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Preface

In many countries, the design, implementation araluation of labour policies are
at the centre of the policy-making capacity of thimistries of labour. In recent decades,
we have seen that many government reorganisatiams hrought changes to the role
and function of a ministry of labour. It is in thontext, that the paper written by
Dr. Jason Heyes looks at the implications that daa@ministration has gone through in
the last few years. The study considers that thedwof labour ministries and their specific
voice in policy matters depend on the capacity tontain a meaningful partnership with
the social partners and to keep the main role awndhger of social dialogue within
government. In addition, various experiences shbat tn order to maintain labour
ministries at the centre of larger economic debetés strengthen their coordination role
over the elements of a national labour policy.

This comparative study has been carried out asopdine research and studies under
the Programme on Labour Administration and Inspec{LAB/ADMIN) with a view to
further strengthening the role and capacity of stites of labour. The hope is that this
paper would inspire further reflection on this sdbjand would be helpful for government,
workers and employers as well as academics androsss.

Many thanks go to Ms. Caroline Augé for her asastan formatting this document.

Giuseppe Casale
Director
Labour Administration and
Inspection Programme
(LAB/ADMIN)
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1.

Introduction

Over the past two decades substantial changesthlese place in the organisation of
national labour administration systems and thecjplas according to which they are
managed. Reforms have occurred so as to accommadatdabour, employment and
social protection policies and enhance the effeags of service delivery in these areas.
They have also taken place as a consequence ofipasteoy national governments to
improve performance, transparency and accountaliithin the public sector. The term
‘labour administration’, as defined by Conventio®0lof the International Labour
Organisation (ILO) (adopted in 1978), refers toBjeiadministration activities in the field
of national labour policy’. By extension, nationalystems’ of labour administration
encompass:

‘all public administration bodies responsible fardéor engaged in labour administration -
whether they are ministerial departments or pubdiencies, including parastatal and regional
or local agencies or any other form of decentrdliaeministration - and any institutional
framework for the co-ordination of the activitieksuch bodies and for consultation with and
participation by employers and workers and thejlaoisations.

Convention 150 and the Labour Administration Rec@mdation of 1978 set out the
ILO’s vision of the tasks associated with laboumadstration and fundamental principles
to which national governments should adhere. Tiesdade preparing, coordinating and
reviewing labour policies, collecting labour markiktta, providing ‘technical advice’ to
worker and employer organisations and making agargts to ensure that ‘consultation,
co-operation and negotiation’ between public autiesrand representatives of employers
and trade unions takes place.

Convention 150 is not rigidly prescriptive with egd to the organisation of labour
administration functions. In practice, the numbdr agencies involved in labour
administration, their functions and status vabesveen countries, as does the extent to
which governments devolve responsibilities to ‘cetemt bodies’ with a quasi- or non-
governmental status including, potentially, employgganisations and trade unions.
However, it is possible to discern a number ofdeeim the labour administration reforms
adopted by national governments over the past teadks. These have included a greater
involvement of private sector and non-departmetiadies in ‘service delivery’, the
introduction of ‘one-stop-shops’ that bring togetpablic administration activities relating
to work-related benefits and job search and annerte use of performance management
techniques.

Labour ministries, where they exist, play a centod in labour administration and
are viewed by the ILO as the key interlocutors leetwitself and national governments,
the part of government that is most likely to hight the importance of ILO conventions,
the normal channel through which trade union angleyers’ organisations are consulted
and the key to ensuring that the economic priaritienational governments are pursued in
ways that are consistent with the maintenance omption of employment rights and
social equity. However, the ILO has also noted thatinfluence of labour ministries has
declined in many countries over recent years. Tl@ Director-General, in his report to
the 1999 ILO conference, emphasised that:

‘Over the years, the position of ministries resplliesfor labour has been changing. Many
ministries of labour now have relatively narrowasef responsibility and, when it comes to
broader issues of economic and social policy, theices are often not heard. Indeed, many
countries no longer have a ministry of labour teahployment and labour affairs are handled
through a unit that might address such related essas competitiveness, enterprise
development or gender. Government policy also hmagrgact on workers and employers




through many other ministries, particularly tho$dimance, industry or planning’ (ILO 1999:
41).

The economic crisis that erupted in 2008 underscdhe importance of well-
resourced labour ministries and functional equivaleNational governments responded to
escalating unemployment and the threat of furthereiases in a variety of ways. Common
measures included increased resourcing of Publipl®&ment Services (PESSs), job
creation schemes, extensions of unemployment liaswferage and expanded vocational
education and training (VET) programmes. Much &f tesponsibility for operationalising
these measures rested with Labour ministries amir tbubordinate agencies. The
economic and jobs crisis has also had substamtigjer-term implications for national
labour policies and systems of labour administratibhe purpose of this report is to
explore some of the implications, with a particufacus on the responsibilities and
resourcing of Labour Ministries. The report focusesdevelopments in Ireland, the UK,
Germany and the Czech Republic, countries thabfiem considered to differ significant
in terms of their national institutions and appiftes to organising economic activity. In
the terms developed by Hall and Soskice (2001)nfaay is an example of a coordinated
market economy (CME) in which competitive advantagee derived from (among other
things) relatively strong employment protectiongjperior welfare provision and
vocational training leading to high-skills. The Uhd Ireland, by contrast, have been
viewed as examples of liberal market economies (EMhBat gain competitive advantages
from weak employment and social protections. Nénaess, Ireland has differed from the
UK in key respects, notably the extent to which bh€h government, trade unions and
employer organisations have participated in trifagocial dialogue. The latter has also
been an important element in economic and socititypaevelopment in the Czech
Republic. While Hall and Soskice’s original typojodid not encompass CEE economies,
a recent attempt to extend it has characterise@€fieeh Republic as a ‘liberal-dependent’
economy that resembles the LME type while typichtying a greater reliance on foreign
capital (King 2007). The report draws on interviemith officials working in the Ministry
of Labour and Social Affairs (Czech Republic), frexleral Ministry of Labour and Social
Affairs (Germany), the Department of Enterpriseade and Innovation (Ireland), the
Department of Education and Skills (Ireland), thepBrtment of Social Protection
(Ireland) and the Department of Work and PensidsK)( The report also draws on
interviews conducted with employer organizationsl arade unions, specifically the
Czech-Moravian Confederation of Trade Unions, tlanf€deration of Industry of the
Czech Republic, the Irish Employers and Businessféteration, the Irish Congress of
Trade Unions, and the Trades Unions Congress {(UK)

2. Challenges and Pressures for Reform

Over the past two decades national systems of faadministration have been
substantially reformed, dramatically so in somentdes. These reforms have reflected
wider changes in public administration systems,cihiave involved the adoption of new
management practices and organisational forms anecensideration of the interface
between the public and private sectors and the agblhe latter in delivering services.
According to Considine (2001: 1), the most far-teag reforms have been introduced
with the aim of ‘enterprising the state’, manife@stan processes of ‘managerialism,
contractualism and reinvention with programs airaetioth the work of officials and the
identity of citizen-clients’. These processes, agdiw to Considine, involve a shift away
from traditional organisational principles of hiesay and functional specialism towards
new forms of governance that involve both a chaimgéhe way employees of public

1| would like to express my gratitude to all of seowho agreed to be interviewed for the purpose of
this research.




administration bodies are managed and the develapofenew relationships involving
public and private sector agencies and those whewpoe their services. The ‘enterprising
state’ involves an enhanced emphasis on performaacagement, entrepreneurial actions
by public organizations, principal-agent separatibe development of quasi-markets and
an emphasis on ‘citizen responsibility’.

Many of the developments discussed by Considine lcavnmonly been associated
with the New Public Management (NPM). The centrai@ple of NPM is that systems of
public administration can be strengthened through ddoption of micro-management
practices associated with the private sector. THEMNagenda places emphasis on
improving the performance of government departmeaid non-departmental public
bodies (NDPBSs) through setting targets and evalgaiutcomes, improved accountability
and coordinated policy development and servicevesli The prescriptions associated
with the NPM have been propagated by internationganisations, including the OECD,
World Bank and IMF, which have presented the ‘NPMhe globally applicable formula
for building modern government and administratiMrollmann 2001: 152). The spread of
NPM principles has encouraged governments to seekationalise policy-making
processes by encouraging civil servants to identilgar objectives and measurable
outcomes and ensure that policy making is ‘eviddrased’ (Sanderson 2002). The
expectation is that new initiatives should be gdmain reliable, clear and comprehensive
research evidence, that ministries should calcula¢e anticipated impact of proposed
policies, use this information when selecting framange of possible alternatives, and that
policies and programmes should be subject to rigoprocesses of evaluation. NPM has
also encouraged experimentation with human resomraeagement techniques, most
notably personal performance appraisals and ineehised rewards systems involving
performance-related pay or bonuses. Such pracrestypical components of performance
management systems, which are supposed to enhagemizational efficiency and
effectiveness through target setting linked to laguand systematic progress and
performance reviews. In theory, performance managemnsystems should provide all
employees with a clear understanding of the orgdinis's priorities and provide
incentives and processes to ensure that all emgdoyeork towards addressing those
priorities. Efforts to achieve this objective mawalve the identification of individual
performance targets, which may in turn be expresslgted to the objectives of the
operating unit (e.g. department) and the orgaminatif which it is part (e.g. agency or
ministry).

