve the education and skills of the unemploysed] is now used to indicate policies
that “are aimed uniquely at switching emphasis ffpassive’ benefit payment to ‘active’
programmes of labour market integration”. Assodateith the shift towards active
employment measures is a concern with the “empittgébof workers. The concept of
“employability” encapsulates the belief that edigratand training are fundamental to
economic performance and are also the criticalra®tants of the ability of workers to
find jobs. This analysis has found favour with aaéil governments and supranational
organizations, in particular the OECD. The impiligatis that social and labour market
policies should focus on supply-side measures dedigo enhance the skills of workers.
Job creation measures of a Keynesian kind, whieti te focus on the demand side of the
economy, tend to be presented as outmoded andsxeen



National governments and supranational organizati@uch as the International
Monetary Fund (IMF), have also espoused the benefitcreating more flexible labour
markets. Typically the focus of the argument is the individual and collective
employment rights of workers. Neo-liberal analyisidds that employment rights can act
as a fetter on economic and employment growth bgadiraging hiring, slowing down the
pace of technological and organizational change discburaging inward investment by
transnational corporations (TNCs). The necessitifeafble labour markets is said to have
increased as a result of “globalization”, whiclpiesented as an impersonal, inevitable and
largely ungovernable force. Proponents of thisyaisitypically argue for, at best, limited
forms of protection and for a weakening of laboustgction where it is relatively well
developed. In this context, the interests of wakaay be presented as incompatible with
goals such as increased investment, enhanced bsisomnfidence or lower costs of
production’

The influence of neo-liberalism is also reflectadattempts that have taken place in
many countries to reform systems of public admiatgin. These reforms have been
encapsulated by the term “New Public ManagemenPNI\l As Wollmann (2001) notes,
the NPM agenda asserts that the public sectou@na public administration) needs to be
modernised via the adoption of micro-managemerttiges from the private sector.

The rise of NPM to international discourse hegemavas politically and ideologically
fuelled, in key countries such as the UK and the ySpolitical actors in their pursuit of neo-
liberal and neo-conservative policies. Its asceogan the international discourse arena has
been further pushed by influential internationaganizations, such as Organizations for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), tterhational Monetary Fund (IMF)
and the World Bank, that have propagated NPM asgthbally applicable formula for
building modern government and administration (152)

In a similar vein, Reigner (2001: 183) has sumneatithe context in which the NPM
has emerged:

Neo-liberal ideology has challenged the effectissnand the legitimacy of the state and

public services [...] The “public” concept is no l@rgseen as superior to the values of the
private sector: evaluation, efficiency, optimum&e tnew public management and the

modernisation of public services have been predesdenecessary elements in the adaptation
of the role of the state.

The ideas associated with the NPM have provedcéitteato parties from across the
political spectrum. As Jann (2003: 110) points angjuing with reference to the German
experience, a government “that works better ansttess’ offers something for every
tradition”. However, countries vary in the extentwhich they have adopted practices
associated with NPM. Where such practices have bdepted, however, it is possible to
point to some common themes. Ministries are, fangXe, being encouraged (or required)
to set aims and objectives for policies and prognasand evaluate the effectiveness of
policy interventions. Emphasis is also being plasedhe desirability of more effectively
coordinated policy development and service delivemycapsulated by the concept of
“joined-up government”.

The purpose of this report is to identify estalddland emerging practices in respect
of policy-making in the areas of employment, labissues and social protection. Drawing

! As Lee (1997) notes, the influence of the neoréibanalysis of the consequences of labour market
regulation has spread beyond the industrializedh@ties to the developing economies. He also
notes that “a major factor behind this propagatienthat labour market deregulation has
increasingly come to feature in the policy condtititity of structural adjustment programmes” (Lee
1997: 175).



on evidence from a number of countries, the repedmines how different national
governments perform their policy and administratiumctions. The report draws on
interviews conducted with civil servants in the €z&epublic, Germany, Ireland and UK.
It also draws on findings from a number of natiostaldies commissioned by the ILO in
2001.

The following section describes how responsibaifier policy-making are distributed
in different countries and how new approaches tpleyment and welfare issues have
encouraged a redistribution of policy responsikiitand, in some countries, a weakening
of the traditional functions of labour ministri€3ection 3 examines some of the influences
that shape domestic policy agendas, focusing iticpdar on the process of policy transfer.
Section 4 explores the ability of governments tgagye in evidence-based policy-making.
It identifies a number of good practices, as wsllparoblems that can beset the policy
development and evaluation process. Evidence-bpskdy-making has been associated
with public administration reforms and an increasethphasis on performance
measurement. These issues, and their implicatientbour ministries, are examined in
Section 5. Section 6 is concerned with the exmittich governments and ministries seek
to involve the social partners and other agenaiahe policy development process. The
final section, Section 7, draws together the kegifigs and identifies examples of “good
practice” and also potential problems that policgkers may confront.



2.

2.1.

Labour ministries: change and continuity

Integration of welfare and employment concerns

The manner in which responsibilities in respecteofployment, labour and social
protection policies are distributed varies conabér between countries. Responsibility
for social security, for example, is entrusted lte tinistry responsible for labour and
employment issues in some countries but residds aviteparate ministry in others. In the
Czech Republic, for example, responsibilities &drdur, employment and social protection
are split between the Ministry of Labour and Soéifihirs (MOLSA) and the Ministry of
Health. In Poland, by contrast, responsibilitiess @ncentrated in one Ministry. The Polish
Ministry of Labour and Social Policy is composedtafo divisions: labour and social
security. The Labour Division is responsible fosuss relating to employment and
unemployment, industrial relations, working corait, wages and benefits, industrial
disputes, unions and employer organizations. Théaksecurity division covers issues
relating to social insurance and resources, perigims and social assistance (Boni 2002).

In many countries, an increased emphasis on atdiveur market measures and
associated attempts to develop a closer link betweelfare and employment policies
have encouraged a merging of ministries. In Jafangexample, the Ministry of Health,
Labour and Welfare is responsible for labour peBgciemployment and social protection,
including medical care and pensions (Goto 2001 inistry was formed in 2001 as a
result of a merger involving the Japanese Minisfrizabour and the Ministry of Welfare.
According to Goto (2001: 31) these two ministri@sl hended to disagree about key social
issues. The merger has apparently facilitated éveldpment of a more coherent approach
towards social and labour issues (ibid.).

In New Zealand, the Employment Service and Bendigency have been brought
together under a Minister of Social Services, Warki Income (Aldrich 2000: 6). This
development coincided with an attempt by the Gowemt to make entitlements to
unemployment benefit more dependent on the wilksgnof the unemployed to engage in
community work or training. Similarly, the UK Gowvenent in 2001 created a Department
of Work and Pensions (DWP), which took over resjiility for social security and
employment policy. This development followed thetraduction of “New Deal”
programmes for the unemployed, which link benefitittements to the willingness of
unemployed individuals to take up one of a limigsd of options, including training and
subsidized employment.

A final example is provided by Germany. Until rettgrresponsibility for social
security and employment rested with the Federaliditin of Labour and Social Affairs.
However, in 2002 a new Federal Ministry of Econmnand Labodr (BMWA) was
created. The new Ministry took on responsibility fabour law and employment, as well
as the policy areas for which the Ministry of Ecomcs had previously been responsible.
Responsibility for social security (e.g. pensiomgs transferred to a new Ministry of
Health and Social Security. However, responsibifity unemployment benefit was

2 Bundesministerium fir Wirtschaft und Arbeit.

% The Ministry has approximately 1800 personnel.ti@fse, no more than 300 come from the old
Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs. Within theew ministry, the Labour Market and
International and European Employment Affairs Diogates each have approximately 100
members of staff. The Labour Law Directorate hggaximately 95 members of staff.



retained by the Ministry for Economics and Laboline overriding concern of the new
Ministry is to

lay the foundations for economic prosperity in Gany spread broadly throughout the
population. Derived from this overriding interes¢ &arious objectives that stand as guides for
economic policy measures. These include:

. A high level of employment

. Sustained opportunities for the German economyrtavgand compete with other
economies

. Social security

. The promotion of new technologies and innovation nhaintain the economy’s
competitiveness

. The linking of economic and ecological goals

. Intensification of the worldwide division of laboand a free system of world trade

. Economic assistance to Germany’s new state

(www.bmwi.de/Navigation/Ser vice/english.html).

Mergers of the kind described above may resultnnnerease in the influence of
labour ministries. In the Japanese case, for ex@angmto (2001) argues that prior to being
merged with the Ministry of Welfare, the statusttod Ministry of Labour was lower than
that of most other ministries and that typicallg #inister of Labour would be a relatively
junior politician. The merger, according to Got@shenhanced the status of the new
Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare. Similarhe merger of Germany’s Ministry of
Labour and Social Affairs and the Economics Minidtias resulted in the creation of a
more powerful ministry. In formal terms, the foueyk ministries in Germany are the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of the tarior, the Ministry of Justice and the
Ministry of Finance’ The Ministry for Economics and Labour comes fiftthereas the
former Ministry of Labour had ranked seventh (latews). Wolfgang Clement, who has
been the Economics and Labour Minister since the “‘seper ministry” was created, has
also had an influence on measures that do notftiiin his departmental remit. He was,
for example, influential in persuading Hans Eicltleé Finance Minister, to bring forward
to 2004, 15.6 billion euros in tax cuts that woatderwise have been implemented a year
later Financial TimesSeptember 2003).

2.2 The changing status of labour ministries:
Germany and the UK

In some countries, reforms of public administrati@ve resulted in responsibility for
labour issues residing with ministries that havepomsibility for aspects of economic
policy. In Germany, as noted, the Ministry of Labamd Social Affairs recently merged
with the Ministry of Economics. In the UK, industrirelations and most forms of
employment protection have been the responsibditythe Department of Trade and
Industry since 1995. In principle, these developimienight suggest that the conditions
have been created to ensure that consideratiamdn tp labour and employment issues in
the formulation of economic and social policy. Tdés evidence to suggest that in both
countries this has been the case. However, thisiblagesulted in a strengthening of the
ability of the respective ministries to make andh\@rguments in favour of, for example,
stronger forms of social protection; nor is this @bjective of either ministry. In both
countries, it appears that one purpose behindethistribution of responsibilities has been
to marginalize arguments in favour of pro-laboudiges. To that extent, a closer
integration of labour and economic policy-making@d@ot be positive for workers.

* The German Federal Government currently compfiSasinistries.



The UK Department of Employment (which was created916 as the Ministry of
Labour) was disbanded in 1995 by a Conservativee@wraent. Some of its functions were
taken over by a new Department for Education andl&ment. Responsibility for
industrial relations was transferred to the Departirfor Trade and Industry (DTI) while
responsibility for health and safety was relocdtedhe Department of the Environment.
The Labour Party and the Trades Union Congress [Md#Ee critical of the Government’s
decision to disband the Department of Employmeriticiwv had been regarded as the
unions’ link to Government. The (then) General 8wy of the TUC, John Monks,
declared his unhappiness at the prospect thatepartinent “that is supposed to stick up
for the unemployed, the vulnerable and those liédlexploitation will not be represented
at the cabinet tableGQuardian6 July 1995, cited in Aldrich efl. 2000: 25).

The DTI's major preoccupation is not with promotitapour-rights but with the
competitiveness of British industry. According teecformer government advisor, the DTI
is “a pressure group encouraging all other depantsn® take the needs of business and
the private sector fully into account” (Corry 200130). The DTI does not, therefore, act
as an unambiguous voice for pro-labour policiesRakinson (2001) has noted, the DTI
formally exists to support business, safeguarditités of the workforce and promote the
interests of consumers. However, he further obseitvat when objectives clash, business
interests tend to take priority. This largely exptawhy the Conservative Government
transferred responsibility for industrial relatictasthe ministry’. The prospects for a return
to a unified Ministry of Labour are poor at presdntior to the 2001 general election the
possibility of transferring labour relations to tbepartment for Work and Pensions was
raised, a move that would have signified a shiftkb@wards a Ministry of Labour. The
CBI, however, argued that leaving responsibility l&dour relations within the DTI would
ensure that legislation would continue to be simsito the interests of business. The
Government accepted this argument.

Recent administrative reforms in Germany have Isgmilar to those witnessed in the
UK. The decision to create a new Federal Ministrfeoonomics and Labour (BMWA)
was taken after the 2002 election, which resulted further term of office for the “red-
green” coalition Government of the Social Democr&arty (SPD) and Alliance 90/The
Greeng. The decision was, however, generally unexpecteehgihat the creation of such a
Ministry had been an opposition party policy priorthe electiori.In part, the creation of
the new “super ministry” represented an attemptemonstrate that action was being
taken to tackle the problem of unemploym&rithe initiative can also be seen as a search

® Corry argues that the fact that the DTI has besspansible for bringing in new rights for
employees (in areas such as the minimum wage, uamygnition and working time) has eased the
process of implementation, ensuring that a ballasebeen struck between minimum standards and
the “needs of business ‘competitiveness™. Howeitecan be argued that achieving this “balance”
has meant that rights have typically been introdunailute forms and been minimal in nature.

® 1t is also possible that a proposed move back idsva Ministry of Labour would meet resistance
from the Treasury to the extent that it would prtsa challenge to the Chancellor of the
Exchequer’s influence over welfare and employmefitcp.

" Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands

8 Biindis 90/Die Griinen

°® Employer support for a combined ministry had beemstanding. The unions, on the other hand,
were critical of the initiative.

9 The rate of unemployment was 10.1% at the end08R2 By the end of 2003 the rate had
increased to 10.4%d be Economistlanuary 31-February 6, 2004)



for synergy and better coordination of economic &imbur market policy. Moreover, it
appears to have been partly motivated by a desieeltiress the antagonism that existed
between the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairsdathe Ministry of Economics. The
respective ministers frequently disagreed aboutypohatters during Cabinet discussions.
The disagreements reflected the different objestimad analytical perspectives of the
ministries and also the different backgrounds efrttinisters:

Germany has traditionally been characterized assacidl market economy”.
However, some (e.g. the trade unions) now feelttimbalance has shifted away from the
“social” dimension and towards a greater relianoe'arket mechanisms”. This shift is
reflected in recent reforms associated with Age@@40'* Agenda 2010 has involved
reforms of the social security system, which haauited in increased contributions and
charges on individuals, an increased emphasis ativéd employment policies, weakened
employment protection and changes to the systemmemployment benefits. As noted,
one of the motivations for the creation of the nBinistry was the avoidance of
disagreements between the old Labour and Econd¥iitstries. The merger has possibly
eased the introduction of the reforms associated wgenda 2010 because there is no
longer a Labour and Social Affairs Ministry to aegior them to be dropped or modifi&d.
When the new Ministry was created, the Economiogsigin of the Ministry of Labour
and Social Affairs was hived off to become parttlod Ministry of Health and Social
Security. The civil servants who transferred fréra Labour and Social Affairs Ministry to
the new Ministry tended to have a legal backgroussl,opposed to a background in
economics. There is evidence that this reorgamizatias resulted in the neo-classical
economic analyses associated with the former Minist Economics becoming dominant
within the new Ministry. In the past, economistsrkiog in the Ministry for Labour and
Social Affairs provided arguments to counter thofgehe mainstream economists in the
Ministry of Economics. However, when the economigsion of the old Labour and
Social Affairs Ministry was transferred, it lostsponsibility for a variety of labour and
employment issues. To provide one example, it ifonger able to argue against analyses
favouring wage moderation that were previously aded by the Ministry of Economics
and are now advanced by the Ministry of Economits lzabour**

" Germany has a long history of coalition governmefihe tradition had been for the Minster for
Economics to come from the Liberal Party, whichviswed as close to business interests. The
Minister of Labour and Social Affairs normally hadirade union background or links to the trade
union movement. During the Christian Democrat aiftketal coalition governments, the Minister
for Labour was normally from the trade union-opengnof the party.

12 Agenda 2010 is a package of reforms, which induaeelaxation of rules protecting workers
from dismissal, reform of the social welfare Stateeduction in “red tape” for small businesses and
interest-free loans for local authorities. The rafs have been welcomed by employers but have
received a hostile response from trade unions
(www.eiro.eurofound.ie/print/2003/03/feature/de030f1htmy).

13|t has also been suggested that the merger has imhdrder for unions and employers to lobby
the Minister, who now has to represent both setstefests.

14 Since being transferred to the Ministry of Headtid Social Security, the economics division has
been encouraged to stick to simple formulas fojgatong health care changes and so forth, rather
than explaining inter-connections with other ecoimopihenomena.



3.

Influences on policy and policy transfer

Influences on labour, employment and social praiacipolicy are, of course,
numerous. Embedded institutions and traditions,necuc and social conditions, the
political position of governments and their poliagendas, the lobbying activities and
organizational strength of employers, unions, NG&sl, in some countries, their
participation in consultative bodies, all serveskape policy agendas and the programmes
and policies that are ultimately implemented. Boliay also be influenced by the strength
of the governing party. Parties that have a subatanajority of seats and are able to form
a government by themselves, for example, may Isdesstrained than those that have a
small majority or are part of a coalition.

The interests of key figures within ministries, ati® manner in which they are
appointed may also shape the development of paBoyo (2001), for example, suggests
that there are few political appointees in Japameiséstries and that power is vested in
career civil servants. He argues that this enattlesministry to formulate long term
policies without short run political interferenda.the Czech Republic, the staffing of the
Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs has been teay stable over time and there have
been no attempts to impose new officials as thegng party has changed. The relative
stability of staffing is regarded as having had dimml consequences for policy
development (Interviews). In the US, by contrasg ltabour Minister is appointed by the
President and is typically not an elected offi¢i@alover (2002). Key posts in the Labour
Department are political appointments that chandgernwthe presidency changes and,
according to Glover, this adversely affects thetiomiity of policy initiatives:®

Policy development and the standing of a Labouridflin may also be influenced by
social and economic circumstances. In Poland, famgple, the responsibilities of the
Ministry of Labour and Social Policy were increaseda result of the process of economic
transformation (Boni 2002: 4). Similarly, Goto (20011) argues that the role of the
Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare has beenagmed as a result of labour shortages
affecting the country.

In a number of countries, the Finance Ministry éguivalent) exerts an influence
over the formulation and implementation of polidhe influence reflects the fact that
Finance Ministries typically determine departmettadigets and also, to varying degrees,
have responsibility for aspects of economic polfdn Ireland it is necessary to obtain the
Finance Department’s opinion of new proposals leefirey can be submitted to the
Government. In Germany, proposed legislation mymdcify whether there are any
financial implications for industry, the Landersdathe Federal State. The greater the
financial implications, the more critical the Fima&n Ministry tends to be. In other
countries, the Finance Ministry influences the eantof policies and programmes in a
more direct fashion. In the UK, for instance, thuditical standing of the Chancellor of the
Exchequer has enabled him to influence policiesthe areas of labour and social
protection:’ The Chancellor's influence over departmental gdslslso formalised via

!> Glover points out that prior to 1980 the Secretafy}abour was always an individual with a
background in labour matters. Since 1980, by cehtmmost Secretaries have been “politically
skilled and experienced” individuals with littleertise in the field (Glover 2002: 12).