Paralleling the diffusion of new ideas and prinegplin respect of public
administration, governments have established nénciptes and objectives in relation to
employment, labour and social protection polickgarticularly notable development has
been the widespread refashioning of the relatigndidtween paid work and welfare,
encapsulated by the term ‘workfare’. Workfare-otéghemployment policies have tended
to involve tighter restrictions on entitlements benefits and efforts to make those
entittlements conditional on participation in th&dar market. The adoption of workfare
principles has encouraged the introduction of \etilabour market programmes
(ALMPs), which, in contrast to so-called passiveligies (primarily unemployment
benefits), are designed to assist unemployed weikegaining new employment and may
include vocational training, employment subsidjeb, creation programmes and intensive
assistance with job search, typically provided tigto public employment services (PESS)
(Auer et al 2008). In practice, the policies addptg national governments have exhibited
significant international variation, yet there hasvertheless been a wide-spread shift
towards the adoption of supply-side employment mnexssthat place an emphasis on
‘gainful employment as the principal channel toiact effective citizenship’ (Ferrera and
Hemerijick 2003: 123) and political rhetoric tharesses the importance of workers
enhancing their ‘employability’ through skill acgition and work experience. For Jessop
(2002) these developments are manifestations oEralential shift away from the
‘Keynesian national welfare states’ (KNWS) that eleped in Western Europe, the US




and elsewhere in the ®@entury, towards what he terms ‘Schumpeterian faoekpost-
national regimes’. Among the characteristics of nesgimes are the ‘increasing
subordination of social policy and collective comgtion to the discursively constructed
needs of the economy’ (Jessop 2002: 248). UnlikeKNWS, which was concerned to
extend social rights, the SWPR is, according tedesconcerned with creating conditions
that benefit business, developing skills, knowledgd innovative capacity, cutting social
expenditure and ensuring the flexibility of labonarkets.

The adoption of NPM and workfare principles has imaglications for the delivery of
employment services. A study of operational reforimsEurope (van Berkel 2010)
identified five common trends: first, the creatiohlocal one-stop agencies that provide
job search assistance and administer benefits;ndggodecentralization intended to
encourage greater responsiveness of service ppaviddb local and individual
circumstances; thirdly, outsourcing and the creatd quasi-markets in relation to
activation services; fourthly, efforts to diminigte involvement of employer organizations
and trade unions in policy making or implementatiand finally, the use of targets and
performance management systems. Efforts to strengtme link between welfare
entittements and participation in the labour markave also led many governments
(examples include the UK, France, Japan and Nevia#deépnto locate responsibility for
social protection and employment policy within agéé ministry. However, the functions
normally associated with Labour Ministries contintee be distributed across national
systems of public administration in different waysindeed some countries lack a
government body that can meaningfully be descrineda Ministry of Labour. The
countries on which this report focuses provide gegdmples of the variety that can be
observed in national systems of labour adminigmati

3.  Varieties of Organisation

Two countries — the Czech Republic and Germanyovige examples of relatively
centralized state management of labour, employrmedtsocial protection policy. In the
Czech Republic, responsibilities for labour adntnaigon issues reside primarily with the
Ministry of Labour and Social affairs (MOLSA). MOIASs responsible for labour affairs,
social affairs, social dialogue, pensions and $osicurity. The ministry and its
subordinate organisations employ 17,800 person®sil 900 of whom work within the
ministry. Of these posts, 723 are funded by theedtadget and the remainder through
European Union (EU) funding sources. Within thaltetorkforce of 17,800, there are two
main groups; one that works in Labour Office (8,8d@ployees) and another that works in
the Czech social security administration (8,200 leyges with responsibility for pensions,
collecting contributions and paying benefits anckisess insurance). Other employees
work in five social services institutes, researtdtitutes and labour inspection services.

Germany’s Federal Ministry of Labour and Social aif§ (Bundesministerium fir
Arbeit und Sozialesprovides a further example of a relatively ceimed model. The
ministry is responsible for industrial relationabbur market policy, social inclusion and
pensions and has direct responsibility for the Fadeabour Court, the Federal Social
Court, the Federal Insurance Office and the Fedasgitute for Occupational Safety and
Health. It is also responsible for supervising feeleral Employment Agency (the German
PES). The Ministry employs approximately 1,000 pess

The Federal Ministry for Labour and Social Affawas first established in the 1950s.
However, in 2002 policy responsibilities were temgdy reorganized following the




creation of a Federal Ministry of Economics and dus® (BMWA). The new ministry took
on responsibility for labour law and employmentwagl as the policy areas for which the
Ministry of Economics had previously been respdesiResponsibility for social security
was transferred to a new Ministry of Health andi&loSecurity. However, responsibility
for unemployment benefit was retained by the Migidbr Economics and Labour. In
2005, the economics and labour ministries were raggh and the newly reconstituted
Ministry for Labour and Social affairs regained pessibility for social security. The
2002-2005 period is discussed in Section 4 ofrdp®rt.

National labour administration responsibilitiedii@land and the UK are more widely
dispersed than in Germany and the Czech Repuliie.ffagmentation of responsibilities
in the UK increased in the mid-1990s. In 1995, Diepartment of Employment (originally
the Ministry of Labour), which had been responsiloiematters relating to employment,
health and safety and industrial relations, wasgeewith the Department for Education
to create a new Department for Education and Empéoy (DfEE). Responsibility for
industrial relations was transferred to the Departvof Trade and Industry (DTI) (now
the Department for Business, Innovation and SKBIS]) while responsibility for health
and safety was assumed by the Department of thedamvent (subsequently re-titled the
Department of the Environment, Transport and thgidtes (DETR). Further major
changes occurred following the 2001 general eleatiben responsibility for employment
policy was shifted to a new department- the Depamntnfior Work and Pensions (DWP) -
which also took on responsibility for social seguand (in 2008) health and safety. The
education and training responsibilities of the Dfifére re-allocated across two new
departments, the ‘Department for Innovation, Ursitezs and Skills (DIUS)’ and the
‘Department for Children, Schools and Families’.eTformer had responsibility for
government policy relating to vocational educatamd training. This state of affairs
continued only until 2009, when DIUS was disbanded its responsibilities transferred to
BIS. An overview of the key ministries and theirimaubordinate bodies is provided in
Figure 1.

Figure 1. Distribution of departmental responsibilities in the UK

Ministry Executive Tribunal Advisory
BIS Acas Central Arbitration Low Pay
Committee; Commission

Certification Officer.

DWP JobCentre Plus
Health and Safety Executive
Environment Gangmasters Licensing Authority
Food and Rural
Affairs
Ministry of Justice Employment Tribunals

Employment Appeals Tribunal

Government Equality and Human Rights
Equalities Office Commission
Home Office Migration Advisory

Committee;
lllegal Working Group

2 Bundesministerium fir Wirtschaft und Arbeit.




The reforms in the UK that resulted in the creatfrthe DWP and the associated
merger of two Executive Agencies - the Employmeetvige and Benefits Agency - to
create JobCentre Plus, were intended to supporgdlrernment’s policy of linking the
payment of welfare benefits to participation in tladour market. Similar efforts to
refashion the link between work and welfare hausrrgal recent reforms in Ireland. Until
March 2010, responsibility for employment policydannemployment benefits resided
with two separate departments. Responsibility &yolr and employment policy resided
with the Department of Enterprise Trade and Empkxyim(DETE), which also had
responsibilities relating to vocational traininghile responsibility for welfare resided with
the Department of Family and Social affairs. In 20e OECD reviewed Ireland’s labour
administration system and concluded that the It&dfour market would benefit from
responsibilities for ‘activation’ and unemploymdygnefits being brought together, as has
happened in many other countries over the pasteddsy The Irish government accepted
this conclusion and implemented the following refsr some of which remain incomplete
at the time of writing.

(i) On I March 2010, the Department of Enterprise TradeEmgloyment was re-
titled the Department of Enterprise, Trade and V@ation (DETI). DETI has
retained responsibility for labour relations andpdyyment protection.

(i) Responsibility for the skills agenda was re-alledatfrom DETI to the
Department of Education and Skills (previously Brepartment of Education and
Science). This has resulted in responsibilitiesvimzational training and further
education being brought together for the first tifide hope is that this will
result in the identification of efficiencies andhgygies that will in turn result in
improvements in service delivery. It is also fekt the reform will enable a more
effectively integrated approach to education aihing activities designed to
address labour market developments and futurersieits.

(i) Responsibility for ‘labour activation’ is in theqgwess of being reallocated to the
Department of Social Protection (formerly the Dém@nt of Family and Social
Affairs), which is responsible for social benefits.

(iv) A fourth ministry - the Department of Community, Udjity and Gaeltacht affairs
- is responsible for labour market interventionveeed via community groups.
The programmes focus on groups such as the disabtktravellers’ and have a
back-to-work orientation.