'8 Furthermore, expenditure on social measures nargsent a considerable proportion of the State
budget.

" The Chancellor was the architect behind the Newl @ed has also influenced policies such as
the National Minimum Wage.



Comprehensive Spending Reviews, through which destal budgets are set, and
Public Service Agreements, which comprise a seriggoals agreed by departments and
the Treasury (see Section 5). The Finance Ministry of the CzRelpublic also plays an
important role in policy development. However, M®OLSA has sometimes regarded the
Finance Ministry as exerting a negative influengercemployment issues. The resources
provided for active employment policies have beegarded as too IdWwand some feel
that the Finance Ministry has not been receptivetmests for increased funding to allow
for increased staffing of labour offices and immrdvemployment servicé$.Concerns
have also been expressed about the Finance Migisdhyjlity to analyse and interpret
labour market phenomena. In the first draft of2883 budget the Finance Ministry set out
proposals to reduce social benefits, but (in tlevwof some MOLSA officials) without
providing a supporting analysis and evidence okabilihe MOLSA opposed the first draft
of the budget, which was regarded as an exampleoldy being set on the basis of a
theoretical, and possibly unrealistic, model of thbour market without reference to
empirical evidence. The budget reforms were drawrby a group of experts from the
Finance Ministry. There was apparently no condohatwith MOLSA prior to the
proposals being put on the internet in English. TW@&LSA protested and provided
criticisms. Following subsequent consultation amgtussion, the views of the MOLSA
were incorporated into the budget.

Further potential influences on domestic policy radges are developments in other
countries and the wishes of supranational organizsit National governments may, for
example, be obliged to introduce policies that mibet requirements of international
agencies, such as the International Monetary Heodthe Member States of the European
Union (EU), the European Commission’s (EC) socialiqy agenda, which promotes,
among other things, equal opportunities and papjmum employment rights and social
partnership, has been important in encouraging reerobuntries to adopt similar social
policy objectives. Member States are encouragelgévelop National Action Plans in order
to implement the European Employment Stratbggd are expected to ensure that national
legislation and regulations meet at least the miminstandards enshrined in EU directives.
Compliance is enforced by the European Court ofigbqlustice, which is expected to
ensure that Member States adhere to treaty commigndirectives and so forth.ILO
Conventions may have a similar effect, althoughptida is voluntary and compliance
more difficult to enforce.

'8 However, voices within and beyond government hengeied that the Treasury wields too much
power. A recent Treasury Select Committee repost i@ed its concern that ‘the Treasury as an
institution has recently begun to exert too mudhuance over policy areas which are properly the
business of other departments and that it is no¢searily in the best interests of the Treasuther
Government as a whole’ (cited in Knell and Hard2@®1: 37).

9 Funding for active and passive employment policésesents 0.5 — 0.8 per cent of GDP. Active
employment measures account for 40 per cent abthé(Interviews).

2 MOLSA officials hope that the adoption of the EWEsnployment Guidelines will lead to the
Finance Ministry becoming more favourably disposeduch arguments.

% The European Employment Strategy has existed 4i88&. One of its main features has been the
adoption by the European Council of annual emplayngeiidelines, which set common priorities
for EU Member States’ employment policies. NatioAation Plans report progress achieved in
each Member State over the preceding 12 monthgberid also set out the measures planned in the
following 12 months.

2 The policies of Member States have also influent®el EU policy agenda. For example,
Annesley (2003) notes that the EU’s emphasis omptimg social inclusion was adapted from
French social policy (for more information, see kais 2000).



The domestic policies of European Union MembereStare also being influenced by
the adoption of the European single currency (tbheoE Not all Member States have
chosen to adopt the Euro, but those that have donare obliged to adhere to rules
designed to ensure a common approach to aspentsredtary policy. The rules stipulate
that government deficit cannot exceed 3 per cei@DP and that gross public sector debt
cannot exceed 60 per cent of GDP. In order to ntleete criteria, many countries,
including Germany and France, have sought to makein welfare spending (Annesley
2003: 152).

Supranational influences may also be apparent wheatonal governments
consciously seek to emulate the policies of anotbentry or countries, a process that is
referred to as “policy transfer”. Dolowitz (2000: @ited in Annesley 2003: 147) describes
policy transfer as:

the occurrence of, and process involved in, theeldg@ment of programmes, policies,
institutions, etc. within one political and/or salcisystem which are based on the ideas,
institutions, programmes and policies emanatinghfather political and/or social systems.

Some countries make a considerable effort to I&mm the experiences of other
countries. In a study of seven EU Member Statasexample, Gribben et al. (2001: 83)
identified the Netherlands and Denmark as counthias were particularly concerned to
examine and learn from initiatives developed ireottpuntries® In examining the issue of
policy transfer, a considerable amount of attenhas focused on the transfer of policy
ideas and programmes developed in the US in respeatrk and welfare. From the mid-
1990s, the US authorities sought to coerce welfecgients into work by making work-
related activities a condition for welfare entitiem. This approach to work and welfare,
sometimes described as “workfare”, was implemertadhe Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA Peck and Theodore (2001)
refer to the American “workfare” model as an “expphenomenon” and claim that
nowhere has its influence been more evident thahenUK (Peck and Theodore 2001:
428)% The influence of the US approach to work and welfan UK policy pre-dates the
present Labour Government, but is nevertheless oleatly apparent in the “New Deal”
measures introduced following the Labour Party’§71@lection victory. Under the New
Deal (or “welfare to work”) initiatives, unemployeaddividuals are offered a period of
intensive counselling, after which those who remairemployed must choose between
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% The authors note that in developing its Partnerdbr Social Integration, the Netherlands
established links with relevant organisations (idahg parts of Government) elsewhere, including
CSR Europe and the Social Exclusion Unit in the UK.

% However, the final programme differed from thatitiadly envisaged by the Clinton
administration, which was responsible for its idwotion. PRWORA provides an example of how
bodies of elected representatives (in this casdJ®eCongress) can influence labour and welfare
policies and how the objectives of policy makersymansequently be frustrated. Karger (2003)
describes how the Clinton administration’s reforwesre modified and made more punitive by a
Republican-dominated Congress in the mid 1990s.PIR&/ORA bill included provisions (referred
to as Temporary Aid to Needy Families or TANF) thelated to the provision of benefits. The
provisions were modified by Congress so as to enstaltes to withdraw aid from eligible persons
in the event of public coffers being exhaustedivk-fear lifetime cap on benefit entittements was
also introduced.

% A number of commentators have debated the extenwtich UK social policy has been
“Americanised” (see Walker 1998) over time, refégttin various policies and programmes
introduced over the past two decades. For exanusel-level Training and Enterprise Councils,
which during the 1990s had responsibility for eletseof vocational education and training
provision, were modelled on the US Private Indu§touncils (Peck and Theodore 2001: 449).



subsidized employment in a private sector firm, layiment in the voluntary sector or the

Government’s Environmental Taskforce, or full-tirmducation or training. Unemployed

persons who refuse to take one of the specifietbmptiose their entitlement to benefit.

Other “New Deal” schemes have been introduceddioe parents, partners of unemployed
people, disabled persons and unemployed people agmd50, although the extent of

compulsion varies.

As Peck and Theodore (2001: 449) note, complet@rgoof programmes developed
in one country by governments overseas is rarfs.rttore common for policy transfer to
be selective, involving the adoption of “particudatiministrative practices or techniques, of
branding ideas or discursive formulations, and alitigal lessons concerning the
management of the reform process”. In the casehefUK New Deal programmes,
Annesely (2003) points out that the approach talldfers from the equivalent US
programmes in terms of who is included and thehmass of the sanctioRSShe also
emphasizes that the social agenda of the EU cadibtn act as a countervailing force,
limiting the “Americanisation” of UK policy. For Amesley (2003: 153) Americanisation

is a voluntary, one-way transfer of ideology, riiet@nd policy whereas Europeanisation is a
two-way process of obligation. Americanisation sses the negative impact of welfare and
social policy on economic performance, while Euapsation clearly sees a positive role for
welfare in the macroeconomy.

Yet despite the differences that exist betweeniBeand UK approaches to welfare
and work, they have many fundamental features mnecon. Not least among these is the
underlying principal that welfare claimants shobé&lcoerced into taking up paid work and
a belief in the necessity of “a new welfare cortttaesed upon the mutual obligations of
government and governed” (Deacon 1999: 11). Moreodespite the countervailing
influence of Europe and different traditions of fae¢ provision across European Member
States, there is evidence that the “workfare” m@del/ariations on it) is beginning to take
root in European economies other than the UK. Tihidicy transfer” within Europe has
not occurred simply as a result of national govesnis passively “borrowing” ideas from
the US or UK: it is a process that has been agtipebmoted by the UK Government
itself. The UK Labour Government has been a vodabeate of a so-called ‘third way’
policy approach, which is presented by its proptmeas a political position lying between
neo-liberalism and traditional social democracy, which values such as “fairness”,
“opportunity” and “trust” are emphasized. The megnand coherence of the “third way”
and New Labour’s ideological position have beenexib for debate (see, for example,
Freeden 1999, Buckler and Dolowitz 2000). Howewdratever the substance of the “third
way”, it is clear that, as Coates and Hay have edg®rime Minister Blair regards his
version as an “ideological project for export, @sdone whose domestic success requires
the resetting of international (and particularly \Wfestern European) institutions and
practices in its image” (Coates and Hay 2001: 448).

While the influence of Blair’s third-way vision grolicy-makers elsewhere in Europe
is debatable and certainly variable (although @reh much in common with the “New
Middle” associated with Germany’s Chancellor Sclerjdor example) it is apparent that

% Furthermore, the experiences of countries othen the US also influenced the development of
the UK New Deal. Policy makers were influenced hg tse of job subsidies in Sweden (Deacon
1999), and British academics close to the LaboutyPaso had a significant role in providing
arguments in favour of the reforms.

2" When addressing international and European forumrsisters from the Labour government have

consistently advocated the creation of “flexibledodar markets” (meaning minimal labour
protection) and encouraged other nations to embBdobalization”.
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the Labour Government’s approach to work and welfzeis been influential. As White
(1998: 14) argues, it is “in the domainaitive job searchhat the UK is seen, elsewhere
in Europe, to have made its original contributioretnployment policy” (italics added).
In Germany, for example, policy has begun to plkatencreasing amount of emphasis on
“active employment” initiatives, including measur&s encourage the unemployed to
become self-employed and the introduction of waggsislies for employers. Traditional
policy measures, such as job creation and vocdtiedacation and training (VET)
programmes have correspondingly declined in impoe& In general, policy-makers
envisage a greater emphasis on “sticks” and a sporalingly reduced emphasis on
“carrots” as access to benefits becomes more ctedriwith the intention of pushing
people into work. An example is provided by theer@aeductions in the maximum period
for which unemployment benefits can be receivedefarm that has particularly affected
older workers?

Policy-makers in the Czech Republic have also bpersuaded that “active
employment” measures of a “work first” kind and moflexible labour markets are
desirable. In the current year, the Governmentiede available 1.6 billion Czech crowns
(CK) for active employment policies (to be implerteh by the country’s labour offices),
800 million CK for investment incentives and a hat 100 million CK for supporting the
employment of disabled persons. Recent “active eympént” initiatives have been
targeted at increasing the employment of young lgedfifty thousand Czech secondary
school and university graduates have never beguaith employment and together they
comprise approximately 10 per cent of the totalnapleyed workforce. New policies will
offer employers a wage subsidy for taking on unewygd individuals and assist in
meeting the costs associated with retraining. Tdferms will also make it harder for
young people to continue to receive benefits wielesing training or employment. Two
schemes are being introduced: “First Chance”, fopte up to the age of 25, and “New
Start” for those aged 25 and above. These programvaee explicitly based on the UK’s
New Deal programmes, although they were also infted by the guidelines of the EU’s
Employment Strategy. The schemes, which will come into force in 2004yé been
piloted in labour offices. The outcomes of the iatitphase of piloting resulted in
reservations being expressed about the way thensmsheperated. The main criticisms
were that the subsidies paid by labour offices wetegenerous and that young people
were able to refuse employment without sanctionsgbénposed. The new law will
introduce such sanctions.
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% The “New Deal” approach has not, however, beerard=yl as an attractive model by all
European governments. In France, for example,lem@nt to minimum social assistance is, unlike
TANF in the US or Job Seekers’ Allowance in the Uit dependent on participation in work-
related activities (Daguerre 2004). Moreover, Fhepolicy makers avoid identification with the
“workfare” policies advocated by the US and UK (Re2000, cited in Daguerre 2004: 44).
Elsewhere, the Swedish approach to active laboukehaneasures, which is probably the longest
established in Europe, continues to combine an asiplon vocational education and training with
generous benefit entitlements (Daguerre 2004).

# Between January 2003 and January 2004, the nuofb@ermans in subsidized employment
increased by 64,000. The number of people on jehtmn programmes fell by 21,000 (a quarter)
and those on VET programmes fell by 92,000 (a }hird

* This initiative was originally proposed by the Ba€ommission - see Section 6 of this report for
details.

31 Since 2001 the Czech Republic has prepared Natkuoign Plans consistent with the European
Employment Strategy in preparation for its accessiothe EU in 2004.



The UK system of Jobcentres has also proved attesitt German and Czech policy-
makers. The “Jobcentre Plus” model, introducechen WK in 2001, offers a new service
that combines the functions of the Benefits Ageaiegt Employment Service. The creation
of Jobcentre Plus was partly inspired by similamauistrative reforms in the US. In the
latter case the 1998 Workforce Investment Act irated 17 employment and training
programmes into a single local delivery system iicbduced “one stop” centres where
the unemployed can receive assistance with jobckeandertake skill assessments and
register for unemployment insurance (Glover 2008). 1Similarly, JobCentre Plus
provides a single point of access for benefit ctaita and requires claimants to meet with
a personal adviser, who is supposed to provide &etpadvice relating to ‘job search’,
training, childcare and so forth. The German Fdd&mployment Office has been
remodelled in ways that resemble JobCentre PlusthAtstart of 2004, the Federal
Employment Office was transformed into a Federal pByment Agency? with
responsibility for administering unemployment bétsednd finding job opportunities for
the unemployed® The agency has the power to reduce by 30 perticerttenefits received
by unemployed individuals who refuse employmérowever, the Federal Employment
Agency differs from JobCentre Plus in that indivatiiwho remain unemployed become
de factoemployees of the agency’s regional offices and lwarhired out as temporary
workers. The regional offices of the Federal Emplept Agency therefore resemble
temporary employment agencies in this respect.

In basing policies and programmes on those impléademm other countries, policy-
makers presumably anticipate, or at least hopg, tthex ‘positive outcomes’ that are
thought to be associated with such interventiorlsadéo be reproduced. However, there
are grounds for scepticism. Basing their analysisaocomparison of welfare-to-work
programmes in the US and UK, Peck and Theodorelj28fgue that the success of
policies and programmes is dependent on econonudrastitutional conditions in local
economies and that the outcomes of ‘successfulgraromes may therefore not be
replicated across different localities. The argunmemuld be extended to include different
national contexts. Peck and Theodore suggest thiaypnakers may thus be mistaken in
regarding programmes as universal ‘institutionsddi. They argue that attempts to clone
US programmes in the UK have demonstrated that:

While it is relatively easy to duplicate adminisiva “inputs”, such as intensive care
management systems or job-search programmes, erpershows that it is nearly impossible
to reproduce their “outputs”, certainly if measunederms of labour-market outcomes (435).

In this context, Deacon (1999: 7) has pointed bat British commentators have little
experience of the type of federalism found in tH& &hd that they may consequently be
inclined to be over-impressed by references to x{femence or by research findings based
on a single project in an individual US state.

Conditions may also vary over time. Commenting wal@ations of workfare in the
US, and the lessons drawn by British policy-makBesck and Theodore (2001: 451) note
that:

32 Bundesagentur fiir Arbeit.
% This development formed part of the Agenda 20 @ @mme.

34 www.eiro.eurofound.ie/print/2003/11/inbrief/de0301h.html

35 www.eiro.eurofound.ie/print/2002/09/feature/de02082html.
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While independent evaluations point to the ovengdimportance of favourable economic
conditions in driving down the Wisconsin welfardlso(Ziliak, Figlio, David & Connolly,
1997), the translation for British policy-makersshathat compulsion is the key to success
(Rogers, 1997).

Furthermore, UK policy has been influenced by aelfiehgain based on a particular
reading of US experience, that ‘work first’ stigitss that move welfare recipients into
employment as rapidly as possible are more effedtian programmes oriented towards
vocational education and training (Theodore anck R800: 82). This issue is discussed in
greater detail in Section 4.3.

Reductions in the level of unemployment in the Uivén been taken as a clear
indication of the effectiveness of the New Dealgreanmes. New Deal for Lone Parents
appears to have led to an increase in the flowoé Iparents moving from welfare into
employment, while the New Deal for Young People hmaseased the speed at which
young workers feed into the labour market (Robing@®1: 13). Concern has been
expressed, however, about the possibility thateffect of the New Deals may be to crowd
workers into low paid, insecure jobs. The programinave also been criticized for being
insensitive to variations in local economic circtamges, in particular the supply of job
opportunities (see, for example, Haughton et 2002®eck and Theodore 2000). It is also
worth noting that the apparent successes of the w#fare-to-work initiatives have
occurred in the context of sustained economic dgnoawvtd it is not possible to know how
many additional jobs would have been created is time period in the absence of the
New Deal. In Germany, it has been suggested tlgahé¢tiv active employment measures
will result in substantial increases in employmenly if there is an upsurge in economic
growth. However, effective demand within the Gernegonomy remains relatively weak
at present and wages are growing at a slow’fate.

This is not to say that experiences in one coucdmnnot provide useful lessons for
policy-makers elsewhere or that policy transfersncé result in effective policies and
programmes. However, the context-dependent nafutteecoutcomes of policy initiatives
implies that policy-makers should exercise cautidren seeking to replicate programmes
that have been successfully implemented elsewler&iller (2001: 102) has pointed out
with reference to trends in public administratioamparing experiences can be fruitful but
it may end up “at best in misunderstandings, atswior used-car-salesmen attitudes that
can lead to manipulations of foreign experiencepdiiticians or the press”.
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3% As noted, the disappearance of the Ministry ofdiatand Social Affairs means that arguments in
favour of wage growth are no longer being madeowegnment circles.



4.

4.1

Evidence-based policy-making, research
and evaluation

Evidence-based policy-making

As noted above, evaluations of programmes by gowents in one country may
encourage others to seek to replicate those progesmeither partially or in their entirety,
if the evaluations provide evidence of successlugti@mn of domestic policy programmes
is an increasingly widespread activity. Emphasisb&ng placed on the need to
demonstrate the effectiveness of public policy riveations and the importance of
“evidence-based policy-making”. While the meanifgavidence based policy-making” is
not always clear (Sanderson 2002), the implicai®rthat new initiatives should be
grounded in reliable, clear and comprehensive rebeavidence and that policies and
programmes should be subject to rigorous procegssluation.