The delivery of employment services and the adrmation of benefits remain
separate for the time being (i.e. they have nonhbe&grated along the lines of, for
example, JobCentre Plus in the UK). FAS (the Trajr& Employment Authority [i.e. the
PES]) is responsible for the former. The lattethis responsibility of local social welfare
offices. FAS has retained responsibility for appicaships, competency development and
training for unemployed workers.

Responsibility for FAS has transferred from DETIth® Department of Education
and Skills and 70 servants transferred out of th1Das a consequence. However, the
government’s intention is that responsibility foA%s ‘labour market activation’ will
ultimately be transferred to the Department of oBrotection, although the Department
of Education and Skills will retain responsibilifpr FAS’s education and training
activities. The government also intends to mergeebesupport and job search functions
into a ‘one-stop shop’.

The former link between skill formation and inndeatand competitiveness has been
broken by the transfer of responsibility for appgieeships and CVT being transferred
from DETI to the Department for Education and SkiHowever, DETI will continue to
have an input to the skills agenda through itsesgmtation on the Expert Group on Future




Skills Needs, which included representatives frotheo key ministries and ‘social
partners’. The Expert group now feeds directly ithe Department for Education and
Skills, having previously interfaced with DETE.

4. Influences on the Status and Autonomy of
Labour Ministries

The status of Labour Ministries relative to otheinistries, and their freedom to
develop and pursue policy agendas, may be detedntigea variety of influences. One
obvious factor is the political complexion of thevgrnment of the day and the content of
its economic and social policy programme. In cdestwith coalition government, the
distribution of ministerial responsibilities acrassalition members can also be important.
For example, during the initial stages of the [R@8 jobs crisis a coalition of Social
Democrats and Christian Democrats governed Germdimg fact that the Social
Democrats had responsibility for the Ministry ofboair and Social Affairs probably
facilitated the development of employment measdessgned to preserve jobs.

A further important factor is the political poweielded by the minister of state with
responsibility for labour issues. The status oflil€s department for Business Innovation
and Skills, for example, was undoubtedly enhancelioviing Lord Mandelson’s
appointment to the position of Business Secretargd08. Lord Mandelson was a key
figure in the ‘New Labour’ government that held ioff from 1997 until 2010 and
following his appointment, which coincided with tlaset of the economic crisis, BIS
developed a higher profile and began to outlin@sdier a more interventionist industrial
policy that had previously been pursed. These jdeager more than tentative, have faded
from view since the 2010 general election and thpomtment of a figure with less
political ‘weight’ (the Liberal-Democrat MP, Vincei€able) to the position of Business
Secretary. A further example is provided by theaapment of Wolfgang Clement to the
post of Federal Minister of Economics in 2002. Gha's appointment coincided with the
amalgamation of the Economics and Labour ministidsch together formed a Ministry
of Economics and LabouB(ndesministerium fur Wirtschaft und Arb&MWA).

European integration has had substantial, if végjalmnplications for the Labour
Ministries of European Union member states. Eurpp&acial Funding has proved
important in the financing of ministries programnaesl staff resources. More generally,
European integration has had a clear influencehenlabour market and employment
relations policies of European member states. p&ao Directives have placed new
obligations upon employers and created a set ofnmim labour standards that must be
respected by all EU member states. European integraas encouraged the adoption of
shared orientations in respect of labour marketwelfiare policy. The underlying causes
have been both material and ideational. Duringetirdy 1990s the Maastricht convergence
criteria of low inflation and reduced public deficiencouraged the view that ‘social
protection [is] a financial burden which blunts t@mpetitiveness of enterprises and fuels
the potential deficit’ (Bouget 2003: 679). This wiavas subsequently reinforced by the
constraints imposed by the growth and stabilityt gaoinesley 2003: 152). At the same
time, the Commission has encouraged national patiaikers to adopt a common frame of
reference in respect of social policy, involvingredardised concepts, knowledge bases and
measures (Jacobsson 2004), the identification ofhoon labour market ‘problems’ and
recommended courses of action for solving them ¢zépantana 2006). Policy
recommendations are expressed through the Europeaployment Strategy, which
provides sign posts to direct policy makers. Wiglgard to actions relating to reducing
unemployment, the EES has, for example, expresdlgccupon member states to ‘review
the incentives and disincentives resulting from &ad benefit systems, including the
management and conditionality of benefits’ and adaptive’ labour market policies’
(ALMPS). While the influence of the EES on the pms of national governments has




been uneven (Mailand 2008) European social poliey the Acquis Communitairdiave
nevertheless had a substantial impact, particularlythe policies pursued by recent
accession countries. The Labour Code of the CzegulRtic, for example, has to a large
extent been developed through a transposition odgan directives into Czech law.

To a large degree, the status of labour, employmedtsocial protection ministries is
a function of their role as spending ministries hwitesponsibility for substantial
proportions of state budgets. The budget of thev@arLabour Ministry, for example, is
the biggest single budget of any German ministr2010, the ministry’s budget amounted
to €143.2 billion, equivalent to approximately 4@rpcent of the state buddetAs
ministries with responsibility for employment pglicand in some cases social protection,
the status of Labour Ministries has been affectethb jobs crisis. During the initial stages
of the crisis, financial resources to support empient services and social protection were
increased, thereby expanding the budgets wieldaddiy Labour Ministries. Increases in
unemployment resulted in some Ministries’ expemnditbeing greater than allowed for
under their 2008-9 budget allocations. For examelgenditure on public employment
services and ALMPS in the Czech Republic in 2009 thaee times higher than had been
allowed for in MOLSASs budget (15 billion Czech cnesvcompared to a budgeted 5 billion
crowns). The principal cause of the increase ineagfiure was increased demand for
unemployment benefits.

The freedom of Labour Ministries to pursue poliadégheir own devising is relative
and subject to variation. Labour Ministries are iobsly required to pursue a policy
agenda that is shaped by politicians and the govent of the day. Within the machinery
of government, Finance Ministries also play a kale in shaping the agendas pursued by
Labour Ministries. In Germany, for example, progbsbanges to the law are subjected to
a resource negotiation process involving all mriest Medium-term financial planning is
undertaken, requiring every ministry to provide pedestimates for any measures that it
wishes to implement. Cost calculations are madealiféerent policy options and these are
subsequently discussed with the Ministry of Finanbbering negotiations, the Labour
Ministry tends to emphasise that budget allocatemesrequired to resource activities that
it is legally obliged to undertake. In recent négfiins, however, the Finance Ministry has
argued in favour of changing the law so as to allomexpenditure cuts. For example, in
2010 the law relating to unemployment benefit whisred so as to remove additional
temporary supplements that had previously been fmidnemployed persons who had
exhausted their entitlement to ‘Unemployment BdrieAnd were in the process of being
transferred to ‘Unemployment Benefit II'. The tramal supplement had been paid so as
to avoid sudden dramatic changes to the financasamployed persons.

Ministries with responsibility for the economy aodmpetitiveness have also had an
influence over the content of measures developed.diyour Ministries. In general,
economics ministries promote an agenda that isirlegs friendly’ and that tends,
therefore, to be resistant to proposals that migrgaten to impose additional costs or
regulatory constraints on firms. This may set therapposition to Labour Ministries that,
to varying degrees, have responsibility for promgtiand defending employment
protections. In some countries, the potential érstons has been addressed by merging
economics and labour ministries into a single niipisExamples include Hungary (1998-
2002), Poland (2003-5) and the UK. In 1995, the $JHé-factoLabour Ministry, the
Department of Employment, was merged with the Depemt of Education and
responsibility for industrial relations was transéel to the Department for Trade and
Industry (now the Department for Business, Inn@raand Skills [BIS]), a ministry whose
primary responsibility is promoting the competitiess of British industry. The reforms,

3 Of the total €143.2 billion, €59.0 billion wasadhted to labour market policy measures, including
€23.9 hillion for basic income support for unempdypeople, and €11 billion for ALMPs.




which were undertaken by the then Conservative mornent, represented an extension of
efforts to ensure that industrial relations and legment protection measures would be
compatible with the Conservative’s policy agendht(is, would remain weak) and closed
off a channel of representation for organised lalftathe extent that the Department of
Employment had been regarded as the unions’ lingaeernment). The then General
Secretary of the Trades Union Congress, John Modé&slared his opposition to the
reform, emphasizing that the department ‘that [gpssed to stick up for the unemployed,
the vulnerable and those liable to exploitation wiit be represented at the cabinet table’
(Guardian 6 July 1995, cited in Aldricket al. 2000: 25). The situation has remained
relatively unchanged ever since, in that propodaischanges to employment rights
continue to be evaluated in terms of their potétamsequences for ‘competitiveness’. In
practice, this has meant that improvements havdetbrio be minimalist in nature. A
further problem, from the perspective of the trad@ons, is that the division of
responsibilities has resulted in a lack of integratin respect of the framework of
employment rights.

A similar amalgamation of economics and labour stités (albeit temporary)
occurred in Germany in 2002 when a Federal Ministfy Economics and Labour
(Bundesministerium fur Wirtschafihd Arbeit: BMWA) was created through a merger of
the Federal Ministry for Labour and Social Affainsd the Ministry of the EconorfyThe
creation of the BMWA took place shortly before then Chancellor, Gerhard Schréder,
announced his intention to pursue the economiaditsation reforms associated with
Agenda 2010 and the recommendations of the Haman@ssion. These reforms included
increases in workers’ social security contributiorgreater emphasis on ‘active’
employment policies, a relaxation of constraintatieg to the employment of temporary
agency workers and changes to the system of ungmplad benefits. Prior to the merger,
the two ministries had tended to offer contrastiegnomic analyses. The analysis of the
economics ministry tended to be firmly based on-classical orthodoxy whereas the
Labour Ministry had retained a largely Keynesiaremation. Cooperation between the
economics and labour ministries had, according dmes officials, traditionally been
‘difficult’. When the merger occurred, the macroecmic policy division of the Labour
Ministry was transferred to the Ministry of Healthis arguably the case that the creation
of the BMWA eased the introduction of these reformsthat it led to the orthodox
economic analyses associated with the former Minist Economics becoming dominant
within the BMWA. The merger of the German economiagl labour ministries also
enhanced the status of the former in that it aequiesponsibility for a far larger budget
than it had previously commanded. However, the gamétion lasted only until the
general election of 2005, which brought about angkaof government and the departure
of Wolfgang Clement from the position of Federalnidter for Economics and Labour.
Following the elections, the two ministries wereangeged, although they continue to be
combined within some German Lander (regions).

The separation of the two ministries has recretttegpre-2002 situation in which the
economics ministry emphasizes the potential coreszps of new employment and social
measures for ‘competitiveness’. The economics rmnis currently headed by a minister
from the Free Democratic Party (FDP), which termfavour market-oriented policies. In
the context of the coalition, political differencesay have important implications for
labour policy. Proposals for a national minimum wagere abandoned following the most
recent national elections. The FDP was particulasbncerned about the potential
consequences of wage regulations and secured tecgosigreement that the Economics
Minister would be able to veto the Labour Minisiercases where the Labour Minister

* The ministries were de-merged following the 20@5agal election.
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agreed to an extension of a sectoral collectiveergent. According to officials, there
have been two instances where the Economics miriiakethreatened to veto extensions,
but in both cases he backed down following Cabiligtussion (which suggests that the
Chancellor has been in favour of these extensidds)the other hand, the ability of the
Labour Ministry to argue the case for retaining swugas or introducing new measures has
been protected to some extent by the existencegeharal agreement within the Federal
Government about the conditions for sustainableytemm growth, which encompass
competitiveness, environmental matters and soffiaire and formally places them on an
equal footing. According to officials, the agreeinkas helped the ministry in its efforts to
influence policy.

The distribution of responsibilities in Irelandsome ways resembles the UK, in that
responsibility for industrial relations is locatedth a ministry that has as its primary
responsibility the promotion of ‘competitivenesthe employers’ association IBEC is in
favour of industrial relations matters continuiryreside with the DETI because of the
department’s enterprise focus. The national tradieruconfederation ICTU, however,
regards the change of the ministry’s name from DEGETI (i.e. the substitution of
‘innovation’ for ‘employment’) as signifying a dowrading of the importance of labour
issues and a greater emphasis on an ‘employersidageNational union officials are
concerned that any employment rights proposals thaght be argued to threaten
‘enterprise and innovation’ will be viewed negalivdCTU officials are also concerned
that industrial relations skills and knowledge h#&een lost from DETI and that some of
the ministry’s officials have a limited understamgliof ILO Conventions, collective
bargaining and the legal status of collective amexgs (which are registered and legally
enforceable).

One consequence of the recent suspension of sparéhership in Ireland (see
Section 10) has been that the onus on the labdairsafsection of DETI to act as a
protector of employment rights has increased. This sometimes be a source of tension
between the labour affairs and enterprise sectd¥TI, which may take different views
over the benefits of, for example, Ireland’s NagibMinimum Wage and sectoral minima.
The enterprise section is concerned with the careszps of minimum wages for the
competitiveness of Irish firms, whereas the labaffiairs section tends to emphasize the
importance of minimum wages as a means of progetitnerable workers. Since the start
of the crisis, the labour affairs section has foutnehore difficult to make the case for a
strengthening of labour inspection, increasing dif@ non-compliance and licensing of
employment agencies, all of which were agreed utigelast social partnership agreement
(Towards 2016)In the context of the crisis, it has become diffi to convince politicians,
the enterprise sections of DETI and other partstt@f public administration (e.qg.
Department of Finance) that the bill to introdubese measures should be prioritized,
given concerns about regulatory ‘burdens’ on enmgieyand the resource implications of
the measures.

Coordination

Wherever responsibilities for labour administrati@re shared, the issue of
coordination is likely to be a matter for concermReforms designed to improve
coordination in particular areas, for example ispext of employment and social benefits,
frequently create new coordination challenges addtktribution of policy responsibilities

® Sectoral collective agreements between employmasuaions that allow a minimum wage to be
established and extended to an entire sectorgifLitbour Minister agrees to an extension. They
cover coal mining, cleaners and construction. Imesectors there are different minimum wages
for East and West Germany.
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changes. Challenges are likely to arise in respiebbth ‘vertical’ coordination (e.g. links

between the government and the ministry and betweemministry and its subordinate
bodies) and ‘horizontal’ coordination (e.g. acrasiistries, across the divisions of a
ministry).

Governments have developed various mechanisms tdressl coordination
challenges. Coordinating bodies designed to prowitentation within and across specific
policy areas are common. In Ireland, for exampl&abinet Committee on Economic
Renewal is chaired by the Taoiseach. It includesistars from key ministries, including
Education and Skills and DETI, Finance and Sodiatdtion. A senior officials group on
economic renewal feeds into the Cabinet CommitBreups of senior officials also meet
to discuss actions and progress in respect ofedis@reas of social policy, such as labour
market policy. These provide the Cabinet CommitineEconomic Renewal with policy
papers and proposals, which can then be discussed.

In the UK, both BIS and the DWP have an interedalour and employment issues,
but because of their policy responsibilities theynstimes approach issues with different
emphases. For example, in relation to vocatiorahitng, the DWP is likely to be most
concerned with training to help unemployed persabtsin jobs, whereas BIS is likely to
be more concerned with apprenticeships and continuocational training for employed
persons. A further example relates to the rightrdquest flexible working, which is
available to parents of young children and othetk @ertain types of care responsibilities.
When the policy was first discussed, the DWP fagduan inclusive approach that would
ensure that disabled workers, single parents aner qgiotentially disadvantaged workers
would be able to work flexibly. BIS’s position omig issue, however, reflected employers’
concerns that making flexible work patterns avddalo all employees would be
problematic because employers would first wish risuee that the employee could be
relied uponto work flexible patterns. As far as the day-to-dagrk of the ministries is
concerned, bodies have been created to help catedimctivities. Recently a ‘labour
market board’ was created to improve coordinatiorelation to labour market policy. The
board is composed of officials and includes repregieres from the Treasury, the Home
Office (which has responsibility for the policy aref migration), the DWP and BIS. The
board is an informal structure that allows offisiab discuss issues and ensure that
activities are aligned. The labour market boardite rdoes not extend to resolving
disagreements between ministers. Where such dexagrds arise, they are dealt with
through political processes. The resolution of gisaments may depend on the relative
seniority of ministers. In cases of severe disages# it is possible that the Prime Minister
or Chancellor of the Exchequer will intervene.

Attempts to improve coordination have also been enad relation to labour
inspection. In contrast to many other countriedimiand outside Europe, the UK lacks a
unified labour inspectorate. Responsibilities fapdur inspection are divided between the
Gangmasters’ Licensing Authorftythe Employment Agencies Standards Inspectgrate
the Health and Safety Executh@nd HM Revenue and Customs, which is responsitle f
enforcing the national minimum wage. The consegeencf the fragmented labour
inspection system for workers, and vulnerable wgrke particular, was emphasised by
the TUC-convened Commission on Vulnerable Employm@iJC 2008). The (then

® This body issues licences to labour suppliershin dgriculture, horticulture, shellfish gathering
and food processing sectors and reports to the repat of the Environment, Food and Rural
Affairs.

" This body is part of the Employment Relations Bioeate of BIS.

® This body reports to the Department of Work andsimns.
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Labour) government responded by creating a Fair [&npent Enforcement Board
(FEEB) to promote collaboration between the varibodies with responsibilities relating
to labour inspection. The TUC, however, continuede concerned about the fragmented
organisation and (in its view) under-resourcindadiour inspection activities.