Evaluation can take place at different stages ef ghlicy-making process. New
initiatives may be piloted in, for example, regibnalocal economies prior to a decision
being taken on whether to introduce them natiorewld theory, piloting enables policy-
makers to make judgements about the effectiverfasseoventions and the administrative
processes associated with a policy or programmeatos for problems to be addressed
before a programme is introduced nationally. Ev@bmaactivities may continue once a
programme is fully implemented.

Evaluation has become increasingly important in ttemtext of new public
management-style reforms (addressed in detail otid®e5), which often result in an
increased emphasis on targets and demonstrableneegc One implication of initiatives
of this type is that governments and ministers wilh to demonstrate the effectiveness of
their policy programmes and the efficiency with @hithey are delivered. Peters (2001)
argues that the ability to measure performancelgléaan important determinant of the
‘relative political clout’ of ministries. Howevethe ease with which policy outcomes can
be measured varies. According to Peters (2001:174)

those programmes which have clearly measurablelamibnstrable outcomes are advantaged
by performance management systems. These programemedemonstrate what they have

accomplished and any improvements in quality (aathg@ps efficiency) and use that as a
political weapon....... Some domestic programmes [...] rhaye more readily measurable

outcomes and thus may be advantaged by an empimagerformance management.

However, performance measurement is a double-esligert in that it may also yield
evidence of poor outcomes.

Of course, those programmes that are more readilgsarable and which appear not to be

performing well can be severely disadvantaged pgréormance management system (Peters
2001: 174).

For Sanderson (2002), the information that govemimeseek in the context of
performance-measurement is distinct from the in&drom that is required to help bring

about more effective policies and programmes. Ewvidébased policy-making therefore
involves two forms of information:

The first is evidence to promote accountabilityenms of results — evidence that government
is working effectively. The second is evidence torpote improvement though more effective
policies and programmes — evidence of how well guelicies and programmes “work” in
different circumstances. The two forms of evidemge different in nature. The first is
primarily in the form of information on attributesf performance and is reflected in the
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4.2

growth of performance management in government e-itlcreasing use of performance
indicators and targets [...]. The second form of emizk is qualitatively different from the
first. Here we are talking about knowledge of howmligy interventions achieve change in
social systems. Conventionally, we assume thablgiknowledge provides a sound basis for
effective action; it is explanatory and theoretiqabviding an understanding of how policies
work (Sanderson 2002: 3).

The implication is that ministries, in additionteasuring the consequences of policy
initiatives and the extent of their benefits, ndedbe able to arrive at an accurate
understanding of why the policy interventions broiugbout observed changes and the
underlying causal processes involved. This deepen of knowledge is essential if the
effectiveness of policies is to be enhanced ovee {{Sanderson 2002).

Evidence-based policy-making in practice

The extent to which evaluation takes place andathiity of ministries to undertake
in-house evaluation and data gathering are suljectariation, even within single
ministries. Until recently, not all of the policyitiatives taken by the German Ministry of
Economics and Labour (or its predecessors) in otspé the labour market were
thoroughly evaluated. Legislation now explicitlygtéres the Ministry to report on the
effects of legislation. Evaluation activities haatso increased in importance as budgets
have become tighter, resulting in an increased emonwith “value for money”. However,
the Labour Law Directorate of the German MinistfyEzonomics and Labour does not
have a research capability and new labour lawsnateroutinely subject to evaluation
(although laws which are deemed to be particulianiyortant are evaluated). The expense
of carrying out evaluations is one reason why they not conducted more frequently.
When the Labour Law Directorate requires an “exp@ny” on an issue, it subcontracts to
an independent research organization. The Fedeaast®al Office provides many of the
statistics used by the Labour Law Directorate. Datacerning occupational health and
safety are provided by a separate independent rtythAn in-house research capability
had been available to the Labour Law Directoratélevtt was housed in the former
Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs. However, asted, the economics division of the
Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs was transfmirto the Ministry of Health and Social
Security at the time the Ministry of Economics aradbour was created. The Ministry has,
however, developed a new unit to analyse laboukebastatistics and this unit has been
charged with the task of evaluating the impacthef Hartz reforms (see Section 6.3). The
Federal Employment Offi¢éprovides much of the data on which the analysedased.

The ability to demonstrate success is potentiailycal to the ability of the ministry
to increase its influence. However, it is possithlat ongoing reductions in staffing will
make it harder for the ministry to formulate andlerate policy. Since 1994 all ministries
have been required to reduce their personnel bpdr.®ent each year in order to help pay
the costs of reunification. Each minister therefoas the task of determining what can be
achieved with the reduced personnel.

Evaluation is a well-established practice in thatéth States. The federal nature of
the US has facilitated experimentation and pilotigrogrammes, notably in the field of
work and welfare. This has enabled evaluation & #ifectiveness of policies and
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programmes to take place prior to their being &olbut” on a national basi¥Glover
(2002) emphasizes that for state-level experiencket effective, it heeds to be credibly
documented and suggests that evaluations by indeperorganizations such as the
Manpower Development Research Corporation (MDR@) @thers have been important
in this respect. Glover points out that in ordejjustify “intervening in the market”, US
advocates must either demonstrate that such imtowns will not have significant adverse
effects or show that the benefits will outweigh amggative consequences. As Glover
notes, benefits can be hard to demonstrate onabkis bf mainstream economic theory,
which tends to regard interference with market maedms (e.g. minimum wages,
employment protection etc.) as harmful, even tosé¢havhom policy interventions are
supposed to assist. Given the bias of mainstreamoeaic theory against certain types of
intervention, the ability to demonstrate empirigahat interventions may be beneficial is
of considerable importance.

In Ireland, evaluations are carried out on varigquegrammes, including those
underpinned by EU structural funds. Ireland develNtional Plans, which are evaluated
half way through their period of operation. The lgation is contracted out to an
independent consultancy company and resourceshdtedsbetween different activities
depending on the findings. An ongoing programme\wafluation takes place in the field of
vocational education and training. Piloting of magmes is also common in certain
policy areas, for example those concerned withgfige of unemployment.

The capacity of Irish ministries to evaluate p@giand programmes is being
strengthened via the introduction of a new Regwalimpact Analysis model. The model
was piloted in a number of departments during 2@08entral objective of Regulatory
Impact Analysis is to evaluate the potential conseges of policies and programmes for
the competitiveness of the Irish econofhy similar practice occurs in the UK. In the
latter country, any policy proposal that is likédyresult in a regulatory burden must be put
before a Regulatory Impact Unit. This includes @ek in the employment, labour and
welfare areas. The role of the Regulatory Impacit B to ensure that departments
investigate the risks, costs and benefits of polisgasures at an early stage in their
formulation. It is also tasked with looking aheddegulations expected to come into force
in the future, including those emanating from thé E

Responsibility for labour and employment policyiieland rests with the Department
of Enterprise Trade and Employment (DETE). Althotighh DETE does not employ social
researchers, the lack of a research unit is nerdegl as a problem and there is no demand
for one to be created (Interviews). The departmegets its research needs by contracting
with external organizations, academics and so fdrtiis process and its outcomes are
regarded as satisfactory. In addition, general rinédion on employment-related
phenomena is collected by the department and bZémeral Statistics Office (CSO). The
CSO, which was created in 1949, is an independauhy bnder the aegis of the Taoiseach
(www.cso.ie/about/description.htinlThe CSO is responsible for collecting, compiling
extracting and disseminating official statisticsisl also responsible for coordinating the
activities of other public authorities in respetbfficial statistics and it works to provide
statistics that can be “compared directly with esponding data for other countries”
(ibid).

% However, Glover (2002) has argued that the avigilataff, resources and expertise within the US
Department of Labor have not been sufficient tovalfor adequate monitoring of economic policy
...and for advice to be provided on the implicatiofipolicy interventions for workers. He suggests
that insufficient use has been made of the skilts@pabilities that exist across the department.

39 SeeSustaining Progress
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The DETE is also able to draw on the services efEbonomic and Social Research
Institute (ESRI), which is an Irish non-profit magi “think tank” and research
organization. The ESRI provides reports on econ@hi&gnomena and its research is very
highly regarded across Government. Its creatiorl960 was influenced by the then
Secretary of the Department of Finance, who idiextifh need for research on the Irish
economy. According to the ESRI's web site “it wamsidered desirable that this research
be done outside the civil service in a setting freen government or political influence”
(www.esri.ie). The ESRI was initially funded by tNew York-based Ford Foundation and
subsequently by grant-in-aid from the Governmenbweler, it has retained its
independence and expanded its funding base (netgssagiven public finance problems
in the late 1980s and associated cuts in granidin-a

The independent status of ESRI has proved benlefitien attempts have been made
to gain support for new initiatives, such as théiomal minimum wage. The national
minimum wage, which was introduced in 2000, stadetlas a manifesto commitment for
both political parties. A National Minimum Wage Comngsion (NMWC) was established
to explore the potential consequences of wage giote Once the Commission had
reported to Government, an inter-departmental guwap established to consider the report
and work out a plan of action. As part of its rerthte group considered the economic and
social consequences of introducing a minimum wageumber of departments were
represented on the group, including the DepartnoénFinance, which argued that a
minimum wage could be harmful to the competitivanelsthe Irish economy. Partly in an
attempt to challenge the Finance Ministry’s vieWwe tgroup commissioned a research
report from the ESRI, which subsequently advised ghminimum wage set at two-thirds
of the median wage would not have negative consexsefor the economy. The report of
the ESRI is regarded by civil servants within DEa& having substantially strengthened
the case for a minimum wage, which was subsequarttlyduced.

The Czech Republic also collects information on kegonomic and social
phenomené) assesses the impact of policies and develops el testing and
predicting the consequences of interventions. Respility for labour and employment
issues rests with the MOLSA. The MOLSA has closédiwith a dedicated research
institute, the Research Institute for Labour andi@dAffairs (RILSA). The closeness of
the link is regarded as extremely beneficial as RHeSA is able to respond swiftly to
requests for information from the Ministry. RILSA hot part of the MOLSA and is
regarded as independent, although it works clogdlly the Ministry. Regular meetings
take place involving senior members of staff frdra tesearch institute and MOLSA and
the institute is informed about the Governmentanplon a regular basis. Researchers are
closely involved in the policy development procassd both the institute and the MOLSA
regard this as beneficial as it means that theareBers are not working in a vacuum and
that the Ministry is less likely to propose and elep ineffective measures. Approximately
20 individuals, most of whom are economists or@ogiists, work on social and economic
policy. The institute’s budget is set on the badia research plan. The current plan will
cover the period 2004-10, although there is scopmdke alterations on a regular basis
and a specific plan of research activities is deiteed on an annual basis. The relatively
long funding period is regarded as providing a futlfpamework.

The RILSA is expected to submit its research sgithea “defence procedure”. There
is a commission, on which the MOLSA is representkdt assesses the research reports
produced by the institute. Each study is scrutihiaed this is regarded as a means of
increasing the confidence of policy-makers and roffgeties in the findings. In addition,
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seminars are organized for experts and researdim@s are made available on the internet.
The analyses provided by the research institutedeseussed within the MOLSA and
subsequently with the social partners. However, rdimdmmendations contained in the
reports are not always acted upon because of therming concern that a consensus
position should be reached by the Government amddhial partners.

In the UK, each of the key ministries with respabilgiy for employment, labour and
social protection has an internal research anduatiah facility employing economists,
statisticians and social researchers. Most of tlepaliment of Trade and Industry’s
evaluation work is carried out by external contest although the department does have
some dedicated staff. The DTI's Statistics Direaterprovides statistical support to other
parts of the department. The Directorate covergrgnother things, regional statistics,
survey control and advice, direct investment, sergector statistics and work for the Low
Pay Commission. Within the Employment Relationsebiorate (ERD) of the DTI, advice
and analysis is provided by Employment Market Asalyand Research (EMAR), which is
integrated into the ERD. EMAR employs approximat2ly members of staff, including
economists, statisticians and social researchsriuriction is to provide analytical support
for ministers to develop policy and assess itscesfeEMAR oversees a rolling programme
of evaluation and research directed at examinirgg peactice, emerging trends and the
impact of specific policies. EMAR is also involved producing Regulatory Impact
Assessments (RIA) for policies in the labour relasi area.

The research programme is determined via a conenjitecess. The committee,
which is mainly composed of ERD policy staff, takaspolicy-led view (i.e. policy
priorities largely determine the programme). Thet &if proposed research themes is then
given to ministers for approval and projects arbseguently put out to competitive
tender’' Data analysis, whether straightforward or soptaséid, is contracted out because
of constraints on staff time. In the case of adedne.g. econometric) analysis, EMAR
does not always have the skills required in-hol$ewever, a problem affecting the
commissioning process in general is a shortageoofract researchers who are able to
produce quality work within the deadlines set byw&oment.

The DWP has an Analytical Service Division (ASDgsponsible for overseeing
research on issues that fall within the Departnsergiit. The ASD includes professional
statisticians, social researchers, economists gedational researchers. According to the
DWP’s web-site:

Researchers in ASD work closely with colleagues wake policy and deliver services.

Every research project must have a “customer”. Thia well-established principle across
Whitehall and is intended to ensure that researeétsnthe needs of the Department's policy-
makers and, ultimately Ministers.

There is an annual planning round for researchlumwg steering groups and the
subsequent research programme is managed by thial Svesearch Branch of the
Analytical Services Division. The Social Researchari@h has approximately 20
researchers, organized in seven sections. Therchspaogramme, like those of other
departments, is intended to assist in the develapofepolicy as well as the evaluation of

*1 Across government, departments and associateésdiffer in the extent to which they stipulate
the aims and objectives of research projects putawompetitive tender. In general, the DTI's
approach is to set out clearly what the departmésties a research project to address and achieve.
Other departments with larger budgets (e.g. the2pfd DfEE and DSS) have had a more mixed
approach, wherein the focus is mainly on specifajgrts but scope is also provided for researchers
to submit their own ideas.
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its impact. Although some projects are carried loypitin-house research staff, most are
conducted by external contractors.

Like the DWP, the DfES has its own Analytical Seed Division, which provides
statistical information and advice to assist in thevelopment and evaluation of the
Government's education and training policies. THeSs ASD is separate from the policy
directorates. However, as is the case with othpadments, research cannot be conducted
unless there is policy support and agreement thggirécular area should be researched.
Every research project must, therefore, have atGousr” and this is supposed to ensure
that research meets the needs of policy-makers eMenyvthe “customer”/policy focus can
also result in a one-sided emphasis on immediadsedrecognition of this problem has
led to DfES funding being used to establish sepacantres dedicated to researching
particular sets of issues. Centres for Researcth®Wider Benefits of Learning and the
Economics of Education have been established topngmother things, explore
methodological issues relating to the measurenfahieampact of learning and to develop
evaluation frameworks for policy.

In the UK, policies are developed using a stratdgagmmework called ROAMF or
ROAME. These labels are acronyms for “RationalgeCtives, Appraisal, Monitoring and
Feedback/ Evaluation”. The model originated in Tmeasury and DTI. The starting point
in the policy formation process is to define theljjem and then the objectives of the
policy intervention. The latter represent the sssceriteria that guide the process of
evaluation. The costs and benefits associated dvifarent options are then considered
(the “appraisal” stage). Once the programme has beaglemented, monitoring and
evaluation take place. Finally, there is a feedlstee. The model represents an attempt
to ensure that a strategic approach to policy-ntpisradopted, encouraging policy-makers
to think through what the policy is supposed toiewed, the costs and benefits of different
policy options and what systems are required toitoothe policy. It therefore encourages
policy-makers to think through an entire processwelver, the model is not always
followed. Sometimes objectives are defined in theeace of an accompanying rationale.
In the case of the DfES, this tends to happen wlsearchers have not been involved at a
sufficiently early stage in the process, which banviewed as a consequence of the fact
that research staff are not located in the polizgatorates. Integration of policy and
analysis is viewed as being generally good withim Employment Relations Directorate
of the DTI, whose research staff is fully integthiato the policy directorate. Analysts
have also been placed in policy posts within theED\Wling ‘stewardship and strategy’
roles in areas such as pensions and poverty. HoweNegration is more variable in the
area of employment policy and there are currerdlyelr analysts working in the policy
divisions in that area.

In general, even when the ROAMF/E model cannot diowed as a specified
sequence of activities, research specialists aomtito assist policy colleagues in
identifying best practice and conducting evaluaiofs a focusing device and a guide to
the steps that need to be taken in the policy dpweént process, the model continues to
have value. However, concern has been expressethebyabinet Office (1999) that
research is not sufficiently coordinated acrossadepents. Coordination has been
particularly problematic where cross-departmergalieés are concerned, and this has in
some cases led to research failing to take plalcereTare costs associated with engaging
in cross-departmental collaboration. Coordinatias to be managed and conflicts of
interest can occur, which can act as a disincentveollaboration, particularly where a
department believes it can fund the work by its€le disincentive effect partly results
from the fact that departments have their own btglged have to relinquish money to
fund cross-departmental research. Recognizing sirtiee disincentives to collaboration,
the Treasury has set up an “evidence-based paliog”’f for which it expects joint bids.
The scheme is intended to act as an incentivedpadments to work in tandem.



4.3

Problems that might beset evidence-based
policy-making

Sanderson (2002: 2) argues that evidence-baseaypobking “relies on the
assumption that we can make policies work betterwd understand how policy
mechanisms bring about change in social systemachieve desired outcomes”. The
implied “ideal typical” model of evidence-basedipgimaking therefore implies a rational
process of data collection, reflection and adjustimie further implies that judgements are
based solely on valid and reliable evidence cadlbctising state-of-the-art research
methods and that policy-makers have an accuraterstahding of the causal relationships
between policy interventions and the phenomena Hreydesigned to address. In this
“ideal-typical” model, therefore, evidence-basediggemaking is a rational and scientific
exercise in which it is possible to reach objectivdgements based on “facts” about
economic and social phenomena.

The reality, however, is more complex. As Walkdd(q@: 62-3) notes, while research
may influence policy-making, it is “not always inéintial [and may be] supplanted by the
powerful political forces of inertia, expediencgeblogy and finance”. In a similar vein,
Cook (1997: 40) emphasizes that “the politiciarrisng goal is to be re-elected rather than
to respect technical evidence”. The implicatiorthifse arguments is that “evidence-based
policy-making” may be undermined in a number of sudyor example, governments may
favour a lower cost programme over a higher-cosgf@mme, even though the evidence
suggests that the latter might be more effectivethérmore, the desire of governments to
demonstrate the effectiveness of their policies heag them to favour programmes that
can be relatively easily evaluated, and that wikld/ relatively rapid results, over
programmes that deliver hard to measure outcome&s) though the latter may, in the
longer term, be more effective. These possibilides explored in Theodore and Peck’s
(2000: 83) discussion of workfare in the US. Thegua that policy-makers have been
gripped by a desire to provide “quick fixes”, despevidence that “welfare-to-work is a
field of ‘slow fixes’ and almost systemic policyilfare”. Theodore and Peck suggest that
“work-first” initiatives have been more attractit@ US policy-makers than VET-oriented
programmes because the latter tend to involve highi costs (because of the expense of
education and its duration) and also because sugrgmmes typically seek to achieve a
multiplicity of work-related and family life goalsyhich makes the task of identifying
appropriate outcome measures and evaluation tifessazomplicated® “Work-first
programmes”, by contrast, focus on the speed whithvbenefit claimants enter work,
tend to be strongly ‘outcomes driven’ and are dased with results that can rapidly be
demonstrated to voters and are easily quantifidieodore and Peck suggest that it is
these aspects of “work-first” policies that accotort the appeal of such programmes to
policy-makers. The influence of similar considesas is clear to see in the UK welfare-to-
work programme. One example is provided by the that reductions in the claimant
count came to be seen as a key criterion for meggtine success of the Employment
Zone$® over less-easily measured “soft” skills developtrtéat had been a feature of the
pilots (Haughton et aR000). In a similar vein, it has been suggestat @ermany’s new
“active” and more coercive employment policies arere attractive to the Government
than traditional instruments because wage subsidiescheaper than investments in
retraining.