The use of targets to achieve coordination hasrhecsidespread and represents a
core element of the New Public Management. Eaclarigent within Ireland’s public
administration system, for example, has a Straggyement and a related set of strategic
goals. Divisions and sections of ministries areunegl to have key performance indicators
linked to the strategic goals. Departments prodaneual reports, in which progress
towards meeting strategic objectives, as measusedh®é performance indicators, is
reviewed. A similar system of performance manageraparates in the UK. Since the late
1990s, ministries have been required to establigiipservice agreements (PSAs) with
the Treasury and set out objectives that are s@gptis provide orientation and increase
accountability. Many PSAs have been cross-depatathand this has particularly been the
case in relation to labour market policy, given thistribution of responsibilities across
BIS, DWP and other ministries. Of the PSAs establis for the 2008-11 period, for
example, DWP led on two: to ‘maximise employmenpartunity for all' and to ‘tackle
poverty and promote greater independence and waighin later life’. The first PSA also
involved BIS, the Department of Communities andald@overnment, the Department of
Health and HM Treasury. The second involved theabmpent of Communities and Local
Government and Department of Health. The DWP atstributed to nine other Public
Service Agreements led by other ministries andirgldo issues such as child poverty and
equality. Through discussion with HM Treasury, DM/P also established seven strategic
objectives, which included reducing the numbertofdcen living in poverty, maximizing
employment opportunity for all, improve health aadety outcomes and promote equality
of opportunity for disabled people. Each PSA amatsgic objective was underpinned by a
number of performance indicators. This system ofgpmance management is, however,
currently under review. Each department has deeel@p‘structural reform plan’ and is in
the process of developing a ‘transparency framewarlwhich its tasks and indicators of
success will be set out. The new system reflects nbw government’s interest in
emphasizing concrete actions linked to timescateg. (contracts issued per month), as
opposed to broader targets (e.g. increasing théogmpnt rate). According to officials, a
drawback of the latter is that it is hard to dentie that a department wessponsible
for increases or decreases in the employment faggotential drawback with the new
approach, however, is that the focus will be onoastrather than the effects of actions
(i.e. whether the action helped).

Agreements linked to targets are also used to @teragencies with responsibilities
for labour administration. In the Czech Republar, é&xample, each of the eight regional
labour inspectorates establishes each year a setgefts and proposes a budget linked to
the targets, which must be approved by the Depuityistér. Individual inspectorates’
plans and targets are based on the European Coimm'gsstrategy for labour inspection
for the period 2009-2010 and inspectorates sugtest own targets, based on the
Commission’s strategy. The annual plan of inspestis always developed in such a way
that the number of inspections is feasible. Whesheagion drafts its plan, it takes into
consideration the number of employers in the regiowd the number of inspectors
available. Often the targets are exceeded becauaddition to the planned inspections,
MOLSA and workers’ requests trigger additional iestions. However, according to some
MOLSA officials, the resources and staffing of thepectorate are insufficient.

° See the DWP’s Annual Report for 2009, availablengp://www.dwp.gov.uk/docs/departmental-
report-2009.pdf
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In addition to coordinating work programmes, sono¥egnments have sought to
ensure that ministries pay heed to the potentiaisequences of new policies for
‘bureaucracy’ and national competitiveness. The $JRreasury has, alongside BIS,
strongly advocated that regulation of markets,udirig the market for labour, remain
‘light touch’ in character. The current Conservathiberal coalition government has
sought to entrench further the maintenance of anmailist regulatory environment by
promoting a ‘one in-one out’ initiative whereby atgpartment that wishes to introduce a
new regulation must justify the regulati@md agree to remove another regulation for
which it has responsibility. The objective is tesere that there will be no increase in the
overall regulation of the UK economy. The initiajwvhich will be overseen by BIS, was
launched in summer 2010 and its effects are not cjear. However, given that
employment protections in the UK are invariablygangted as a ‘burden’ on business, the
introduction of the ‘one-in-one out’ scheme suggdbkat proposals for new employment
rights are likely to be confronted by additionaktazles.

A further example of procedures designed to enthatthe wider social impact of
policies is considered is provided by Germany. Wipegparing a new policy, policy
makers are normally required to assess the costtheofpolicy, the advantage and
disadvantages for citizens and the costs of theirastmative work involved. A ‘control
council’ for legislation oversees the assessmeWhile the council does not have
decision-making powers, its assessments are infldyecause if it comes to a negative
conclusion its statement has to be added to thi législation when it is presented to
Parliament and it becomes part of the Parliamemangess. The council includes high-
level representatives, 4 or 5 experienced polickerg and is headed by a former state
secretary of the Economics ministry. The contralrenl examines whether administrative
burdens are being shifted from the state secttregrivate sector and tends to prefer that
bureaucracy be eliminated rather than shiftedégtivate sector or to citizens.

6. Research and Evaluation

Evaluation of domestic policy programmes and peficis widespread. Many
governments have emphasised the importance of bairlg to demonstrate the
effectiveness of public policy interventions ana thirtues of ‘evidence-based policy
making’. While the meaning of ‘evidence based policaking’ is somewhat ambiguous
(Sanderson 2002), the implication is that new atites should be grounded in reliable,
clear and comprehensive research evidence angdfiaies and programmes should be
subject to rigorous processes of evaluation. Exidérased policy making may, however,
prove difficult to sustain as a consistent practide Walker (2000: 62-3) notes, while
research may influence policy-making, it is ‘notways influential [and may be]
supplanted by the powerful political forces of tieerexpediency, ideology and finance’.
In a similar vein, Cook (1997: 40) emphasises it politician’s prime goal is to be re-
elected rather than to respect technical evideride. implication of these arguments is
that ‘evidence-based policy making’ may be undeedinn a number of ways. For
example, governments may favour a lower cost progra over a higher-cost programme,
even though the evidence suggests that the laitgt fme more effective. Furthermore, the
desire of governments to demonstrate the effeats®f their policies may lead them to
favour programmes that can be relatively easiliuatad, and that will yield relatively
rapid results, over programmes that deliver harthéasure outcomes, even though the
latter may be more effective in the longer term.

Research enters the policy making process at diffestages. Sometimes research is
commissioned from external sources and ministreguiently cooperate with independent
research institutions. Some ministries have interagearch capacity, with researchers
located within departments or separate researds. dntil relatively recently, MOLSA
funded a Research Institute for Labour and Socitiis, which came under the umbrella
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of the ministry but is now a public research ingidn. MOLSA also cooperates with the
National Employment Observatory, which is also blisiresearch institution and provides
assistance with the forecasting of future qualifaes and skill needs.

Germany’s Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs haswell-developed ‘evaluation
culture’. The emphasis placed on evaluation hag#sed since the Hartz reforms and the
Ministry has evaluated almost all of its labour kedrinstruments. When evaluating
impacts, the ministry attempts to examine courdettfals (control groups), a method of
research that is common in public policy evaluatiamd widely used by national
governments. The ministry also examines procesgeds attempts to explainvhy an
instrument was or was not effective. In conduciisgevaluations, the ministry is able to
call upon the services of the Institute for LabMarket and Occupational Research, which
comes under the umbrella of the Federal EmployrAgetcy.

Labour ministries frequently draw upon evidence mvhegotiating their budgets with
finance ministries, which typically focus on thestoand benefits of pursuing particular
courses of action. In the case of the DWP, negatiatrelating to programme spending
typically encompass a discussion of the impactesfelfit payments on overall spending.
The Treasury tends to be concerned that progransimasid help to reduce the level of
expenditure and that programme costs should beeagited by savings on the welfare
budget. The Treasury tends to be less receptiveotential programme outcomes that
cannot be easily quantified, such as the benditerdrkers’ health if they are able to
access work.

The emphasis placed on cost savings has beenifigdrsince the start of the current
austerity drive that is currently occurring in maéyropean countries. The austerity drive
is also undermining the evidence-based policy ngakirocess as governments abandon
policies without first subjecting them to rigoroegaluations. In April 2010, the German
parliament decided to abandon a scheme that offevedses to employers who agreed to
employ apprentices who had been seeking a positiormore than 12 months. The
decision was taken before evaluations of the schieatk been completed, although it
should be noted that a subsequent evaluation fthetd80 per cent of employers would
have taken on apprentices even had the bonus bemrailable. Measures for young
people have also been abandoned in the UK. In 288%ormer Labour government
introduced a Young Person’s Guarantee’ initiatiygaranteeing all 18-24 year olds who
were NEET° an employment, education or training opporturiltye scheme was funded
via a Future Jobs Fund, which allocated £1 bilt@rreating 150,000 jobs, of which two-
thirds were to be for young workers. The scheme #red Future Jobs Fund were
abandoned by the current coalition government shior2010, shortly after it took power.
In an emergency budget, the government annountadet of £6 billion worth of public
spending cuts during 2010-11 and each ministry negsired to identify ways of cutting
its costs. In the case of the DWP, the recessiated spending of the previous
government was identified as a target for cuts. gbeernment has pledged to honour
existing commitments related to the Young Persdhgarantee, but will not fund any
further places. The scheme was axed prior to theemtaking of evaluations and the
decision appears to have been based solely orothetthe programme and the fact that
some of the contractual difficulties (i.e. conteaahvolving providers) that might have
occurred had other schemes been axed would netiariglation to the Future Jobs Fund.
It is worth noting that the scheme had been inttedudespite initial assessments that
suggested that the benefit savings generated bsctieme would probably amount to less
than its running costs. The decision to proceedh wite scheme despite the cost

19 Not in Employment, Education or Training.
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implications is a further example of political mitees (in this case a desire to address
youth unemployment) taking priority over ‘eviderused’ considerations.

7.  Managing People: Training and Pay

Training

The research for this study identified a humbeneiv developments in respect of
training programmes for ministries’ employees. Therman Labour and Social Affairs
ministry, for example, is in the process of implentitreg a ministry-specific further training
programme. This initiative is partly a responseatochange in the Federal Careers
Ordinance, which has introduced a requirementdhah ministry develop its own ‘HRD
concept’. Every staff member will be entitled to d&ys of further training per year. The
ministry has developed a curriculum of compulsanits) to be completed within 5 years,
and a suite of options. The programme’s rationgl® iincrease training opportunities for
experienced members of staff and address the laticipation rate in training among
officials over the age of 50 years. The ministrgoalvishes to improve opportunities for
women, disabled employees and part- time emploieescess training and increase the
training opportunities available to the middle dodier levels of the service. Training
needs are identified via different channels. Eaiefisidn of the ministry conducts staff
interviews, which include performance appraisalsselda on comparisons between
performance and targets. On the basis of thisvieter individual training needs are
identified. In addition regular discussions conaggntraining needs occur at general
directorate level and decisions are then relayeddieidual divisions.

The ministry has also developed a mentoring systemew recruits. The mentoring
programme was introduced in 2006 and initially B®dmembers, who participated in a
network designed to facilitate support through sharing of information and experience.
New recruits remain the network for 18 months drehtjoin an alumni network. By 2010,
between 260 and 280 employees were participatirigagniwo networks. The benefits for
the ministry have taken the form of closer cooperatand a faster exchange of
information within and across DGs, resulting frdm personal contacts and good working
relationships that the mentoring programme haditieid.

In the case of MOLSA, every new recruit must conlan initial training period
within a three-month probationary period. Oppottiesifor further training are also made
available. MOLSA is able to access an externalituigin (Institute for Public
Administration Education) which publishes a catal®@f courses every year. The courses,
which are mainly focused on managerial skills, ¢ate with an exam and the award of a
certificate. MOLSA also has a separate traininggetidwhich is used when the external
institute does not offer a course that is neededthése circumstances, MOLSA will
organize the training. Once a year, the ministmyduzts an analysis of training needs and
heads of department pass their requirements dreteducation unit, which then organises
the necessary seminars and courses. It is likeweker, that MOLSA'’s training budget
will be cut as a result of austerity measures. ifiiteal 2011 budget estimate for human
resources, education and training was 40 per celioivbthe 2010 figure (excluding the
payroll). The training budget for 2011 will thereddbe 40 per cent less than the budget for
2010.

Pay and performance appraisal

The adoption of new performance management methadsbeen accompanied in
some countries by the introduction of incentivedthgpay and rewards, whereby an
element of employees’ total remuneration is platdrisk’. Performance-related pay
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(PRP) is perhaps the best known example and ibwsafeature of public administration
management in a number of countries. The contobubf PRP to total remuneration, its
application to ministries’ employees, the methodeduto determine performance-related
payments and the extent to which they are regulbteaollective agreements varies
between countries. However, incentive payment systien three of the countries studied
for this report have been affected by austeritysuess. In the case of the DWP, PRP is a
relatively small proportion of the total remuneoatireceived by most employees (typically
less than 10 per cent). PRP awards are linkeddigidtual targets, which are in turn linked
to those of the organization. However, austeritasoees are likely to result in a reduction
in the size of performance-related payments (itheen suggested that for the foreseeable
future they will probably amount to no more tha@ frer cent of employees’ salary).

The remuneration package of the civil servants eymal in MOLSA also comprises
basic and variable elements. There is a ‘leaderalipvance’ for senior officials. The
Labour Code specifies four levels of managemewinfiHead of Unit upwards. These
individuals may be paid a supplement of betweendb20 per cent of basic pay. A further
variable component is known as the ‘personal altm&g which is paid in recognition of
good performance over a sustained period of tinhes& allowances can only be received
once new recruits have completed a 3-month prabgtsiod. Employees are also eligible
to receive a bonus for carrying out a particulatgmanding task, although there is no
specific budget for this and bonuses can only hd faunding is diverted from other
activities. Supplementary payments are supposebdetdinked to a formal evaluation
process, yet in practice evaluations do not alwaye place. MOLSA’'s HR unit has
instructed heads of units and departments thafffariabs ‘personal allowance’ can only
be reduced if a proper evaluation of their perfaros results and approach to the work
has been conducted. Unit heads are also expectedatoate the performance of other
members of the relevant section before making ameeendation (i.e. the person whose
allowance is to be changed should be compared heropeople in the same
section/department). However, while the Ministes ladso said that heads of departments
should carry out evaluations, the form of the eatdin has not been specified and
appraisals are therefore not conducted in a sysienvay. In addition, it is recognized
that line managers require more training in apgdreacto ‘people management’ (e.g.
coaching people, time management). As has beerabe in the UK, it is likely that
MOLSA'’s remuneration system will be affected bytatsy measures. All ministries were
required to cut their costs by 10 per cent in 2011s possible that basic pay will be
reduced by 10 per cent and that the supplementayynents will also be reduced.
However, it is also possible that the savings w#l made through staff reductions or a
combination of staff and pay reductidhs

The German Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs@loperates a PRP system,
which is specific to the ministry. Salaried emplegén the public sector are covered by
collective agreements that include provisions igjato performance-related pay. The
Ministry has implemented the collectively agreedteyn for salaried employees, who
comprise between 10 and 20 per cent of the Mingsstaff at higher and executive level
and approximately 80 per cent of staff employedoater levels. In 2010 the ministry
extended the coverage of PRP to civil servantsalsb extended the coverage of
performance appraisals so as to include salarigdogees as well as civil servants, who
were already subject to appraisals (as requirethdivil Service Act). The reforms were
implemented in an effort to provide both groupshwitie same opportunities in respect of
pay, promotion and advancement. However, the PREemg for the two categories of

M public sector pay cuts and pay freezes have amtumr several countries as governments have
sought to reduce public expenditure (Glassner 2@t®llab and Papadakis 2011). Trade unions
have responded to attacks on wages and other goeatnmeasures directed at reducing social
expenditure by organising strikes and demonstration
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employee differ. While 80 per cent of salaried esypks receive a performance-related
bonus, the Civil Service Act specifies that bonusas only be paid to the very best
performing civil servants, which has meant that rpagts have been made to a
comparatively small proportion (between 30 and dOgent) of civil servants.

Until recently, performance-related awards in theistry were made by the head of
each DG on the basis of subjective assessmentsrfdrmance. However, a survey of
employees conducted in 2008 uncovered evidencal@ppiness at the lack of transparent
and objective criteria. A new formal appraisal systwas introduced in 2010 and PRP
awards are now determined by line managers acaptdioriteria determined by each DG.
Employees are awarded points based on criteridimgldo, among other things, their
output, quality of work and leadership skills. EaElG is allocated a budget for
performance related bonuses, linked to the numbemployees in the DG and their levels
(e.g. number in top grades, number in middle ghadése bonus points awarded following
an appraisal are translated into monetary amoé&otsemployees in middle positions, the
awards typically represent around 20 per cent ef month’s salary. It is also possible to
award team bonuses, linked to the achievementamf tiargets. This recently-introduced
innovation should enable the ministry to incredse proportion of civil servants who
receive a bonus to around 50 per cent.

The new appraisal system has resulted in higheklaad for heads of divisions and
sections and has encountered criticisms for trasae. The ministry has responded by
conducting a study of the tasks undertaken by &@&hThe purpose of the study was to
explore possibilities for transferring certain tag& non-ministerial bodies (e.g. a general
administrative agency), thereby creating more rdomheads of departments to focus on
issues that align with the objectives of the migisiThe ministry is also developing a
target-steering process in an effort to improvesiistem of performance management.
Medium-term development targets and ‘action fielghsiority areas for action) have been
identified for the ministry and these were due ¢oiroplemented during late 2010. Target
agreements will be concluded by state secretandslee directors of the DGs, who will
then ‘cascade’ the targets to divisions. The inbenis that divisional heads will develop
targets for individual employees, linked to thegtds established for the division.
Evaluations will subsequently be undertaken andjqeiss will be reviewed at top-level
meetings involving the ministry’s state secretarielso will also consider whether targets
should be adjusted. This new approach to performananagement is specific to the
ministry and is a consequence of a decision byrtimster and state secretaries (it has not
been required by the Finance Ministry). The minsgeikeen to focus the ministry’s
activities more closely on its political objectiy@s order to combat an external impression
that the ministry lacks a clear focus. The objexdiget for the ministry have been derived
partly from the medium-term objectives of the coahi government and partly from a
corporate mission statement that the ministry isebiging. Several action fields have been
identified (for example, ‘activation’ of the laboforce) with the intention of introducing a
sharper focus on core activities. The potentialtrdountion of each DG to the various
action areas will be examined so as to (in the wardone official) fill the action field
with concrete and specific projects’.