2 Between 1988 and 1995 active labour market measiwehe US had placed emphasis on
vocational education and training. The switch irpaasis to a “work first” approach occurred from
1996 onwards (Daguerre 2004).

“3 While formally separate from the New Deal scheni&mployment Zones are a core element of

the welfare-to work programme. They are run byatevsector led partnerships and are supposed to
provide “new and innovative solutions” to assistgderm unemployed people enter employment.
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The desire on the part of policy-makers to demaistihat their reforms “work” has,
according to Peck and Theodore (2001), also led tonore frenetic rate of change (or
“churning”) in the reform process “as persistentlyixed evaluation messages and
stubbornly mediocre outcomes have simply fuellegl diesire for further reform”. They
note that work-first regimes were implemented i dmmerican state after another in the
1990s, despite relatively little being known abdww programmes would work in
different local labour markets and little seriowsleation having taken place of the longer-
term impact of initiatives (op. cit.). Peck and ©tere suggest that the US experience also
had consequences for the manner in which “welfanedrk” programmes were
implemented in the UK, in that the Government’sifpzs assessment of US programmes
encouraged it to roll out its own programmes onadiomal basis sooner than might
otherwise have been justified by national “evidebased” policy-making:

The politics of welfare-to-work under New Labouish@ecome associated with a shortening of
policy cycles as established aspects of programmplementation such as piloting,
evaluation, and programme feedback have been disdewith in the interests of political
expediency (Peck and Theodore 2001: 447).

The desire to be seen to produce results quicklytiterefore mean that policies are
fully implemented before evaluations have been deted. Walker (2000: 313) concludes
that policy and evaluation are driven by differtmte-scales and that there therefore:

remains a tension between politicians keen to bahgut rapid change and the desire to
undertake rigorous piloting ahead of implementatiodeed, the tension is close to breaking
point. The policy maker’s enthusiasm for reseascteinpered by political realities. They may
value precision and high quality research but @sg want early results and simple answers.

The pace of policy-making can also be dictatedvsnes. Taking the UK ROAME/F
model as an example, primary legislation may havde developed around a limited
number of available slots in the parliamentary tewhich can mean that evaluations of
pilot programmes cannot be completed prior to fplementation. National policies
resulting from European Directives are influencedtgreat extent by deliberations at the
level of the EC, and final implementation dates ttoe incorporation of Directives into
national legislation partly drive the implementatiprocess. The fact that the policy has
been initiated at EU level also makes the “ratiehalement of the ROAME/F model
effectively redundant. Work on “rationale” and “ebfives” also tends to be by-passed
where the policy is a result of an election mandemmitment. In such cases, the policy
process begins with an assessment of the optiappi@isal”).

The difficulties that political expediency can dedor “evidence based policy-
making” are also observable elsewhere. The Germamsty of Health and Social
Security, for example, has a well-established ti@aliof evaluating policies and has
sufficient capacity to carry out evaluation actedt However, social security and pensions
policies have been subject to constant pressuneforms. As a consequence, policies are
frequently changed. This means that policy-makarsly have time to evaluate the impact
of the policy currently in force and make changeste basis of the evaluation activities.
Similarly, evaluation of partnership initiatives lrance has been hampered by the desire
of successive administrations to establish newnpaships and the fact that new projects
have been introduced before existing initiativeseh&un their course” (Gribben et al.
2001: 50).

A number of other difficulties can beset the evAbraand policy reform processes.
The interest of politicians may decline once leajish has been introduced, (see, for
example, Wiseman 1995), particularly if the initias are not viewed as being particularly
important. Moreover, and as implied in the disomssiof welfare-to-work above,
governments may be selective in their use of rebeavidence and make favourable
references only to evidence that supports theiitigall priorities. To that extent, the



policy-making process will not be “research leddanis likely that the “facts” will be
selected to suit the ideological and analyticalitpos of the government or (partially or
wholly) pre-determined policy objectives. An exampbf selective “evidence-based
policy-making” is provided by the UK’s experienceroinimum wage regulations. Since
its first report (Low Pay Commission 1998), the WKLow Pay Commissidh has
consistently recommended that workers aged 21 Li#ednto the full adult minimum
wage raté? In making this recommendation, the Commission theesn able to point to
evidence that most employers pay full adult wage&ltyear-old employees. Nevertheless,
the Government has doggedly refused to extend dlierage of the full adult minimum
wage to include 21 year-old workers.

Evidence-based policy-making may also be subjectn&hodological problems.
Sanderson (2002) has pointed out that pilot it may experience a number of
difficulties. For example, the scale of an initafls impact may be relatively small and
difficult to measure at an acceptable confidenaelleFurthermore, it may be hard to
isolate the outcomes of the initiative from tho$eother initiatives or developments that
may be occurring simultaneoudfyln addition, where an initiative is piloted in necthan
one locality or region simultaneously, there is pgdor variation in the way it is
implemented. Moreover, as Hasluck (2000: 63, citedSanderson 2002) notes ‘the
resources devoted to the pilot may exceed tha} ésiailable at national roll out. There
may also be a greater level of commitment and arfgering sprit” amongst staff involved
in the delivery’. As a consequence, pilot initisvmay differ from subsequent national
programmes in terms of the support provided andseguently, the outcomes observed.

4.4  Strengthening evidence-based policy-making

Sanderson (2002) has mapped out a strategy fornemigathe effectiveness of
evidence-based policy-making. Although his suggestiare made in respect of the UK,
they have wider applicability. The first elementtbé strategy he outlines is the need to
ensure that all available evidence is reviewedft®ased and used to inform policy-
making and appraisal. As Sanderson observes, B8 bés recognized the importance of
review and synthesis of research evidence andumated the Centre for Research on the
Wider Benefits of Learning and the Centre for Rede@n the Economics of Education.
As noted in Section 4.2 above, these centres hasen bestablished to explore
methodological issues relating to the measurenfahiedmpact of learning and to develop
evaluation frameworks for policy. The centres atended to facilitate an interchange of
ideas, with academics attached to the Centres @pmaviadvice on what areas the DfES
should be researching. However, Sanderson emphatiaé problems may remain with
this type of approach to review and synthesis. Diatétations and the complexity of
outcomes associated with programmes that may cempackages of measures designed

“ The Low Pay Commission is an independent body ihatharged with the task of making
recommendations on the level and coverage of thi®ona minimum wage and evaluating its
impact. It comprises three employer representatittege trade union representatives and three
academics. It is formally independent of Governmént sponsored by the Department of Trade
and Industry.

> There are different rates for workers aged 1618721 and 22 and above.

*5 The UK Cabinet Office (1999) has critisized thee@rch and evaluation capacity of ministries for
their inability to isolate the causal impact of ipglinitiatives. In the US, the problem of isolagin
the precise causal impact of policy interventiomghe face of multiple socio-economic factors is
recognized by the Manpower Demonstration ReseaarpdZation (MDRC), an organization that
has been responsible for conducting evaluationsetfare-to-work programmes in the US over the
past two decades (Theodore and Peck 2000).
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to target different groups may, for example, mehat treviews do not result in a
theoretically-grounded understanding of what indations work and why they work.

The second element of Sanderson’s strategy forawipg evidence-based policy-
making is the generation of new evidence througigd@rm evaluation of new policy
initiatives following their full implementation. $h evaluations, he argues, need to be
planned in conjunction with implementation stragsgin order to provide the best possible
conditiogs for detailed longitudinal research fr@n appropriately specified baseline
position.

Finally, Sanderson argues that it is important évatluation activities should develop
beyond a preoccupation with measuring the impasttefventions and the extent to which
goals have been achieved so as to place more emmmgmsxplanation. What is required,
according to Sanderson, is not simply evidenceitiititives work, but an understanding
of why they work and thus the underlying causalcpsses. If policy-makers are able to
achieve such an understanding, it is likely to hblgr ability to develop more effective
policies. Interventions, and the economic and $guinomena they are designed to
address, are complex however, and Sanderson thersfoygests that multi-method
evaluation designs are likely to yield the greateshefits. White (1999: 69, cited in
Sanderson 2002) has developed a similar argumetit kegard to welfare-to-work
programmes.

(T)o learn more about welfare-to-work programmelt iegjuire greater co-operation between
what have in the past been distinct approachegalu&ion. Rigorous, quantitative evaluation
will continue to be important, but so will the uskqualitative, case-study and organizational
research. Only if this takes place will we be abléearn not only what works better, but how
it works better.
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evaluation strategy is being put in place. Onehese initiatives is the New Deal for Communities
programme, which is being evaluated on a natioasisbas well as at a local level.



5.

5.1

Public administration reforms and
performance measurement

The New Public Management

As noted in the introduction, in recent years areasing number of countries have
sought to reform their systems of public administra by introducing principles and
working methods associated with private busines$offfis of the type associated with the
“New Public Management” agenda are typically in&htb introduce, among other things,
a greater emphasis on measuring the performancgoeérnments and ministries,
improved accountability and more “joined up” way$ working within and across
government departments.

While the “new public management” discourse hamhbedatively well-established
since the early 1980s, countries vary in the extenwvhich they have adopted reforms
associated with NPM. In some cases, attempts tymepublic administration have only
recently been made. In Germany, for example, tlierme process gained momentum
following the election of the “red-green” coalitiam 1998 and the subsequent programme
of State modernization, encapsulated in the conaiefite “activating Staté® (Wollmann
2001: 161, Jann 2003). The new agenda was spalieih ahe “Modern State — Modern
Administration” programme. Among the programme’&rttes was the desirability of
devolving responsibility for policies and programsnewith the State taking fewer
decisions and instead strengthening German sosigtytential for self-regulation. (Jann
2003: 112). The new managerial discourse was askedd by consultants and foundations
(such as the Bertelsmann Foundation, Jan. 2003).

Devolution of responsibility, as envisaged by th®lotern State - Modern
Administration” programme is, as Peters (2001) siot® self-proclaimed ambition of
governments in a number of countries. In the U§paasibility for the provision of labour
market services has been decentralized on the pSsunthat this will ensure that
provision is responsive to local needs. Accordimgstover (2002: 8) “the federal role is
moving more towards one of mobilizing resourcescoanaging experimentation,
facilitating comparison and evaluation of altermatiapproaches, and diffusing best
practice”. In France, the 22 French regions hawime the most important political and
administrative territorial units (Fontaine and Wiar2001). Reforms implemented in 1983
encouraged the transfer of competencies to theomegin areas including economic
development and vocational education and trainiig regions generally act on the basis
of objectives jointly agreed with the State and @it in contrats de planSince 1994, it
has been obligatory to evaluate ttumtrats de planin the UK, an example of devolution
is provided by service-providing Executive Agenciggich were initially established
under the conservative governments of the 1980s 1&8f)s. This reform resulted in
responsibility for service delivery being devolvef[dm ministries to the new agencies.

8 A term coined by Chancellor Gerhard Schroder &rdbe a new process of state modernisation.
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5.2

Executive agencies essentially operate as bussmesskare headed by a Chief Executive,
who is directly responsible to the relevant minfSte

The content of public administration reforms, tlegesses by which they have been
introduced, the pace of reform and the outcomethefreform process have all varied
between countries. Reform is a contingent, andinaést contested, process, and as a
consequence it is unlikely that a universal modeiew public management will emerge.
Public sector reform is conducted within the tradi$ of the country in question and
institutional and cultural legacies therefore iefhge how reforms are introduced and their
consequences (Wollmann 2001: 152). Thus, as Bewait €£003: 203) observe:

...there is no toolkit applicable within or acrossuntries. Governance is constructed
differently and continuously reconstructed so theme be no one set of tools.

Initiatives associated with the NPM are therefonplemented differently in different
countries and have different outcomes (Bevir e2803: 203). To provide an example,
Wollmann (2001: 164) suggests that the reform meee in the UK differ from those in
Germany in that the course taken by the reformnamgie in the former country has been
determined by a relatively powerful central goveemtn In Germany, by contrast, such
central direction is said to be relatively absemtl amodernization decisions are largely
made with little intergovernmental, let alone caligt intervention”.

“Modernising Government”

In a number of countries, attempts have been made the past decade to bring
about a fundamental change in the orientationsyuegland management of public
administration systems. In Mauritius, for examplBye task forces, involving
representatives from the civil service, privatet@eand civil service trade unions, have
been established to drive forward a process of 8rudation” (Trilochun 2001). Each
task force focuses on a different aspect of puatministration reform (Performance
Management; HRM/D; Re-engineering and Restructuriing Civil Service; Quality
Management; Financial Management). A further tasidoon “E-Government” has also
been created to oversee initiatives relating to. ICT

In the case of the UK, tHdodernising Governmemhite Paper, published in March
1999, criticized the policy-making process for lgetoo focused on inputs rather than
outputs and outcomes and claimed that civil sesramre not sufficiently encouraged to
be innovative and take risks. It also criticizednhtcal government for focusing on
departmental services and functions to the neglectoss-departmental issues. The White
Paper set out a programme for change over a 10pgréod directed at making policy-
making more forward looking. A subsequent reporttliy Performance and Innovation
Unit (PIV) (Cabinet Office 2002) recommended siforms:
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49 Ziller (2001) has argued that recent reforms iblijsumanagement within Europe represent a shift
away from a standard “European model of governmeotiards structures and systems that
resemble the Swedish model. Certainly elementh@®f3wedish model of governance have been
influential. In the UK, for example, the 1987 “NeSteps” report, which laid the ground for the

creation of quasi-autonomous executive agencigsd dhe Swedish experience as a source of
inspiration. However, as Ziller makes clear, theeflish model is based on a strict institutional

separation between Government and administratiorthé UK, by contrast, executive agencies
remain part of their sponsoring ministry in legalms. Furthermore, the Swedish constitution
prohibits ministerial interference in administra&ivdecisions made by agencies. In the UK, by
contrast, agencies are subject to ministerial arfae.



. stronger leadership from ministers and senior @eilvants to create a culture which
values cross-cutting policies and services, wiitesys of rewards and recognition that
reinforce desired outcomes;

. improving policy formulation and implementation take better account of cross-
cutting problems and issues, by giving more emphtsithe interests and views of
those outside central government who use and dedamices;

. equipping civil servants with the skills and capacdieeded to address cross-cutting
problems and issues;

. using budgets flexibly to promote cross-cutting kieg, including using more cross-
cutting budgets and pooling of resources;

. using audit and external scrutiny to reinforce srostting working and encourage

sensible risk taking; and

. using the centre (No 10, the Cabinet Office andTireasury) to lead the drive to more
effective cross-cutting approaches wherever theynaeded. The centre has a critical
role to play in creating a strategic framework imiet cross-cutting working can
thrive, supporting departments and promoting cmgsng action while intervening
directly only as a last resort (cited in Flinde@92: 63).

Following the Modernising Governmentvhite Paper, the Cabinet Office (Cabinet
Office 1999) conducted an audit of departmentsssio &ollect examples of good practice.
The audit found that policy-making was generallyeactive and insufficiently forward-
looking process. However a few cases were deememi@ary, and among these were the
New Deals for Lone Parents and the Disabled. THen@a Office suggested that the fact
that these initiatives were developed on a prdjasts, with a project board and a steering
group, meant that “joined-up” policy-making wasifiéated. It was also suggested that the
Comprehensive Spending Reviews, by fixing spendimg a three-year period, had
encouraged departments to adopt a longer-term ¢egp (see Section 5 for more
details).

Following the Cabinet Office audit, four key intilees were suggested: peer review;
joint training events for ministers and other pplroakers; the development of a policy
“knowledge pool”; and the extension of benchmarkisll of these suggestions have since
been implemented and have affected the ministegsansible for employment, labour and
social protection. The DfES, for example, underwaepeer review in late 2000, before the
separation of education and employment resportgisi The DWP has engaged in
activities related to risk analysis (although ipi&rceived that there remains a tendency to
make lists rather than do things in terms of risknagement) and has also begun to
benchmark, both internally and against other depamts. The DTl is also taking steps to
review and improve its policy-making processedrie with the Modernising Government
agenda (see DTI 2001, Service Delivery Agreementiek D). The DTI has stated that it
expects to:

. develop a shared model of the policy developmentgss so that different parts of the
Department can benchmark their approaches agaawdt ether, using a common

vocabulary;

. use the model to help in the planned inter-departahdenchmarking/policy process to
be led by Cabinet Office;

. identify areas for improvement in current practiogether with examples of best
practice for dissemination; and

. develop a programme to spread and renew best ggacti

* The reviewers found that other Departments reghttle (then) Department for Education and
Employment as insular and argued that a lack ofabotative relationships might hinder the
achievement of cross-departmental objectiveschimenended that the department devote energy to
establishing more collaborative working relatiomshi
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The DTI intends to benchmark against other depantsnat least once a year and is
seeking to develop a mode of best practice that foam the basis for training and
guidance material. A Strategic Evaluation Commijtemmposed of senior DTI staff, has
also been established to co-ordinate work desigtedassess the evidence base
underpinning the DTI's delivery of objectives arargets. This represents a “rolling
programme to assess and publish the evidence Inalsgpinning policy selection” (DTI
2001, Service Delivery Agreement, Annex D). In &iddi, the DTI is developing a new
competence framework for all staff up to senioil@ervice levels. The new framework is
supposed to ensure that “proper weight is givemaoagement and leadership skills”. The
performance appraisal system is also being revidowege if changes need to be made to
improve the management of performance.

In Ireland, a similar process of reform has takéscg A Strategic Management
Initiative (SMI) was launched in 1994 with the objective ofnbng about “better
government”. The launch of SMI was followed in 19897the Public Service Management
Act (PSMA), which led to the introduction of a nemanagement structure in the civil
service. The objective of the act was to “enharm management, effectiveness and
transparency of departments and offices and toirpplace a mechanism for increased
accountability of civil servants” (www.bettergov.ie

The SMI is overseen by an Implementation Group, pmsed of secretaries general
and chaired by the Secretary General of the Depaittiof the Taoiseach. There are also a
number of sub-groups dealing with different aspexftdhe SMI. The Implementation
Group is supported by a Public Service Modernirafivision within the Department of
the Taoiseach (Prime Minister), working closelycimoperation with the Department of
Finance. In addition, a Change Management Netwask westablished in 2002 to help
bring about the integration of different strands thle modernization process in
departments. The network is designed to allow ceélvants with responsibility for
bringing about “modernization” to share their expeces. At departmental level, change
is being introduced through a “partnership apprbadMithin DETE, for example, a
partnership committee, comprising management, staff union representatives, was
created in 1998 to help drive forward the “modeaiticn” programme. Internal working
groups, covering issues such as communicationsequdlity, feed into the partnership
committee, which is given administrative supportlwy department’s Personnel Unit.