Public sector pay in Ireland, including pay in thel service, has been substantially
affected by the Irish government’s austerity measuirowards the end of 2009 pay cuts
for public servants were announced for the follayyrear, ranging from 5 per cent for
individuals earning up to €30,000 p.a. to 15 pert fer those earning more than €200,000.
Performance bonuses for senior officials (departmegads and Assistant Secretary
Generals) have been suspended and it is uncehniainhtey will be reintroduced once the
Irish economy recovers. Government expenditure locate also resulted in a moratorium
on the staffing of public administration. Each dément has agreed with the Department
of Finance a limit on total departmental staffiAg.a consequence, it has become difficult
to fill vacancies and ministries have respondeddsking increased freedom to re-deploy
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officials. In the case of DETI, there has been rcemn that staffing levels in areas such as
redundancy payment, activation and dispute reswiutshould be maintained. The
government has reached an agreement with thettddlk unions (referred to as the ‘Croke
Park’ agreement), which covers the issue of reajepént and allows for civil servants to
be transferred between functions. The unions agreegteater flexibility in return for a
promise that the government would not requioenpulsoryredundancies and would not
impose further pay cuts for at least four yearsprhctice, re-deployment has so far proved
difficult to achieve and, where it has occurredhas not been achieved swiftly.

Public Employment Services

Public Employment Service (PES) budgets are tylyicdetermined through a
negotiation process involving the PES, the spongoministry and the finance ministry.
For example, the process of determining the budgehe Czech Federal Employment
Agency begins with a proposal from the agency, wischen discussed with MOLSA and
the Finance Ministry. Czech law requires that thergy’'s management board and the
ministries must reach an agreement on the bud@bugh some officials regard the
‘negotiations’ as a mere formality. The Federal Eoyment Agency board does, however,
have the authority to decide how it allocates iisiget between labour market measures
and can also exercise discretion in relation tdfistplevels. The agency is normally
provided with a total ALMP budget and must thenides how to allocate the budget
between instruments.

While agencies, labour ministries and finance niiigis may negotiate over funding,
a certain amount of PES funding is often volumateal (that is, linked to the number of
‘jobseekers’). In the UK, for example, the numb&dobCentre Plus advisors is related to
the number of jobseekers. When preparing estinfatdbe funding cycle that commenced
in April 2008, the DWP underestimated the numberclaimants who would require
assistance. When it became clear that the jobs emsuld result in the estimate being
exceeded, the DWP was able to argue successfully the Treasury for additional
resources. In general, the Treasury is persuadddht JobCentre Plus more than covers
its costs, through the benefit savings that reéudin successful efforts at helping
unemployed people find work. The UK’s Minister fafork and Pensions sets annual
targets for JobCentre Plus. The DWP is currenthan@ring the possibilities for
simplifying and reducing the number of targetsasdo focus on one or two ‘employment-
driven’ targets which the Chief Executive of Job@€enPlus will be responsible for
meeting. The primary objective is likely to be tainmtain or improve the rate at which
people flow off of welfare and into paid employment

The job advisors of the German BA have considerabtge to exercise discretion
when making decisions about the type of suppodffier unemployed persons. Scope for
discretion increased following the 2003-5 Hartzorafs. However, a target agreement
system between the BA and the Ministry has beewdnted, setting out specific labour
market objectives which local advisors are supposedconsider when making
recommendations to jobseekers. A key federal tafgetlabour market policy is a
reduction in the duration of unemployment and tlieeciveness of labour market
instruments will be evaluated against this objectiVargets are agreed annually between
the Ministry and BA and budgets are then planned tlm basis of the targets.
In considering the resources it will require, th& B required to consider client support
ratios as these strongly influence the personnelgéu of the BA and its staffing
requirements. The ratio of job advisors to ‘cliégsl: 75 in the case of young people. For
adults it is 1: 125. The ratios, which are set ioutegislation, are intended to provide
orientation and do not have to be exact for evdiysar.
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Many governments provided PESs with additional weses during the early stages
of the crisis, although capacity problems were ribedess experienced. FAS, Ireland’s
PES, has been subject to the general moratoriuneayaitment in Ireland’s public sector.
To cope with the increase in unemployed workersS FAallocated staff from sections
concerned with training people in employment angdrapticeship training, redeploying
them to activities related to support for unemptbygorkers. In the Czech Republic,
increased unemployment has similarly led to capgmibblems that have proved hard to
manage and the Labour Offices have had to worlerffast processing claims. However,
public spending cuts may impact on the activitigs.2010 the Czech government
announced plans to reduce staff expenditure byetQcent by cutting jobs, salaries or a
combination of the two. Each Minister will be respible for deciding how the cuts will
be implemented and at this stage it is not certmiw many posts will be lost from
MOLSA or the Labour Offices. Criteria for the reuedf certain social benefits are to be
tightened and a reorganisation of the Labour Offisgstem has been planned. Currently
there are 77 Labour Offices operating at distagel. In practice, the Labour Offices have
a great deal of autonomy, although the scope oir thetivities is defined by the
Employment Act and their activities are also lirditey the funding available from the
state budget or European Social Fund. Howeveiintkation is to merge these offices into
one authority, to be governed by MOLSA. The Ministdshes to abolish all district
labour offices and establish a new national Czaopleyment Authority with 14 branches
(one in each region), each of which will be resjdadesfor running a number of Client
Centres (220-250 across the country). While soniieias in MOLSA hope that the
reforms will address regional imbalances in unemplent and economic conditions, it is
not clear whether a new regional public employnierty will be created to coordinate the
district offices.

The implications of austerity measures are als@udain in the UK. A large majority
of the DWP’s expenditure is related to pensions pagiment of benefits. However, the
department has been required to make a 26 perreduattion in non-benefit spending.
Staffing and programme expenditures are negotiaggarately, but it is likely that the
DWP will make cuts across both expenditure itent that staffing reductions will result.
Staffing of Job Centre Plus increased during thsiscrbut the organization will be
required to make cuts. The emphasis will be omgrydb maximise savings on back office
functions while attempting to maintain front linergices and it is likely that greater use
will be made of IT so as to facilitate on-line o

Reforms are also due to take place in Germanye $gienditure cuts are due to be
implemented and it is possible that 10,000 jobth&Federal Administration will be lost
over the period 2011-2014. As noted in Section@vapthe budget of the Federal Ministry
for Labour and Social Affairs is the biggest singpledget in the government (€143.2
billion for 2010). Over the next two years, the Miny will be required to affect major
cuts in expenditure. The government’s total budiyetependiture for 2010 was €319.5
billion. This is likely to fall to €307.4 billionn 2011. As a consequence, the Ministry’s
budget will be reduced to €131.8 billion, althowgten then its budget will represent 42.9
per cent of the total state budget. The currenlittma government wishes to reduce the
number of ALMPs instruments and the Ministry isreatly considering whether and how
some instruments might be merged. The hope is risilting efficiency gains will
compensate for a planned reduction in funding. Té®rms, which are due to be
introduced at the beginning of 2011, should alsonfiestaff in local employment offices
to exercise a greater amount of discretion in tesftee advice they provide to jobseekers.

The impact of the cuts on the staff base of theidttipand the BA remains uncertain.
The staffing required to operate Germany’s basiorime support scheme is paid from the
federal budget. The Ministry’s budget estimate udels an item for ‘administrative costs’,
which includes the staff cost associated with adtening basic income support. While
the Ministry is facing an overall budget reductidris permitted to transfer funds between
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spending items and this may help it to preserve.jgith regard to the BA, staffing levels
are largely determined by the advisor: client gtiwhich are stipulated in legislation. The
implication is that the number of advisors will pidecrease if unemployment falls.

Tax revenue is not the only source to cover theidifiyis expenditure — another
important source is employer and worker contrilngion 2010, expenditure on statutory
pension insurance amounted to €249.1 billion. Omie-third of this amount (€80.6
billion) came from the government budget; the remdar came from government and
employer contributions. The Ministry’s contributiém pension insurance represents by far
the largest element of its overall contributiorstxial benefits (€80.6 billion out of a total
social expenditure of €81.1 billion). The remainisgcial expenditure is linked to
employment policies. There are two unemploymenpstpschemes: a tax-funded, means-
tested income support scheme, and a contributindeid unemployment insurance
scheme. The latter comes under the authority oFdueral Employment Agency. In 2010
the Federal Employment Agency’s budget includedeapenditure amount of €54.1
billion, which was contribution funded. Of this, £Dillion was spent on unemployment
benefit and €16.7 on ALMPs.

Regular Federal government subsidies for the BAewavailable up until the
introduction of the Hartz reforms. In 2005, howewde principle was established that the
BA would receive no further subsidies but only Isa@ver the past five years the BA was
regularly able to generate a surplus because afively high unemployment insurance
contribution rates. The BA was therefore able tddba reserve, which was exhausted
during the crisis, thus creating a need for a dfiiéederal subsidy of €12.1 billion. Scope
for reserve building will diminish after 2010 besauwof changes in insurance contribution
rates. Between 1993 and 2006, the unemploymentanse contribution rate was 6.5 per
cent of the wage (equally shared between worketseamployers). The rate was cut to 4.2
per cent in 2007, to 3.3 per cent in 2008 and&g2r cent in 2009. In 2011 it will be 3 per
cent. The reduction that took place in 2009 repreeskan attempt by the government to
reduce the financial burden on employers in theehbpt this would provide them with an
incentive to maintain workers in jobs. It is likellyat the BA will experience a deficit in
2011 and 2012, but for those years they will noeiree a subsidy from government but
will instead receive a loan (a €6.55 billion loaranticipated in 2011).