The SMI and PSMA have led to increased trainingnanagement skills for civil
servants and a general emphasis on strategic pmisenior management development
programme was introduced by the DETE in 1998, aesigo help civil servants develop
management and leadership skills. Training prograsmhmave also been put in place to
facilitate the shift towards performance managensrd to help address the issue of
gender equality within the department. The depantmieas its own Training and
Development Unit, which provides internally deliedrcourses and facilitates participation
on external training programmes.

In 2002 the Government commissioned an indeperaergultancy group to evaluate
the progress of departments in implementing therme$ associated with the SMI and
PSMA (PA Consulting 2002). The evaluation foundt ttedthough considerable progress
had been made, further action was required in amash as Human Resource
Management, Financial Management and Informatioste®ys Management. In response
to the findings of the evaluation exercise the Goreent asked the Implementation Group
of Secretaries General to oversee the developniemtnew “Vision, Statement, Strategy
and Action” programme, which will run until 2007 n® element of the programme is an
increased emphasis on training. Ireland has intredua new training strategy for civil
servants to cover the period 2003-07 and four pat of the pay roll is to be devoted to
training. A recent review of training arrangemebisthe Centre for Management and
Organization Development (CMOD) concluded that e¢hewas an absence of an



overarching vision in respect of training and thatoordination deficiency existed. The
CMOD has proposed a civil service-wide training atevelopment strategy involving,
among other things, common standards and acciieditaross-departmental coordination
of training and an increased emphasis on evaluétm@enefits of training.

5.3 Performance measurement and management

Perhaps the most commonly identified trend assedtiatth the NPM is an increased
concern with performance measurement. Typicallyfopmance measurement reforms
involve an attempt to make ministries and otheregoment bodies more accountable and
their activities more transparent. The assumptiothat these objectives can be achieved
by devolving responsibility for the use of resow@nd holding individuals, sections or
departments responsible for budgets and performantmmes (Gray and Jenkins 1995:
88). Noordegraaf and Abma (2003: 853) suggest #wiprding to popular conceptions,
performance measurement plays a dual role:

Prospectively, it enables the establishment ofttigibjectified links between objectives,
means, outputs and outcomes, and thus the establighof transparentadministration.
Retrospectively, it enables the evaluation of oizgtional outputs and outcomes, and thus the
strengthening oéffectiveadministration. In both ways, public management lzsa considered

to be a matter of “management by measurement.

Attempts to introduce systems of performance measent have been widespread. In
the US, for example, the Government PerformanceResllts Act (GPRA) 1993 made
public administrators responsible for performanied stipulated that each organization in
the executive should create a performance planacony a set of indicators agreed
between itself and the General Accounting Officéoy@r 2002, Peters 2001). The results
of the individual agency performance plans are megoto Congress and are important
influences on the allocation of funds for agentiesigh the budgetary process. The work
of the Office of Management and Budget is alsodasingly oriented around the concept
of performance. An annual report is produced, wisighplements the formal presentation
of the budget and provides a consolidated perfoceatan for the federal Government
(Peters 2001).

The US experience has influenced reforms in theh&itnds where, since 2000,
government departments have been required to peogweformance-based “policy
budgets”, setting out what the department intendaschieve, what steps it intends to take
and what costs are involved (Noordegraaf and Ab2@93: 855). Similar reforms have
taken place in the UK. The UK Government has soughink department budgets to
specific targets and timescales, established tir@@mmprehensive Spending Reviets.
Through this process, departments establish P8elicice Agreements (PSAs) and related
Service Delivery Agreements with the Treasury, istatthe department’s aims and
objectives and targets for outputs and outcomeAsR®e, in effect, “an effort to provide a
medium-term planning framework in which service ioygment and resource control can

1 Comprehensive Spending Reviews take place eveoyymars. Departments are expected to
demonstrate how their policy programmes will cdnite towards the achievement of the
Government's objectives.
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be planned together’ (Gray and Jenkins 2000: Z30he following objectives have
numbered among the DfES’s PSA targets with regpdifelong learning and skills:

* increase by 3 percentage points the numbers oka8-glds achieving a qualification
equivalent to National Vocational Qualification &\2, compared to 2002, by 2004;

* increase the proportion of 19-year-olds achievingval 3 qualification from 51% in
2000 to 55% in 2004,

* ensure that there is an apprenticeship place fayene who wants one and meets the
required standard;

* ensure that every child leaving care is guarantamg#ss to education, training or a
job;

* in higher education, while maintaining standardsrease participation towards 50
per cent of those aged 18-30 by the end of thed#geeaake significant, year on year,
progress towards fair access, as measured by thdirfguCouncil benchmarks; and
bear down on rates of non-completion;

* reduce the number of adults who have literacy anemacy problems by 750,000 by
2004;

* increase the percentage of adults attaining a L®gelalification from 47% to 52% in
2004;

e open two technology institutes in every region teetnthe rising demands for high-
level technical skills;

e produce a workforce development strategy to ineretige training offered by
employers and undertaken by employees.

An increased emphasis on performance measuremem@idaemerged in Ireland as a
consequence of the Strategic Management Initialfaeh division within the DETE, for
example, is expected to develop a business plash glan describes how the activities of
the division aligns with the overarching strategly tbe Ministry, identifies its core
activities and objectives, highlights critical sass factors (i.e. the resources required for it
to meet its objectives) and specifies how objestiaee to be set, who is to meet them and
within what timeframe. Finally, performance indmegt are developed for each activity.
The following table, which is taken from the DETHEngloyment Rights Legislation
Section’s business plan for 2002, shows how amsjittimeframes and performance
indicators are linked together.
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*2 |In preparing policy proposals, departments areired to explain the public expenditure costs or
savings, other economic impacts, and how the paipagpresent value for money, taking into
account views expressed by the Treaswww.cabinet-office.gov.uk Progress in meeting PSA
targets is overseen by the Public Services and righpee (PSX) Cabinet Committee, chaired by
the Chancellor of the Exchequer. Monitoring is aioated by the Treasury’'s General Expenditure
Policy Team. The Treasury has also establishedbtidPservices Productivity Panel, composed of
private sector managers and consultants, to praaddéce on how to improve the performance of
departments and other public agencies (Gray arkinkR000: 230).




Table 1: Example of a DETE Business Plan

Key task How? Who? Timeframe Performance
Indicators
To participate in EU | Complete transposition of [Named Jan. 2002 Publish Information
legislative process Part-Time Workers individuals] Leaflet in Act and put
concerning workers’ | Directive/Positing of on Department's
rights and ensure Workers Directive website

transposition of
Directives (as and
when arising)

Transpose Fixed-Term [Named Jan/Feb 2002 Tripartite Working
Workers Directive individuals] Group consideration
of Departmental

discussion paper

N.B. Deadline for

transposing Directive Jul Conclude
2001 posing y March 2002 discussions
April 2002

Submit proposals to
Minister and
Government for
approval

Assist Passage of Bill June 2002

through Oireachtas

Passage of Bill

Transfer of Undertakings [Named Jan/Feb 2002 Conclude
Amending Directive individuals] consultation with
ICTU/IBEC

Consolidate legislation of
Transfer of Undertakings Submit proposals to

March 2002 Minister and if

N.B. Deadline for oot o
transposing Directive July approval

2001

Act (or Regulation
March 2002
are signed by Minister)

A central planning unit subsequently pulls togetier different business plans. The
DETE publishes an annual report, which providesijptiate of progress is respect of its
goals, as measured by its performance indicatdws.ré&port provides, among other things,
relevant data concerning expenditure on programmesnomic immigration, industrial
disputes and employment growth and unemployment.

The DETE's statement of strategy for the period308 provides a description of
the Department’'s mission and performance indicafbing latter are associated with five
themes or “pillars”: enterprise, innovation andwgtio; quality work and learning; making
markets and regulation work better; quality, vatue continuous improvement; and the
European Union. The department has been reorgaiizesh attempt to improve the
effectiveness with which the different themes amdrassed. The Labour Force
Development and the Employment Rights and IndudRadations divisions of DETE have
responsibility for objectives linked to pillar twiguality work and learning) and some of
those associated with pillar five (European Unidif)e overarching goal associated with
pillar two is as follows:
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We will ensure that labour market policy respondschanging skills needs and we will
prioritise investment that delivers better jobgelting learning for all and enhanced social
inclusion. We will further enhance quality employmeby improving and enforcing
employment rights and entitlements and promotindugtrial peace and effective dispute
resolution (DETE 2003: 61).

“High level” performance indicators are set, in idd to more precise indicators
associated with particular strategic actions oerwegntions. The “high level performance
indicators” are:

Workplace change issues identified and addressedugh the Forum on the
Workplace of the Future;

Provision of a quality regulatory framework for Elmygment Rights through
conformity with EU and core ILO and Council of Epsostandards on Employment
Rights and Health and Safety;

Completion of the legislative programme on EmplogitriRights, including Health and
Safety and Industrial Relation;

Meet our quality customer service targets in thevision of statutory entitlements;
Completion of a programme of review of active labmarket measures;

Extent of implementation of recommendations of Ekp8roup on Skills Needs
(EGFSN);

Development of an active plan for the implementatid the recommendations of the
Task Force on Lifelong Learning;

Rate of progression to employment from Departmantiéd Active Labour Market
Programmes (ALMPSs) by major programme type;

Extent to which Social Partnership contributes tampetitiveness, inclusion and
employment;

Appropriate and timely adjustments made to ESF ucmd Programmes and
Measures under the National Development Plan torerthat they continue to meet
Ireland’s Labour Market needs going forward (DETED2: 61-62).

Among the more detailed performance indicators are:

New Community Employment model to be developed ¢onsideration by the
Government by mid 2003

New Health and Safety Bill to be published in thstiquarter of 2003

Publication of a review [of the Employment Rightsdies] by mid 2004

Ensure that the strengthening of competitivenessdngral to the Social Partnership
process as well as interactions with the EU aneroititernational bodies (DETE 62-
67).

The Department has also established performandeatods by which to measure
progress in respect of pillar four of the Departtiserstrategy (quality, value and
continuous improvement). The goal of the DETE is tgard is as follows:

We will ensure that the resources entrusted toeligat value for money. We will grow our
skills and competencies to continuously improve @arvice to our customers and
stakeholders at all levels (DETE 2003: 72).

The high level performance indicators associatet this goal are:

Departmental expenditure as a proportion of ove@dlvernment supply services
expenditure;

Publication of VFM expenditure reviews and follow xeporting on evaluation;
Service performance against published standards iangarticular: Volume of
employment rights queries and cases handled throngpection to enforcement;
reduced waiting periods for Redundancy and Insalygmayments; reduced waiting
time for Employment Appeals Tribunal hearings;

Customer attitudes to service delivery as measyeslirvey;

Trend in volume of information made available te thublic;



. Volume of services delivered electronically;

. Trend in Freedom of Information requests;
. Volume of public enquiries processed;
. Trend in ministerial representations: volume antktiness. (DETE 2003: 72)

Among the more detailed performance indicators@asad with pillar four are:

. Divisional business plans agreed end February dlynvaviewed mid-year annually’;

. Business plans and strategy reviewed twice yeaylyMlanagement Board. Overall
report on Departmental performance via the Annweddrt;

. Standardised layout of website across Divisionseaf€l logical and user-friendly
content. Positive customer feedback;

. Efficient and effective dissemination of Departnantinformation through the
introduction of the Intranet in the Department;

. Continue to allocate resources to training and ldgveent with a view to providing
training on a value for money basis within the 8ngs overall target of 4% of payroll
by end 2003;

. Introduction of a formal complaints procedures. @tetion of the Customer Care

Research Programme. Completion of QCS Audits ofri&ss Plans;

. New Financial management System (FMS) to be ineptacNovember 2003. Roll-out
of purchasing module to central Purchasing Unitsebg 2003 and throughout the
Department by end 2004, to facilitate capture afaals information (DETE 2003: 73-
77).

5.4 Potential drawbacks of performance
management

Performance management may be associated with ehamgethods of working and
increased attention being devoted to training dngdrovision, all of which may contribute
to the effectiveness and efficiency of departmedtsvever, experience has revealed some
of the limitations of performance measurement ane potential for concerns with
performance measurement and management to cowilictattempts to simultaneously
devolve responsibility. Glover (2002) argues thiag¢ tchallenges of implementing a
performance management system in the US have Ineesased by the decentralization
that has taken place and the consequent requirdharthe Labour Department work with
different bodies and independent contractors. B€001), moreover, has suggested that
reforms in the US have resulted in new sourcesmgion, with the shift towards devolved
responsibility sitting uncomfortably alongside me@s designed to enhance the control of
politicians over public policy and administratioReters argues that reforms of public
administration in the US, as well as reforms ofstabtive policies, have shifted power
relationships. A similar scenario has emerged m K, where the setting of Public
Service and Service Delivery Agreements has effelstienhanced the control of the
Treasury over spending departments.

In both Ireland and the UK concerns have been sspreabout the extent to which
decentralization occurs within departments and thensequences of devolved
responsibility. The Irish DETE sets objectives gradformance indicators in respect of
people management and certain people managemectiofis) have been delegated to
divisional line managers. However, line manageesrat allowed to appoint, promote or
re-deploy staff. The extent to which line managens exercise responsibility in respect of
people management and “human resource developnentierefore limited. Concerns
have also been expressed about attempts to linkdlieof Irish civil servants to their
“productivity” (i.e. performance related pay). Wiillevelopments in this regard have been
intended to ensure that all divisions within a Drspant work hard to ensure that the
Department as a whole meets its targets (and thaivd servants within it receive a
bonus), it is felt that this initiative can “setciens against sections” since the failure of
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one section to meet a target results in the emipartment losing out on incentive
payments.

The UK Government's Modernising Governmentagenda contains similar
contradictions. Flynn (1999), for example, has adguhat the reforms subject civil
servants to conflicting pressures

Managers are asked to take risks and innovate whllgering a large number of performance
targets and processes, both of which are subjetttailed audit and scrutiny. They are to be
asked to consult widely and in detail and stilfdtlow directions. Staff are to be committed

and devoted while having their reason for delivgtime service frequently scrutinized as part
of the Comprehensive Spending Review (Flynn 1984)5

A similar point has been made by Bogdanor (200T) 2¢ho argues that there is a
conflict between the demands for collective resjimlity and joint action and the
increased focus on the performance of individualsoeiated with recent civil service
reforms. Bogdanor argues that performance relaead pnd the associated stress on
individual responsibility, may undermine cross-dépantal working.

Clearly, a government’s success in hitting a seffribd target should not be
automatically treated as an indication of the exterwhich a policy has been effective in
tackling deeply-rooted problems. In part, this widépend on the validity of the analysis
informing the policy. It was noted in Section 3tthlhe UK Government believes that
compulsion is the key to shifting the unemployeohfr‘welfare to work” and that this
belief has partly been informed by a particulard(aontestable) reading of evidence from
the US. Less easily measured, clear-cut and malificuseful outcomes, such as the
contribution of personal development activities enhancing the employability of the
unemployed, have tended to be downplayed. Moredher(Government does not attempt
to measure the quality of jobs; the emphasis iplsiron moving people from welfare into
work. There are no workforce development measumddch is of concern given the
emphasis the Government places on education amihgeaas determinants of economic
prosperity. The absence of a measure may reflectatt that the Government has little
control over levels of investment in vocational ealibpn and training within the
workplace, and therefore has no way of taking adiiomeet targets.

Moreover, there may be a temptation to set targédisre the desirability of a
particular outcome is least contentious (for exampéducing unemployment, increasing
access to training opportunities). Where conflicfsinterest are more likely to occur,
ministries may be reluctant to set anything oth@ntbroad objectives. A case in point is
industrial relations. Despite having responsibifity industrial relations, objectives in this
area do not feature among the DTI's PSA and “Seridelivery” targets. There are two
main reasons for this. Firstly, while it is gengrdielieved that industrial relations affect
economic performance, the causal relationshipsedoare often disputed. For this
reason, there are deemed to be problems in definohgstrial relations PSA targets that
unambiguously contribute to the Government’s ovehimg objectives. Secondly, and
perhaps more importantly, there are political reador avoiding PSA targets in this area,
given the different objectives of, and views hejd émployers and trade unions.

Unlike the DTI, Ireland’s DETE does set performanroéicators for industrial
relations that go beyond the implementation of meaividual and collective rights and
performance indicators linked to “industrial pead@.g. number and percentage of
disputes resolved). The DETE has established gegicaobjective that explicitly links
competitiveness to industrial relations. The DET&es that it intends to:

Strengthen competitive advantage through: improdeadogue in the workplace through
Information & Consultation; improved knowledge arvareness of Corporate Social



Responsibility; Social Partnership at national &whl level; the adaptive Workplace of the
Future (DETE 2003: 67).

The performance indicator associated with this ahje is to:

Ensure that the strengthening of competitivenessebéral to the social partnership process as
well as interactions with the EU and other inteioval bodies.

It is possible that social partnership in Ireladés¢ussed in Section 6) has provided
the DETE with the “political space” to set an oltjee that links industrial relations to
economic performance. The lack of an establishetkpartnership approach in the UK
may partly explain the absence of a similar obyectiom the DTI's strategy.

Finally, the ability of departments to measure rthpgrformance accurately remains
guestionable in some cases. Glover (2002) notaéshbalS General Accounting Office
has criticized the Department of Labor for a ladkadequate performance measures to
determine whether programmes have met their obgstinadequate strategic planning
and inadequate financial controls to prevent thesalof benefits (GAO 01-251, January
2001).

5.5 Coordinating and joining-up policy-making

A further initiative sometimes associated with ttesv public management agenda is
the so-called “joining-up” of public administratioWarious definitions of “joined-up”
government exist. For Ling (2002), joined up goveent in the UK context (which is not
a new concern of policy-maket¥)s best seen as:

an umbrella term describing various ways of aligrfiormally distinct organizations in pursuit
of the objectives of the government of the day gL2902:; 616).

Attempts at joining-up service delivery (e.g. enyphent services) have been made in
a number of countries (see Ling 2001: 619-621 feuramary of examples). Australia and
the UK, for example, have both developed “one stbpp” employment and benefit
centres. In 1997 the Australian Government createdw organization, Centrelink, which
brought together the delivery of the employmenvises, training programmes and social
security benefits (Aldrich et al. 2000: 6). The defire Plus initiative in the UK,
introduced in 2001, is similar in that it providassingle point of access for benefit
claimants and requires claimants to meet with as@®al adviser who is supposed to
provide help and advice relating to “job searchidites.

Attention has also focused on the “joining up” olipy-making activities. In several
countries concerns have been expressed aboutchefleffective mechanisms for inter-

3 Attempts at encouraging “joined-up” governmenttgmk at least as far as the Joint Action on
Social Policy initiative of 1971 (M. Taylor 20011}l
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departmental communication and coordinaffbrhe lack of such mechanisms may
become particularly problematic where governmergeksto tackle issues for which
several departments have partial responsibility é@mple, social exclusio™.A recent
study of seven EU Member States (Gribben et allp@und that, while the benefits of
joined-up policy-making were widely recognized, exdes of joined up thinking were
relatively rare. In some countries, inadequaterimfition technology arrangements have
formed a barrier to joined-up policy work. In th&KUfor example, many departments
initially developed non-integrated IT systems, megrthat most civil servants could not
communicate with their counterparts in other departts via email (Kavanagh and
Richards 2001: 9). Steps have been taken to reabfgituation and every department now
has a senior official whose task is to championupgrading of IT provision. In Ireland,
similar steps have been taken to improve IT provisind support and an intranet has been
developed to improve communications within DETE {IBEEAnnual Report 2002).

While fully joined-up policy-making may be relatiye rare, many countries
nevertheless seek to ensure that policies are ioaved. Coordination of policy is pursued
in a variety of ways. In the Philippines, for exdeymovernment departments are required
to set their priorities in accordance with develepinplans (the Medium-Term Philippine
Development Plan or MTPDP), which are adopted & #fart of every political
administration (Bitonio 2001f. According to Bitonio, the process of development
planning helps ensure that activities are coordohand policy goals consistent (Bitonio
2001: 73y’

In the US the Secretary of Labor is involved in WHhiHouse policy-making though
his or her membership of the National Economic CdUNEC) and the Domestic Policy
Council (DPC), both of which are administered wittihe Office of Policy Development
in the Executive Office of the President (Glove®2p The NEC, which was established in
1993, is responsible for coordinating economic gmthaking and monitoring the
implementation of economic policy. The DPC coortisapolicy in a number of other
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**In the UK, for example, concerns have long begiressed about the phenomenon referred to as
“departmentalism”, a term that describes the teagef civil servants to focus on the requirements
of their ministers and the objectives of their dépants to the neglect of wider cross-departmental
objectives. As Flinders (2002) notes, in generalicg programmes in the UK tend to be developed
by individual departments in relative isolation rfroother departments. Issues that do not fit
comfortably within a department’s remit or whicheolap with the remit of another department do
not tend to be addressed (Flinders 2002). “Depanti;atiem” has also been identified as a problem
affecting the Japanese system of public administraGoto (2001) argues that ministries in Japan
often develop policies without formal consultatiwith other ministries and claims that this is partl
due to the power wielded by “career civil servanigho normally work within a single ministry
throughout their career and are thus inclined tu$oon departmental objectives to the neglect of
broader goals.

% For Flinders (2002: 56), the most important chajketo cross-departmental working in the UK is
the fact that the profile of ministers and offisialk more likely to be enhanced through the
introduction of high-profile departmental initiaig than through a relatively less-visible

contribution to cross-departmental working. As Kaagh and Richards (2001: 14) note, “personal
political ambition often allies with departmentatiso weaken collective government”. They further

note that a relatively fast turnover of ministeftsvp years” service in the department on average)
can weaken a programme.

% The objectives of the MTPDP in respect of labond &mployment are poverty eradication,
employment creation raising the standard of liviagain key goals (Bitonio 2001).

" The Department of Labor and Employment Secretagymember of the board that formulates the
plans (Bitonio 2001: 62).



areas, including health and labour issues. In mhjitthere are occasions when
departments collaborate. Glover (2002) provides example of cross-departmental
working involving the Departments of Labor and Eatimn, which jointly established and
staffed a National Office on School-to-Work to impient the National School to Work
Act 1994%°

In Ireland there are a variety of cross-departmegriaups and the DETE can ask to
be included on any committee that it regards asesddthg an issue within its remit. DETE
also maintains contact with other key departmemis discusses proposals with these
departments as necessary. The Irish Governmerda Babinet Committee that focuses on
the issue of social inclusion. The Cabinet Committell ask civil servants to undertake
studies to ensure policies meet social needs dsag/etonomic needs.

Cabinet Committees also exist in the UK to relipvessure on Cabinet and allow for
detailed discussion of policy initiatives by thenisters most closely connected with them.
The Cabinet Committees are supposed to providdofpievel policy coordination and
resolve inter-departmental conflicts when the ntérs involved have been unable to do
so. Committees have sub-committees that enablasdism of issues that stretch across the
boundaries of more than one departmiénthe key committees that deal with issues
relating to labour, employment and welfare are lhristerial Committees on Domestic
Affairs; Economic Affairs, Productivity and Comptidteness; and Welfare Reform. These
committees have sub-committees dedicated to Ada#idSkills (which works to the
Committee on Domestic Affairs) and Employment (Whiworks to the Committee on
Economic Affairs). The Chancellor of the Exchequdrairs the Economic Affairs
committee and the Employment sub-commiffeEhe remit of the former committee is to
“consider issues relating to the Government’'s beoastonomic policies, in particular
measures to improve productivity and competitivenes the UK economy”. The
Secretaries of State for Work and Pensions, Tradelrrdustry and Education and Skills
are members. The Cabinet Committees and sub-coeasitare supported by six
secretariats, whose tasks include coordinatingypeliork stretching across the boundaries
of more than one department.

The UK Government has also formed a new body tagbrabout improved
coordination of policy development. The Performace Innovation Unit (PIU) was
created in 1998 to “improve the effectiveness ofegoment policies, their implementation
and service delivery mechanisms by working with atepents on innovative and
crosscutting projects” (Richards and Smith 20010)15he PIU is intended, therefore, to
act as a resource for Government as a whole, fogusi long-term issues that cut across
departmental boundaries and tackling issues on @eqir basis Www.cabinet-
office.gov.uR. It works in small teams, drawing on experiennd &nowledge from both
within and outside Government (ibid.). In an attenp further encourage joined-up

8 According to Glover (2002: 23-4) “Under the Amenic appointed cabinet government, the
biggest incentive to interagency collaboration ag mitiative is the persistent interest and suppor
of the President”.

¥ However, the types of inter-departmental issues @abinet Committees and sub-committees
might previously have been expected to address imaveasingly been delegated to “taskforces”
dedicated to specific issues and composed in lgageof individuals from outside Government.

0 The Chancellor also chairs the Ministerial Comesiton Public Services and Expenditure, which
has an indirect influence on policy.
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government, projects undertaken by the PIU aresped by a Minister who is not from
the department involved (Kavanagh and Seldon 2992)°*

The Modernising Governmentagenda has also forced all UK Government
departments to at least pay lip-service to the rteedo-ordinate policy-making more
effectively, particularly in respect of cross-ddpantal policy concerns. In its 2001
annual report (DfEE 2001) the DfES outlined thepstié was taking to ensure that policy-
making is “joined up” within the department. Theseluded day events for team leaders
within the Department, the introduction of a webgin the Department’s intranet to bring
together advice and case studies and the develdpofiean on-line policy induction
module for staff new to policy development. The Bfas also participated in a Treasury-
funded scheme that supports the secondment of muegl®d departments.

In Japan, almost all key policy decisions are midmleugh cabinet meetings (Goto
2001). Goto argues that decision-making is consemmsed and that this provides an
incentive for ministries to consult prior to megsn In addition, a number of other formal
mechanisms for communication, coordination and albatson have been established,
including the Council on Economic and Fiscal Pol{GEFP), the Council for Gender
Equalities and the headquarters for Industrial Stmal Reform and Employment
Measures. All of these bodies are part of the Galffice, which since 2001 has been
strengthened. It now formulates the basic thrusteodnomic policy, although other
ministries also play a role. The Council on Ecoroamnd Financial Policy formulates long
and medium-term economic policy. Forty per centofmembers are supposed to be from
the private sector (Goto 2001). It is chaired bg frime Minister and its standing
members include the Minister of Finance, Ministef€£conomy Trade and Industry, and
Minister of State for Economic and Fiscal Policiekowever, the Minister of Health,
Labour and Welfare is not a standing member, aghche or she is sometimes invited to
attend. The Council for Gender Equality and the deercquality Bureau were established
as part of the Cabinet Office in 2001. The lattenfulates and coordinates plans to tackle
gender inequalities. The membership of the formadybcomprises ministers (including
the Minister for Health, Labour and Welfare, thendfice Minister and the Minister of
Economy, Trade and Industry), business leaders agatlemics (Goto 2001). The
headquarters for Industrial Structural Reform amapByment Measures, which is also
part of the Cabinet Office, was created in 200latlress the issues of industrial
restructuring and unemployment. It has produced keg reports, both of which the
Ministry for Health, Labour and Welfare contributéo. However, despite these new
bodies and the role of the Cabinet, Goto contehdsthere is a lack of joined up policy
work and that this is a consequence of the inghilithe Prime Minister to coordinate the
policies of different ministries.

Policy coordination in Germany is supported by ipanentary committees. The
Bindestag has a committee for almost every minigtigiuding Economics and Labour.
Committees can request information from ministrlaghe event that a new labour law is
drafted, for example, representatives of the Mipisif Economics and Labour will be
invited to meet the relevant committee, answer tijpes and discuss any changes to the
draft legislation that the committee might propo#®ith regard to inter-ministerial
coordination prior to the creation of draft legigla, the standard practice in Germany is
for ministries to be involved in discussions whexrother ministry is developing
legislative proposals that affect its own area edponsibility. Before proposals reach
cabinet, every ministry has to be informed about aew proposals in order to check
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power and improving coordination are being undeedibhy the simultaneous creation of competing
centres of power, such as the PIU. The problemegfadmentalism may therefore have been
reproduced in a different guise (Kavanagh and Raha001: 17).



whether there are any areas of overlapping respititysf” If there are overlaps, the
relevant ministries can request changes. The Ecimsaamd Labour Ministry often has to
coordinate with other ministries. When developimgtiatives in respect of illegally
working persons, for example, the Economics andouaMinistry will coordinate with
the Ministry of Finance, which has competency iis tirea as it concerns people who are
not paying taxes. When developing initiatives taffect women, the Economics and
Labour Ministry will coordinate with the Federal Mstry for Family Affairs, Senior
Citizens, Women and Youth and so on. The latterigtmin took over responsibility for
legislation in respect of working mothers from tmistry of Labour and Social Affairs in
the 1990s. In practice the procedure is that othi@rstries are informed, comments are
received and an attempt is made to reach a corsemhbich is usually possible. A similar
system applies in the Czech Republic. If the MOL®BAfts legislation, all other ministries
are provided with copies and asked to supply conisn&ihether the proposed legislation
is taken forward depends on the ministries reachmggreement.

One area where coordination may be particularlyoirgmt is vocational education
and training. In most countries responsibilities #ducation, employment and the
economy reside with different departments (Aldriehal. 2000). However, given the
allegedly increasing importance of skills and kreage to competitiveness, and the
emphasis placed by many countries and organizatismsh as the OECD on
“employability”, it can be argued that effectiveordination of policy in these different
areas is vital if governments are to encouragectigation of ‘high-skill economies’.
Alternatively, it can be argued that policy respbitiies should be housed in a single
department. To some extent, this is the situatiofréland. Until 1994 Ireland had a
Department of Industry and a Department of Labadnich dealt with labour protection
and vocational education and training. In 1994 e¢héso departments were brought
together. According to civil servants within thepdement, a benefit of the merger has
been that it has enabled the coordination of vonatitraining policies for “sustainable
jobs” as the department is both responsible foustral policy and the allocation of
training funds$® Training policy is informed by an external “Expe&roup on Future
Skills Needs”, which includes people with knowledgk different industries and skill
requirements and representatives of the DETE.

As noted in Section 2, in many countries attemptgelbeen made to achieve a closer
relationship between welfare (particularly unemphaynt benefit) and employment policy.
In countries such as Japan, Germany and the Ulpnsgoilities have been combined
within single ministries in the hope of bringingaaib a better coordination of policies and
programmes. According to Goto (2001), the creatiba new Ministry for Health, Labour
and Welfare has resulted in a more integrated @gpreo social and labour issues being
adopted. However, mergers and the redistributionresponsibilities can create new
difficulties for the policy development process.the UK, the creation of the Department

%2 The responsibility for ILO formally resides withet Ministry for Labour Affairs. However, as the
ILO is doing an increasing amount of work in theearof social security new coordination
mechanisms are being developed between the HeatthSacial Security and Economics and
Labour ministries.

% The DETE does not have sole responsibility fointrey. The Department of Education and
Science is responsible for training in schools amiversities. The extent of communication
between the two departments is regarded very fabdyiby DETE officials.

% The DETE is responsible for Forfas, which is darel body that provides the Government with
advice on industrial policy. It also delegates oemibility to various agencies and provides the
secretariat for the Expert Group on Future Skillsebts. Vocational Training is administered by
FAS, the Training and Employment Authority.
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for Work and Pensions (DWP) in 2001, which brougisponsibility for employment and
welfare policy under the control of one departmespresented an institutional expression
of the Government’'s desire to place work at thetreeaf welfare reform. Before 2001,
responsibility for welfare and employment had redidvith the Department of Social
Security (DSS) and the Department for Education Bmgployment (DfEE) respectively.
Despite attempts by the DfEE and DSS to achievedimated policy-making in the period
up to 2001, a view was formed that the welfare wkwagenda had to be embedded
institutionally. However, some have questioned titganizational logic behind the
creation of the DWP. Kemp (2001), for example, mamdered whether transferring
employment responsibilities from the DfEE to the PWmakes sense”, given that the
DfEE had been created in a belief that educati@mihg and employment policy would
be more coherent if developed within a single depamt. It is possible that the separation
of employment and education will make a coherembla market policy more difficult to
achieve, given the different objectives of the D&l DWP. The long-term outcome may
be less integrated analysis of skills and the lalmoarket. However, civil servants within
the DWP have suggested that the result may be owdrerent research that links study of
the labour market to social policy outcomes.

Restructuring ministries so as to house respoingibibr linked policies and
programmes within a single ministry does not autically result in more coordinated
policy development or service delivery. In the UCisl services and social security were
not effectively integrated when these issues weadarthe responsibility of a combined
Department of Health and Social Security (Cabinéic®2000). In the case of Germany’s
new Ministry for Economics and Labour, the implioas of the merger for the “joining
up” of policy are still being worked through. Hovesy it has been suggested that the
Ministry would benefit from improved coordinatiomdh shared understanding of the
different interests of the directorates generabs&rthe ministry. Coordination in the
former Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs washéeved through “coordination units”,
which existed within the individual general dire@t®s. In the event of an issue arising
that might affect another directorate, that direst®’s coordination unit would be
informed. However, this system of communication slo®t appear to have been
reproduced in the new Ministfy.

New coordination challenges also appear to hagerams a result of there now being
several directorates general that handle issuasnglto business. The structure of the new
Ministry is as follows:
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Table 2: The Directorates General of the Ministry of Economics and Labour

DGz Central Administration

DG1 Economic Policy

DGl Labour Market Policy, Unemployment InsuranEepployment of Foreigners

DGl Labour Law, Health and Safety at Work

DGIV Trade and Industry, Environmental Protection

DGV External Economic Policy and European IntegirafPolicy

DGVI Technology and Innovation Policy, Germany’svWNState

DGVII Telecommunications and Posts

DGV Small and Medium-Sized Businesses, Crafterviges, Liberal Professions,
Education

DGIX Energy

DGX European and International Employment Policy

DGI deals with economic policy as a whole, DGV deaith exporting enterprises
and DG VIl deals with small and medium-sized gmtises. Dialogue therefore has to be
organized across a number of different departmeittén the Ministry. If the Labour Law
directorate, for example, draws up legislation, thaft must be circulated to the other
departmental Directors-General, who can requeshgd®m To that extent, reaching a
consensus might be more difficult than had beerctse prior to the merger because of
the increased size and responsibilities of the afiimi Moreover, while the merger may
have enhanced the power of the Minister, as therena longer the potential for
disagreement between the Minister of Economicsti@dMinister of Labour, one potential
consequence of the fact that it is no longer necgder two ministers to reach agreements
is that the civil servants might come under morespure to reach a compromise
themselves. For example, in the past the Minist&conomics and the Minister of Labour
would discuss in Cabinet the consequences of nbautalegislation for the German
economy. Under the new structure discussions &f kind must take place within the
Ministry in advance of policies being articulatadCabinet level.
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6.

6.1

Social dialogue and involvement of non-
government actors

The degree of involvement of non-governmental actam particular the social
partners, in policy-making varies considerably ketw countries and within countries over
time. Involvement of the social partners in theigoemaking process is commonly
referred to as “social dialogue”. The ILO’s moste®rt definition of social dialogue is as
follows:

Social dialogue represents all types of negotiaticonsultation and information sharing
among representatives of governments, social parorebetween social partners on issues of
common interest relating to economic and sociatgdfrom Rychly and Pritzer 2003).

Some countries have well-established fora thatlerthb social partners to influence,
or at least be consulted about, the economic acidlgmolicy agenda. Tripartism is a key
aspect of governance in the Philippines, for examahd current practice is that all rules
issued by the Department of Labor and Employmer®LB) must undergo tripartite
consultation before being issued (Bitonio 2001)other countries, tripartite negotiations
or consultation with social partners are eithereab®r restricted in terms of the range of
issues that they address. In the United Stategx@ample, there are no tripartite forums or
mechanisms for developing consensus. Glover (200@®)s that the social partners are not
well organized themselves and emphasizes thatrélaéve weakness of American unions
makes it difficult for workers’ interests to be e&psed in the economic policy-making
process. Erosion of the influence of the Labor Dipant in economic policy is in part a
consequence a result (sic) of this decline in udiensity”.

Within the European Union, the European Commisgi@motes social dialogue as a
means of implementing the European Employment &jyat The 2003 Employment
Guidelines include a section on “good governance partnership”, which advocates,
among other things, that the social partners shdadinvited at national level, “in
accordance with national traditions and practices’ensure the effective implementation
of the guidelines and to report on their impactaireas for which they have some
responsibility (e.g. gender equalify).

Social dialogue in Ireland

In countries where social dialogue is relativelyllvestablished, it has sometimes
come about as a response to economic and sodiautliés. Social dialogue in Ireland,
for example, came about as a response to macroméorpyessures in the 1980s. The
outcomes of discussions involving the social pastngnd the State are enshrined in
national “partnership agreements”. The first sugteament was reached in 1987 against a
backdrop of high unemployment and inflation. Theaesness of the difficulties besetting
the Irish economy and the urgent need for solutivese accepted by employers’ bodies
and trade unions. The 1987 partnership agreemenessentially an agreement on wages,
whereby the unions agreed to moderate wage in@easeeturn for tax concessions.
Subsequent partnership agreements, however, havenhare far-reaching in their content
and have addressed a number of social and ecorpuiiny issues$’ To date, there have
been six agreements, each of which has had anl#etf three years. The agreements
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provide much of the policy content of the countiyfational Action Plans in respect of the
European Employment Stratey.

Table 3: Partnership Agreements in Ireland

Programme for National Recovery 1987-90
Programme for Economic and Social Progress 1990-93
Programme for Competitiveness and Work 1994-96
Partnership 2000 1997-2000

Programme for Prosperity and Fairness 2000-03
Sustaining Progress 2003-06

The goal of the latest agreeme8ti§taining Progre3ss as follows:

To continue progress towards the realisation oNBSC vision for Irish society in terms of:

. economic inclusion based on full employment;

. consistent economic development that is sociallg environmentally sustainable,
social inclusion and a commitment to social justared

. continuing adaptation to change.

In this period of considerable uncertainty, to s tby sustaining economic growth and
maintaining high levels of employment and securiingng standards for all, while
strengthening the economy’s competitiveness anellyets capacity to resume trend growth
in more favourable international conditions (Depwmt of the Taoiseach 2003: 12).

Sustaining ProgresgDepartment of the Taoiseach 2003) highlights pecsl
initiatives to progress during the three years hiclv the agreement will be in force. A
number of these (housing and accommodation; maraand interculturalism; long-term
unemployed, vulnerable workers and those who hasen bmade redundant; tackling
educational disadvantage - literacy, numeracy aady eschool leaving; including
everyone in the information society; ending chilov@rty) have, to a greater or lesser
extent, implications for employment and social aedf policy. The partnership agreement
also enshrines a joint commitment to the furtheodernization” of public administration
and, to that extent, underpins the Strategic Mamage Initiative (described in Section 5).

New mechanisms for engaging the social partners baen proposed to support the
policy framework established under Sustaining Rrsgir The proposal is as follows:

. A Steering Group for the Agreement representingegdoment and four representatives
from each of the social partner pillars, will béaddished with overall responsibility for
management of the implementation of the Agreement;

. the Steering Group will review, monitor and repodn progress in the
implementation/progression of the wider policy feamork at the quarterly plenary
meetings;

. social partners will be engaged by relevant Govemtrbepartments on specific policy
proposals, on the basis of the agreed terms ofgemgant set out in the Agreement;

. any issues or difficulties in relation to engagetmamissues covered by these chapters

can be raised with the Steering Group. The SteerBgpup may make

58 \www.eiro.eurofound.ie/print/2002/06/tfeature/ie0208t.html
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recommendations as appropriate to ensure the igHetelivery of the spirit and intent
of the Agreement; and

. the Steering Group will also identify, prioritiggnescale and agree those issues which
require further study or examination within any dfe relevant Institutional
Arrangements identified in the Agreement (Departinaeéithe Taoiseach 2003; 17)

While the partnership agreement is not legally tigdit is nevertheless regarded as
influential. A large number of interest groups,luting representatives of the voluntary
sector, were involved in the development of theentragreement. In addition to the Irish
Business and Employers’ Confederation (IBEC), thishl Congress of Trade Unions
(ICTU) and industry confederations such as the @oason Industry Federation (CIF)
and Irish Tourist Industry Confederation, a colleetbody known as the “Community
Platform” was party to the negotiations. The ComityuPlatform is composed of 26
participant organizations from the voluntary anchowunity sectors.

Ireland has two national consultative forums inwedvthe social partners and other
groups. The longest standing of the two is the dWai Economic and Social Council
(NESC), which was established in the early 1978smhin task is to “provide a forum for
discussion of the principles relating to the effidi development of the national economy
and the achievement of social justice, and to adine Government though the Taoiseach
(the Prime Minister), on their application” (McCastet al. 2002: 276). The NESC is
under the Taoiseach’s office and it is this bodst fis responsible for negotiating national
partnership agreements. The NESC meets shortlydefmew partnership agreement is
made in order to discuss the issues and subseguetlishes a strategy document, which
forms the basis for discussion in partnership talBace an agreement is reached, the
NESC begins looking at the next period and willyomleet approximately once every three
months (to undertake a quarterly review) until tlext agreement is due to be reached, at
which time it will meet monthly.

More recently, a National Economic and Social Fo(lWESF) was established by the
Irish Government in 1993 to develop economic aralagolicy initiatives. It was created
during the period of the Fianna Fail-Labour Parpalition under the auspices of the
Deputy Prime Minister (the Tanaiste). The forumséviced by a full-time secretariat,
seconded from the civil service, under the authooit a director. It was particularly
intended to “develop economic and social policytiatives, particularly initiatives to
combat unemployment, and to contribute to the ftionaof a national consensus on social
and economic issues” (McCashin et al. 2002: 264)addition to representatives from
Parliament and the social partners, the voluntady@mmunity sectors (or “third strand”)
have representation on the foréim.

McCashin et al. (2002: 266) report some problenmso@ated with third strand
participation within the NESF. It has been suggkstat some of recommendations put
forward by the NESF draw on recommendations andcyallocuments already in
circulation and, to that extent, the “margin ofipglinput from the third strand and the
NESF generally” is less than might sometimes begimed. Moreover, some of the “third
strand” representatives surveyed in McCashin & atudy felt that their employers or
main agency did not facilitate participation in NE&nd that they had to take leave to
attend meetings. McCashin et al. also discoverpdraeption on the part of third stand
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from the traditional social partners and no formatchanism existed for involvement of the
community or voluntary sectors in policy formulatiMcCashinet al. 2002: 264). This situation
has changed and voluntary and community groupaaserepresented on the NESC.



representatives that NESF'’s role is taken les®ssly by Government than of the NESC
and that the social partners and Government asecteamitted to NESF than NESC.

In general, however, commitment to the social maghip approach appears to
remain strong, despite the problems that have hbiesetrecent years. In 2000, rising
inflation and associated calls by trade unionscfonpensatory wage rises put pressure on
the partnership agreement. Eventually, IBEC agteedreview of the pay terms set out in
the then currenProgramme for Prosperity and Fairnegsrtnership agreemefftIBEC
has since suggested that the price of partnerdajs ds too high (in terms of the level of
associated pay awards) and has expressed the kawit twould prefer to return to a
system of collective bargainif§. Moreover, it has been suggested that IBEC
representatives believe that some other represesgainvolved in discussions do not
really represent interest groups but are simplikittg heads”. However, for the time being
the employers remain committed to partnership, @ghg unions. Policy-makers also
remain supportive of the principles and practicéspartnership, although there is a
perception that the process of reaching agreensnsometimes act as a drag on policy-
making. Nevertheless, it is recognized that coafiolh processes are inevitably time
consuming and consultation is generally regardetbeiisg highly beneficial because it
results in better-informed policy-making.

Ireland has also involved the social partners ificpadevelopment through their
participation in task forces designed to addrescifip issues. A Task Force on the
Prevention of Workplace Bullying was created in 99fhvolving representatives from
ICTU, IBEC, the Employment Appeals Tribunal, thebbar Court, the Labour Relations
Commission, the Health and Safety Authority, theuddiy Authority, DETE and the
Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform. Taskforce commissioned a survey to
explore the incidence of bullying in the workplacend made a number of
recommendations in respect of actions to tacklgethblem.

A taskforce was also recently established to m&#a®mmendations in respect of
lifelong learning. Its recommendations have beerepied as a strategic framework to
orientate future initiatives in respect of lifelofgprning. As mentioned in Section 5, an
Expert Group on Future Skills Needs also existds Blody, which is a standing forum,
makes recommendations in respect of vocationalatucand training. Its members are
drawn from employers’ bodies, trade unions, thecation and training sector, government
departments and State agencies. The Expert Granifids the skill requirements of
different sectors and provides advice in respesanious aspects of vocational education
and training policy?

A number of other fora have been established utideruspices of the partnership
agreements. A National Framework Committee for Woaf& Balance Policie$ was
created following negotiations between the socwitrers and Government under the
Programme for Prosperity and Fairnessgreement. The agreement established that

"0 www.eiro.eurofound.ie/print/2000/12/feature/ie00& 2L html

™1t is possible that the increasing presence ofril8tinationals, many of which prefer not to
recognize trade unions, may prove a source ofnsttais also possible that continuing losses of
membership from the trade unions may, to the exteattthey may weaken the union movement,
reduce incentives for employers to participate artqership agreements and the ability of the
unions to argue in favour of the maintenance ofsdatialogue.

"2 \www.skillsireland.ie/about us/index.htm

3 Formerly known as the National Framework CommitteeFamily Friendly Policies.
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developing measures to reconcile work and famifg Is important in underpinning
economic, social and equality objectives. The caemj which is tripartite in its
composition, draws up an action plan of work-lisdamce initiatives. It has commissioned
research on work life balance arrangements atédtel lof the enterprise and has also
developed a web site that provides informationanpng other things, different ways of
organizing working time and provides assistancergganizations. It is supported by a
secretariat within DETE. The future of the Comnatteill be determined under the next
partnership agreement. The parties to the agreewikmonsider whether the need for the
Committee continues to exist.

The Programme for Prosperity and Fairneggreement also led to the creation of a
National Framework Committee for Equal Opportusitet the Level of the Enterprise.
This body will continue to operate during the tesfmSustaining ProgressAmong other
things, the committee develops and disseminatestipah support to bring about
observance of equal opportunities at the workplace.

The number of committees undsustaining Progress smaller than had been the
case under th@rogramme for Prosperity and Fairnesgreement. It is widely felt that
under the previous agreement too many committeeks deen created and that the
Government and social partners had experiencedcutfées servicing all of the
committees. This partially explains why, unlike tbi, Ireland has no standing committee
with responsibility for the country’s national mimum wage. A National Minimum Wage
Commission (NMWC) was established in Ireland in 189 advise on measures designed
to address low paid work. Unlike its UK equivalehgwever the Commission did not
remain in existence following the introduction ohational minimum wage. IBEC'’s view
was that a standing commission would result intiingonal overkill” and it argued that
the level of the minimum wage could be reviewedhi@ context of national agreements.
ICTU agreed that an ongoing commission would beeuassary and argued that the
Labour Court could review the national minimum wagkese views were taken into
consideration by an inter-departmental group estadll in 1998 and composed of
representatives of the Departments of the TaoiseBotance, Enterprise, Trade and
Employment, Social, Community and Family Affairsdaothers. The group agreed with
the views expressed by IBEC and the ICTU on thk tda need for a permanent NMWC
and recommended that revisions of the rate shoeldiriegrated into the process and
cycle of national programmes”. Since its introdoetithe NMW has been considered in
the context of partnership agreements.

Social dialogue in the Czech Republic

Social Dialogue in the Czech Republic is institntitised via a tripartite Council for
Economic and Social Agreement (RHSD), which is riced by the Government and
situated in the Prime Minister’s building. It ismposed of Government, trade union and
employer representatives. It functions as “a jeluntary negotiating and initiative body
for tripartite negotiations aimed at reaching areagent on essential issues of economic
and social development” (Article 1 of the CoundiEmwonomic and Social Agreement).

The RHSD was originally formed in 1990, althouglvéts replaced by a more limited
Council for Dialogue between the Social Partnets/ben 1995 and 1997, before being re-
established in 1998 (Casale et al. 2001). Thedstatepose of the RHSD at the time of its
creation was to “develop social dialogue with awi® maintaining social harmony as a
critical condition for a successful transition tonzarket economy and higher living
standards” (cited in Casale et al. 2001: 12). dtiti the RHSD was to be called the
Council of Social Agreement. The name was changéegiouncil for Economic and Social
Agreement in response to employer and trade unémuests that its remit include
economic policy (Fassmann a@idrnejova 2003).



In the 1991-94 period the Government and sociatnpes signed up to annual
“General Agreements”, committing themselves to mhaintenance of social peace and
expressing their willingness to resolve disputesufh negotiation. The first agreement
provided a framework within which the Governmentpéoyers and trade unions could
work. While the general agreement was not legaihding™ “it did have fundamental
political significance because it defined sociald aaconomic tasks and expressed an
agreement on collective interests in the triparsystem during the initial phase of the
transformation of the society” (Eurofound 2004: 2).

Since 1998, the RHSD has become “an integral ffagowernance” (Casale et al.
2001: 23). It is competent in both economic anda@olicy and has 18 sub-committees.
It is supported by a permanent secretariat andapfemeetings of the core RHSD
members take place at least five times a year (Ryfd Pritzer 2003: 37§.The RHSD's
recommendations are submitted to Government, thesident and both Houses of
Parliament. The Government takes into account #wmmendations of the plenary
sessions and those made by RHSD task groups ddgimaedress specific issues.

The Government, unions and employers are eacHeehtd seven representatives at
plenary meetings. On the Government’'s side, theesgmtatives comprise six ministers
and one deputy minister. Union representatives cm@six representatives of Czech-
Moravian Confederation of Trade Unions (CMKOS) aode representative of the
Association of Independent Unions (ASO). CMKOS, ehcomprises 32 trade unions
with a combined membership of one million workesghe largest organization. The ASO
has approximately 170,000 members. Other uniongpgrcsuch as the Confederation for
Art and Culture, exist, but these are smaller omgions and are not entitled to be
represented on the RHSD (Eurofound 2004). On thelemers’ side there are
representatives of the Confederation of Industry tké Czech Republic and the
Confederation of Employers and Entrepreneurs’ Assions (CEEA) of the Czech
Republic. The CEEA represents organizations suclthasUnion of Entrepreneurs in
Construction, the Union of Employers’ Associatiomdathe Association of Investment
Companies.

Until the mid-1990s the RHSD was chaired by theaRo®e Minister. Subsequently, it
was chaired by the Minster for Labour. It is cutheichaired by the Prime Minister (who
was the Minister for Labour prior to taking up laisrrent position), although the current
Minister of Labour retains an executive role. Caagien between the Labour Ministry
and the RHSD is underpinned by provisions in thedus Code that stipulate that any
legal measure in the labour sphere, or any meadfaeting employers or employees, can
only be introduced after consultation with the RHZ{nong the topics discussed at the
RHSD are reforms to the Labour Code, privatizatiod the minimum wage. In respect of
the latter issue, which is a perennial topic, tihepleyer representatives have recently
accepted the unions’ case for an increase in timémaim wage, although agreement has

™ The unions were supportive oj legally binding agnents. However, the employers and
Government were not (Fassmann &lminejova 2003).

> The subcommittees are: Tripartite and organisatidesues; rules and procedures; labour
relations and collective bargaining and employmengnomic policy; social and welfare; safety at
work; wages and salaries; civil service; transpattucation; taxes and insurance; regional
development; health care; industrial restructuriitigit imports; general agreement; EU affairs;

ILO affairs (Rychly and Pritzer 2003: 32).

® Working teams have been established to prepareriaat for the plenary meetings. The teams

cover labour legislation; professional relationsllective bargaining and employment; social
welfare; work safety; and salaries, wages andaélesues.
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not yet been reached regarding the value of thre@se. The final decision on this will be
taken by the Government. Another topic that is enily being discussed is the
privatization of the North Bohemian coal mines. T8uxial partners will participate in
negotiations and inform the Government of the auwies. The RHSD also commissions
research studies, which have included analyselseopossible consequences of the Czech
Republic joining the European Union (www.vlada.@8Q/vrk/vrk.htm).

Consultation also takes place outside of the RH®D anions and employers’
associations have contacts with ministries othan tthose provided for under the RHSD
(Casaleet al 2001: 9). Furthermore, Czech legislation states tinion and employer
organizations may be ‘sources of comments and stigge regarding laws and statutory
instruments if the proposed legislation affects omipnt interests of employees’
(Eurofound 2004: 2). The Government and socialngast therefore sometimes participate
in “round tables” to prepare legislation. AccordittgEurofound (2004: 3) “the idea is to
exploit the expert potential of the broadest pdes#election of interested experts and to
garner support for bills in order to ensure they @assed in parliament”. The round table
meetings are convened by the relevant ministrypamticipants include the social partners,
members of Parliament, scientists, researchergepidnd experienced experts (Casale et
al. 2001: 16).

Social conferences have also been organized sig@® ih order to discuss issues
such as reform of the social welfare system (128@) pension reform (2000). Interested
parties are able to attend, including independepérs and NGOs, and deliberations are
fed into the policy process (Eurofound 2004). Thwial conferences, which are
coordinated by the MOLSA, provide participation oppnities for those who are not
represented on the RHSD. The Government is nornrallyesented by the MOLSA,
although representatives of other ministries aksend, depending on whether the issue
under discussion is directly relevant to their askeesponsibility (Casale et al. 2001: 15).

The social partners are also involved in work gsothmat “review the contents and
periodicity of statistical inquiries in the Czechegriblic’ (Fassmann andornejova
2003:31) and also participate in the monitoring ewaluation of programmes (ib)d

Support for social dialogue comes from across ttigeepolitical spectrum, although
it has waned at certain times. Dialogue broke dowt994 in the wake of a refusal by the
Government to discuss proposed social securitymefavith the trade unions (Casale et al.
2001: 13). Social dialogue was re-established i851%ut on a considerably more
restricted basis. A partial strengthening of dialegccurred in 1997 as the Government
attempted to attract support for planned restectizconomic policy measures. However,
support for social dialogue was only properly reablshed following the election of a
social democratic government in June 1998 (Cagale 2001: 14).

Social dialogue continues to be regarded as a gueahs of seeking compromises.
One example of the benefits of social dialoguer@vided by an amendment to the Labour
Code in 2000, which according to one senior cieitvant would almost certainly have
been rejected by the lower House of Parliamentihadt been for the fact that it was
supported by the social partners and the Govern(heterviews). Sections of the Labour
Code amendment were jointly prepared by the s@zdhers and this example of round
table social dialogue represented “the first instawhere the social partners were allowed
to participate fully in the drafting of legislatib(Casale et al. 2001: 16).

However, despite the relatively well-establishedctice of social dialogue, it has
been argued that social dialogue has yet to bepocated into the everyday activities of
ministries (Casale et al. 2001: 9). Bilateral dsstans between ministry officials and the
social partners tend to take place on an ad has bad generally occur only if initiated by
the social partners (ibid.). Consultation is, hoarevmore systematic in respect of new
legal standards. Social partner involvement in diegelopment of labour legislation is



regulated by section 23 of the Labour Code, whiiutates that employers’ organizations
and trade unions must be consulted (Fassman@amajova 2003: 20).

A number of barriers to the further strengthenirfgsocial dialogue have been
identified by Fassmann aritbrnejova (2003). They claim that that the abilifytiee trade
unions and employers’ organizations to engage iciabalialogue is limited by the
resources at their disposal. Their ability to pdeviexpert opinions’ is hampered by the
fact that “the number of professionals working iottb trade union and employer
headquarters is very low when compared with theunterparts in the EU countries”
(Fassmann andornejova 2003: 18-19). They also emphasise thatéwelopment and
maintenance of social dialogue should not be degr@noh which political party happens
to be in government and argue that the social pestshould work to improve the skills
available to their respective organizations. A rgjtbening of the social partners’
respective membership bases is also seen as impora the maintenance and
development of effective social dialogue.

6.3 Social dialogue in Germany

While consultation with social partners and NGOsdeimon in Germany, the extent
of social partner involvement in the developmenpalicy has varied over time. Bipartite
discussions and negotiations involving employersl drade unions are very well
established in a number of areas and provide th&lspartners with a central role in
regulating a range of issues connected to workeanployment, including the terms and
conditions of homeworkers, pensions and vocatiedaication and training (particularly
initial apprenticeship training). Moreover, despieidence of institutional erosidh,
collective bargaining and co-determination contitméorm central pillars of the German
system of industrial relations.

By comparison, tripartite consultation and negairatare relatively less extensive.
However, tripartite discussions and agreements lw@es of importance during certain
periods in Germany’s recent history. Tripartiteesgnents of an essentially informal kind
were pursued from the 1960s until the late 1970$SR@B-led governments sought to
achieve macroeconomic expansion alongside pricenage stability (Jacobi et al. 1998).
More recently, a tripartite “Alliance for Jobs, Tneng and Competitiveness” was created
in 1998 and given responsibility for helping to ienpent the EU Employment Guidelines.
However, the work of the Alliance came to a stailidst the beginning of 2003. Its last
meeting took place in 2002 and was overshadowedisagreements between employer
and union representatives over pay policy. To datefripartite institutions have been
created to replace the Alliance and there are betantial national-level arrangements for
implementing the Employment Guidelind@dHowever, in 2003 the Government, the social
partners and the Federal Employment Office took ipaa summit at which a campaign on
training was agree@.

A further organization involving tripartite repregation is the Federal Employment
Agency, which changed its name from the FederallBynpent Office at the beginning of
2004. The State, employers and trade unions eatinate seven members to the federal

" Evidence of erosion is provided by Hassel (1998023. A more optimistic perspective is
provided by Kilkauer (2002).

8 www.eiro.eurofound.ie/print/2003/10/tfeature/de02a6t.html

® The campaign is entitledusbilden jetz. Erfolg braucht alland is intended to increase the
amount of training and apprenticeship places oeraff the economy.
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board of the Employment Agency. This ratio is mieg in each of the 180 local labour
agencies. However, since the discovery of incdgreatcorded job placement figures,
some have called for the abolition of the Agencyfarit to be further reformed, with

independent experts replacing the social parteesentatives.

Germany has, like Ireland and Britain, experimentgtth independent commissions
or taskforces designed to tackle specific poligués. Like those established elsewhere,
the taskforces tend not to have an ongoing roleaaaddisbanded once their initial tasks
are completed. Probably the most notable recentpbeain Germany is the Hartz
Commission, which was charged with the respongibfior developing labour market
reforms. The Hartz Commission was established i6220ollowing the discovery of
evidence suggesting that the Federal Employment®fiad exaggerated its success in
placing unemployed workers in jobs. The key taskhef Hartz Commission was to bring
forward proposals for how the problem of unemplogteould be tackled. The Hartz
Commission was named after its Chairman, PeterzHane head of the personnel
executive committee of the Volkswagen motor mantuf&tg company. The commission
was composed of two academics and 13 represerstdtiven trade unions, management
consultancies and industfyThe intention was to have as many social groupgesented
as possible so that recommendations would not twakee defended at a later date against
criticisms directed by these groups (Interviewshe TCommission’s final report was
presented in August 2002. The report proposed, gradrer things, that the (then) Federal
Employment Office’s 181 regional offices be turnetb de facto temporary employment
agencies and that entitlements to unemploymentfibdme made more restrictive. The
Government has introduced legislation to implemérgse proposals (see Section 3).
However, the Government is also going beyond thebmenendations of the Hartz
Commission. The measures it is introducing, inelgdcuts in benefits, health insurance
and dismissal protection, have been strongly @it by the trade unioris.

Social dialogue in the UK

In comparison with other European economies theHaKk traditionally lacked co-
ordinating bodies and fora through which partidigratby the social partners in policy-
making might take place. This has been particularle of the past two decades.
Following the return of the Conservative Party tiice in 1979, the practice of including
trade union leaders on Government inquiry panetsa@mmittees was suspended. Trade
union leaders were typically only consulted on éssthat were deemed to be of direct
concern to them (Crouch 1995). The CBI, which was axcasion critical of the
Government, was also viewed with a certain amofirgugpicion. The Government was
more sympathetic to the right-wing Institute of &itors, which was openly supportive of
the supply side measures introduced by the Consaxadministrations.

The Conservatives wound up the Manpower Servicearission (MSC) in 1987.
This body, on which employers and unions were sgTeed, had been established in 1973
and was responsible for vocational education aathiirg, employment services and
Jobcentres. The disbanding of the MSC was followed992 by the disbanding of the
National Economic Development Committee, which baén created in 1961 to enable
the Government, employers and trade unions to nweeliscuss issues relating to the
economy.
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8 The two key employers’ associations, the BDA anBl,Bdid not join the commission
(www.eiro.eurofound.ie/print/2002/09/feature/de02082htm]).

81 \www.eiro.eurofound.ie/print/2003/03/feature/de 0305t html.




New Labour has been more welcoming of participabgrirade unions in advisory
forums and has placed considerable emphasis orafsmrtnership”. The Prime Minister
meets delegations from the TUC and CBI approximageiery three months (Kavanagh
and Seldon 2000: 271) and employers and trade sifiave also been represented on new
advisory group&? One such group was established to review competiéiss and develop
proposals on best practice, innovation, investm#rd, information age and workforce
development. Its conclusions informed the propgsetsitained in the Government’s
Competitivenes®vhite Paper, published in 1998. More recentlyy fwarking groups were
established involving the TUC and CBI. Each growgswesponsible for examining one of
four policy issues: investment, skills, innovatiamd best practice in the workplace. Each
was chaired by a union general secretary and aipeombusinessperson. The groups
submitted proposals to the Government in autumri 200

Despite New Labour’s willingness to provide theiabpartners with a public role in
some areas, their involvement is less formal aneldeed than in other EU economies.
The Government has rejected the European approasacial dialogue and there has been
no return to the standing forums of the 1960s ait04. An exception is the Low Pay
Commission, the body charged with making recommemas on the level and coverage
of the National Minimum Wage. The nine-strong Cossgion is composed of equal
numbers of employer and union representatives aadeanics and is supported by civil
servants working within the DTI.

Employers and trade unions also provide membersafoumber of “taskforces”,
which have been established to “address ‘wickedessthat have no political home”
(Richards and Smith 2001: 151). The taskforces cm@mpninisters and civil servants, as
well as employer and trade union representativéibough according to an Essex
University research group, Demaocratic Audit (citedBarrett Brown 2001: 9), of the 2500
task force members appointed by 2001, only twoceet came from the trade unions (op.
cit.). The task forces created to deal with world @&mployment related issues have
included a “Work and Parents Taskforce”, which watblished to “look at how to meet
parents’ desire for more flexible working patteim& way that is compatible with modern
business efficiency”www.workandparentstaskforce.gov)ula National Skills Taskforce
responsible for “assisting the Secretary of Stafettie DfES] in developing a national
skills agenda”; and an “Employment Tribunal Systaaskforce, which was established to
consider “how services can be made more efficiemi aost effective for users”
(www.employmenttribunalssystemstaskforce.gov.uk)

The taskforces exist to accomplish particular tasiger which they are normally
disbanded. While the Government argues that theplenrelevant organizations to be
consulted on, and influence the development oficpgbroposals, concerns have been
expressed about the accountability of the task&riteir relative independence from civil
service advice and the lack of weight that thgiores may carryThe Guardian5 January
1998, Richards and Smith 2001: 153). The view s laeen expressed that drawing on
knowledge and expertise from outside Government mesplt in a failure to view
problems from the Government's perspective. Similancerns have been expressed in
Germany. It has been argued, for example, thavithakls who sit on commissions (such
as the Hartz Commission) are sometimes detachedtfre reality of social policy-making

8 The heightened role for trade unions is to a la@gtent a consequence of their continuing
importance as founders of the Labour Party. Howetherre has been a general tendency to favour
business interests over those of organized lalzag, for example, Rawnsley 2001: 155). Business
has also taken most of the key advisory positidfeyed by the Government (Barratt Brown 2001,
R. Taylor 2000: 267) and trade unions have an ett@y more distant relationship with the
Government than existed under previous labour gowents.

51



and that the use of commissions, and more genseabiiexternal consultants, can be de-
motivating for civil servant&
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8 Similarly, concerns have been expressed withifMBs.SA about Ministers’ use of independent
advisors. It has been suggested that this cant iesaparallel way of managing.



7.

Conclusions

It is frequently argued by governments, busineaddes, trade unions, academics and
other commentators that the future competitivenéssmtions will depend on the existence
of a highly-skilled, knowledgeable, motivated anoihenitted workforce. Work, it is
argued, is becoming more knowledge-intensive ared rteed for workers to become
lifelong learners, as well as increasingly adapteadohd flexible, is therefore said to be
paramount. It has also been argued that a cordlidts between the maintenance (or
creation) of strong systems of labour protectiod &me ability of firms and nations to
compete in the context of increasingly “globalizegiarkets and production systems.
Moreover, in many countries established traditiarfswelfare provision have been
challenged. Pressures on public expenditure, caedbivith socio-economic phenomena,
such as “ageing populations”, have led to a rethmlof the level of benefits and the
manner of their provision. In addition, attempts/ddoeen made to link entitlements to
unemployment benefits more closely to the willingmeof unemployed individuals to
accept available work or training opportunities.

These developments have placed issues of work anplogment at the centre of
broader debates relating to economic performanck have raised new challenges for
governments and, by extension, ministries involiedhe development of policies and
programmes in the areas of labour, employment antlsprotection. In some countries,
there has been a diminution in the influence oblabministries as governments have
sought to push through reforms in respect of theua market and welfare provision. In
Germany and the UK Governments have either disluhtigeestablished Labour Ministry
(the UK) or diminished its influence by combiningwith another ministry (Germany).
This has not, however, been a universal trend [tossible that in some countries where
neo-liberal analyses inform government policie®latministries have avoided challenges
because they have not pushed, or have been unsfutdespushing, collective “labour
interests”. The US may be an examfile.

The rise of neo-liberalism has also created chg#iserfor social dialogue. Ishikawa
(2003: 12) notes that in some countries with strivaditions of social dialogue, such as
Denmark and Sweden, Governments have acted to eethec involvement of social
partners in economic policy-making. She suggesis ghstaining social dialogue in such
countries has become more problematic as goverisna@atemployers have been attracted
to neo-liberal economic policy prescriptions whilade unions have continued to favour
policy solutions of a more Keynesian orientatiosh{kawa 2003: 12). However, in other
countries social dialogue may have served to lthet influence of neo-liberal analyses.
McCashinet al (2002: 266) suggest that the relative absenamarket-based reform of
welfare services and the lack of a neo-liberal atietespousing the dismantling of the
welfare State in Ireland may, in part, be a resfithe partnership agreements reached in
this country over the past two decades. In yetrotoentries, neo-liberal agendas have
been pursued at the same time as union involvemepolicy-making appears to have
increased. Hamann and Kelly (2003) argue that lihis been the case in Spain, where

8 Even so, Glover (2002: 17) notes that “it is i\ #rena of worker protection measures that a
decline in the capacity of the Labor Department afetr related agencies may be most noticeable”.
The staffing levels in the agencies responsiblddbour standards, including health and safety, fel
in the 1990s.
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national level agreements involving trade unionsab@e more frequent following the 1996
election victory of the conservative Popular Pdey,by José Maria Azn&r.

The evidence suggests that where problems can éeawe, social dialogue, and
other forms of consultation, may be a consideralileto the policy development process.
Representative consultative and negotiating strastucan ensure that the interests of
different organizations are represented and thiy mesult in more informed policy-
making. It may also ease the process of policyrnefim the extent that it may be possible
to achieve an agreement involving key interest gsogparticularly the social partners). In
some countries, a joint commitment by governmesngployers’ groups and trade unions
to reaching such an agreement is a cornerstonbeaf approach to social dialogue. As
Ishikawa (2003) emphasizes, however, where pahie@greements are reached, it is
essential that governments develop a capacity péeiment and monitor them. The lack of
such a capacity may result in social dialogue begggrded as simply a “talkshop” and of
limited practical value (ibigl.

Even in countries where social dialogue at natidenal is not well established, the
benefits of developing joint approaches to contergissues have been demonstrated, as in
the case of the UK’s Low Pay Commission. The Low Bammission is an example of a
tripartite body that is devoted to a single issine (National Minimum Wage). A number
of other countries have experimented with one-offimissions and task forces devoted to
single issues or a relatively narrow range of issé®r governments, such taskforces are
examples of democratic policy-making, in which velet interest groups are represented.
The intention is also to enhance the legitimacysolbsequent proposals, and ease the
process of implementation, by trying to ensure tkay organizations “sign up” to
initiatives at an early stage. However, some hageet that taskforces are insufficiently
accountable. It has also been argued that becaski®iice members are not involved in
the every-day policy work of departments, the recmmdations developed by taskforces
may not always reflect the reality of the policykimg process.

Governments are also placing considerable empl@si®vidence-based policy-
making. Not all ministries, or divisions within nigtries, have “in house” research
facilities or involve researchers at an early stagehe policy development process.
However, it can be argued that integration of sists into policy areas helps policy-
makers to think like specialists and make effectise of analysis when developing policy.
Ministries in both Czech Republic and the UK hadentified the close involvement of
researchers in policy formulation as beneficiaffective “evidence based” policy-making
and evaluation activities. Not all policy-makers asophisticated consumers” of research,
however, and it is therefore essential that cigitvants receive ongoing training in areas
such as statistics and research methods.

The lack of an “in house” research facility is mbivays regarded as a problem. The
DETE in Ireland, for example, has found that it baen able to meet its research needs via
contracting with external organizations. Moreoveshere ministries do have internal
research facilities, contracting with external argations for substantial research projects
remains common. One advantage of external contseadtom the point of view of
governments is that they are independent. Resdardimgs that support government
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8 Hamann and Kelly argue that the renewal of sodialogue was prompted by the minority
position of the government and its desire to apfmeaéntrist and centre-left voters.



objectives may therefore help bolster the legitiynaicpotentially contentious policies and
programme$&®

Evidence-based policy-making is associated witlinareased emphasis on learning
from overseas, piloting of initiatives and evaloatiof their outcomes. All of these
activities may result in more effective policy-miadfi However, each may be undermined
in a number of ways. In examining the experiencetbér countries there may again be a
temptation to focus on findings that support agmefd policy option, political ideology or
economic analysis while ignoring those that do @@vernments may also be unaware of
the methodological limitations or potentially mixBddings associated with studies carried
out overseas. Piloting may be an effective wayrnsueing that problems that may arise
following the implementation of a programme on aalolevel are addressed before it is
introduced nationwide. However, it is importantttp#dots be used to find out about the
consequences of initiatives and not simply the tpralities of implementing them. As
Sanderson (2003) has argued, piloting is likelfoégomost effective where theoretically-
informed evaluation activities that seek to undardtunderlying causal processes take
place. Moreover, in many countries a conflict sames arises between “evidence based
policy-making” and political imperatives. This camean that programmes are
implemented on a national scale before evaluawbmslot schemes have been completed.
Alternatively, it can mean that a national prograemia replaced before it has been
properly evaluated. Perhaps inevitably, “best practmethods” of policy-making and
evaluation do not always sit comfortably with thaifical pressures upon governments to
take action.

Evaluation is one manifestation of a preoccupatigth measuring the performance
of ministries, which is itself but one element bétshift from traditional forms of public
administration towards an emphasis on performaram@agement. The ability of a ministry
to demonstrate that it has achieved its goals n&yat important determinant of its
standing and its ability to exert influence. Howevgerformance measurement may also
be associated with a centralization of control,the extent that it is associated with
attempts to increase the accountability of mirgstriand, in some cases, influences
financial allocationg’ It is also possible that not all publicized penfiance indicators will
be regarded as appropriate by other agencies. |Sdbbgue and other forms of
involvement and consultation may be useful in tieispect, to the extent that they may
allow for some indicators to be jointly-agreed. §hias happened in Ireland, where
performance indicators have been discussed witlsdk&al partners rather than imposed
by the Government.

The ability to coordinate policy and programme depment within and across
ministries is a crucial determinant of the effeetiess of policy-making. The problems that
governments may face in this regard depend on lesponsibilities are distributed across
ministries, the internal organization of ministriaad established methods of decision
making. In some countries new coordinating bodiggehbeen created to “join up” the
policy work of different ministries. Procedures aystems that enabietra-departmental
information sharing and cooperation are also necgsand information technology has

8 However, it should be noted that research findiags often subsequently summarized by
governments in official reports and there may lieraptation to focus on findings that support an
established position while ignoring or down-playitigpse that do not. The same point applies to
“in-house” research.

8 In the UK, for example, Comprehensive Spendingi®es have introduced greater clarity into
the definition of policy objectives and resultedarmore orderly focusing of analytical work, but
there is also a concern that they have facilitaifdrts by the Treasury to exert greater influence
over departments.
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become increasingly important in this regard. Aitenshould also be paid to the quantity
and quality of training received by civil servarttew their activities are managed and the
manner in which they are rewarded. The shift towgreiformance management has been
associated with attempts to link the pay of ciwh&nts to their success in achieving
targets. However, such attempts may prove divigwel undermine other initiatives
designed to improve intra-departmental cooperation.



List of Abbreviations

ALMP:
ASD:
ASO:
BMWA:
CBI:
CEEA:
CIF:
CMKOS:
CMOD:
DETE:
DfEE:
DfES:
DPC:
DOLE:
DTI:
DWP:
EC:
EGFSN:
EMAR:
ERD:
ESRI:
EU:
FMS:
GPRA:
IBEC:
ICTU:

LPC:

Active Labour Market Programmes

Analytical Service Division

Association of Independent Unions (Czech Répu
Federal Ministry of Economics and Labour (@any)
Confederation of British Industry

Confederation of Employers and Entrepresieissociations (Czech Republic)
Construction Industry Federation

Czech-Moravian Confederation of Trade Usion

Centre for Management and Organization Dgwalent
Department of Enterprise, Trade and Empleyniireland)
Department for Education and Employment (Uil 2001)
Department for Education and Skills (UKrfr@001)
Domestic Policy Council

Department of Labour and Employment

Department of Trade and Industry (UK)

Department of Work and Pensions (UK from200
European Commission

Expert Group on Skills Needs

Employment Market Analysis and Research
Employment Relations Directorate

Economic and Social Research Institutda(tre)
European Union

Financial Management System

Government Performance and Results Act

Irish Business and Employers’ Confederation

Irish Congress of Trade Unions

Low Pay Commission (UK)
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MOLSA:

MSC:

NEC:

NESC:

NESF:

NMWC:

NPM:

PIU:

PRWORA:

PSA:

PSMA:

RIA:

RILSA:

RHSD:

ROAME/F:

SMI:

SPD:

TNCs:

TUC:

58

Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs (CZe&kepublic)
Manpower Services Commission

National Economic Council

National Economic and Social Council (Inelp

National Economic and Social Forum (Irejand

National Minimum Wage Commission (Ireland)

New Public Management

Performance and Innovation Unit (UK)

Personal Responsibility and Work OpportuRieconciliation Act
Public Service Agreements

Public Service Management Act

Regulatory Impact Assessments

Research Institute for Labour and Socidlaig (Czech Republic)

Council for Economic and Social Agreemérdch Republic)

Rationale, Objectives, Appraisal, Monitaggiand Feedback/ Evaluation

Strategic Management Initiative (Ireland)
Social Democratic Party
Trans-National Corporations

Trades Union Congress (UK).
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