The Public-Private Interface in
Employment Services

Private and third-sector involvement in the prauisof employment services is well-
established in the UK, particularly in relationtbe long-term unemployed. JobCentre Plus
deals with most jobseekers for the first 12 momthsnemployment. Unemployed persons
are then transferred to ‘Flexible New Deal’ progna@s, which are administered by
private and voluntary sector providers. In the aafsthose persons with health conditions
who are expected to be able to move back into \abdome point in the future, provision
is split between the PES and private employmenticeproviders (approximately 40 per
cent of these individuals are helped by Jobcerius &d 60 per cent through ‘pathways’
measures delivered by private providers).

Benefit reform is currently a political priority ithe UK. The coalition government
has announced plans to simplify the benefits systerough the introduction of a
‘universal credit’. The government has also conenitio a ‘Work Programme’, which is a
new form of private and voluntary sector emploympravision that will require new
contracts and a new funding model. It is possibkg the programme will result in job
seekers moving to private sector programmes atdierestage and that the involvement
of the private sector will expand. Given that seevprovision is already a ‘mixed model’,
a step-change is not envisaged. However, the ‘ViPodgramme’ will differ from existing
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measures in that it will not cluster unemployedspes into different categories (e.g. those
with health problems) but will treat them as onelp@here will also be a greater emphasis
on sustained employment. Fees will be related tovigers’ success in helping
unemployed workers findnd retaina job. Providers will determine for themselves the
processes through which these objectives will bsymrd and will also be encouraged to
compete for ‘market share’.

The involvement of the private sector in the Czlattour market dates back to 2004.
2,500 temporary work agencies (TWAs) are curremblyolved in service provision,
covering both Czech workers and foreign workers.LU8@ has experienced a number of
problems relating to the activities of the agencigse agencies are supposed to report on
their activities annually, yet half of them fail smbmit a report. In response, the ministry
has submitted draft amendments to the law that fadllitate the process of tightening
control of agencies’ activities and the withdrawélpermission to operate. Some of the
TWASs provide counseling activities for job seekersbehalf of Labour Offices, although
relatively few are involved in providingpmprehensiveupport for job seekers because of
the scarcity of funds for such programmes. MOLSA bkaught to increase resources for
those unemployed persons who are in most needpblyeencouraging them to make use
of IT-supported self-service facilities, therebydweing pressure on Labour Offices. A
national call centre has been established to anseermon questions and address
common concerns. A website for jobseekers hasbalso created.

Private sector job brokers are also encouragecerm@&ny. Unemployed workers are
able to hire a private agency to help find thenola jThe unemployed worker is given a
voucher, which they pass on to the agency if guscessful in helping them back into
work. The agency is then able to cash the voucliér the PES. The PES also contracts
with private sector organisations to provide uneawptl workers with help with CV
writing, presentation skills and so forth. Privagector involvement in employment
services in Germany, as elsewhere, is not withsulifficulties. Private sector companies
complain that the funding they receive from the PE®0 low and that competition forces
them to reduce their prices. However, accordingofficials of the ministry, while
contracting with private providers involves certaiansaction costs the system generally
works well. The ministry is, however, considerimdthening purchasing cycles, taking
the UK as a model in this respect. It is believest ta longer purchasing cycle will allow
for greater stability and more reliable cooperatietween the private sector and the BA.

10. Involvement of Social Partners in Labour
Administration and Social Dialogue

The extent and nature of the involvement of emplayganisations and trade unions
in labour administration varies considerably acrdss countries of Europe. Tripartite
social dialogue is not common in Germany. Emplayganizations and trade unions are,
however, closely involved in labour administratig®erman law requires that the social
partners participate in the governing bodies of itletitutions responsible for statutory
pension insurance, health, unemployment, pensiots @ccupational accidents. The
membership of the governing bodies of these orgdinizs is composed of equal numbers
of employer and trade union representatives. Aregtian is the Federal Agency for
Labour, which is governed on a tripartite ratheanttbipartite basis. The board of the
Federal Agency for Labour is a management boarchasdesponsibility for deciding how
to comply with laws relating to employment services

Employer and trade union involvement in the UK'stioraal system of labour
administration diminished in the 1980s and earl@Q The 1979-1997 Conservative
government disbanded the Manpower Services Conmnisand the National Economic
Development Committee, which had previously progidenployers and unions with a role
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in labour administration and a limited voice in ipgl deliberations. The practice of
including trade union leaders on Government inquanels and committees was also
suspended and trade union leaders were typically consulted on issues that were
deemed to be of direct concern to them (Crouch 199% 1997-2010 Labour government
displayed a greater willingness than its predecessmvolve trade unions and employer
organisations in the development and delivery oblipupolicy relating to industrial
relations, employment and social protection. Thestmmotable development was the
creation in 1998 of the Low Pay Commission (LPQ@) body charged with making
recommendations on the level and coverage of ttiena minimum wage.

The LPC is composed of an equal number of emploged trade union
representatives (plus three independent expertb)tars provides employers and unions
with an opportunity to influence a key area of labmarket policy. Employers and trade
unions have also been granted representation anetyof advisory groups. For example,
they participate in the lllegal Working Group, wiiés composed of representatives of
various civil society organizations and has a remmitackle illegal migrant working. In
addition, unions and employers have contributegtaidous ‘task forces’ that have been
established to discuss policy proposals and proathlece on implementation in relation to
issues such as flexible working for parents, theetiggment of a national skills strategy
and reforms of the Employment Tribunal system.

The 2010 general election brought to power a Caweasge-Liberal Democrat
coalition. The implications for the extent of emy#o and union involvement in labour
administration are not yet clear. The governmenbiginuing to consult with the TUC and
the situation in this regard is viewed by seniorCT tfficers as being better than had been
the case under the Conservative governments of-1999. On the other hand, the new
government recently restored a link between thesGamer Prices Index and pensions and
announced the decision without first consulting TheC. TUC sources have expressed the
view that the preceding Labour government wouldhate announced an initiative of this
kind (i.e. a measure that has implications for ammwembers) without consulting the TUC.

The implications of the government’s austerity noeas for labour administration are
also uncertain. As noted, the precise impact ohdiong cuts on the staffing of ministries
and agencies remains to be seen.

However, a cull of quangos carried out in 2010 had implications for labour
administration. The Learning and Skills Councilsédn@deen abolished and the Certification
Office and Central Arbitration Committee (CAC) haveen merged (it is not yet clear
whether there will be an impact on service provisioMost other quangos with
responsibilities for labour administration are ® tetained. These include the Low Pay
Commission, the Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitoat Service (Acas), the Gangmasters
Licensing Authority, the Equality and Human Rigl@®mmission and the Health and
Safety Executive (HSE). This is not to say thaséhbodies will be unaffected by austerity
measures. However, employers and trade uniondaik some influence on how the cuts
will affect labour administration, in that the exéige board of the Health and Safety
Executive and Acas are tripartite and have theatityhto made decisions about how cuts
will be implemented.

While the involvement of employers and unions ibolar administration increased
under the 1997-2010 Labour government when comperdtde immediately preceding
period of Conservative government, their involvehtr@mains less extensive than in some
other EU economies and is typically restricted attipipation in consultation exercises or
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the provision of advicé. In Ireland and the Czech Republic, by contrastpleyer and
trade union representatives have for the past weades participated in regular tripartite
social dialogue. In the case of the Czech Repuldimployer and trade union
representatives are normally given opportunitiescéonment on proposed changes to
Czech legislation and present their positions aCancil for Economic and Social
Agreement (RHSDY. If the social partners do not reach an agreemertie proposal, the
proposal will go to the Cabinet, which will try t@ach an agreement and submit the
proposal to Parliament. According to MOLSA offigathe benefit of social partnership is
that the views of social partners can be taken attwount and addressed when drafting
amendments to the law, which results in better ecatppn once the legislation comes into
force. This is particularly important when the goweent wishes to submit a controversial
proposal. A drawback of social partnership, howgigethat different opinions have to be
reconciled. In practice, the extent of dialoguevéaiable. While there is a general
obligation for the government to consult the sopettners on draft legislation, in practice
governments that do not want to consult do notabnshe 2006-9 government headed by
Prime Minister Topolanek, for example, tended tespnt proposals to Parliament without
first discussing them with the social partners. Tébsequent 2009-10 ‘caretaker
government’ headed by prime minster Fischer, bytrest) placed greater emphasis on
social dialogue and discussion. The position of therent government is uncertain,
although there are indications that social dialogileonce again be de-emphasised, even
though social dialogue played an important pathendevelopment of measures to address
the crisis. Anti-crisis measures were agreed inRRKSD and the national employer (SP)
and union federations (CMKOS) presented a signedient to the Council, stating their
joint support for the principle of maintaining eropiment. SP and CMKOS also took a
leading role in identifying sources of EU fundingdain pushing for short-time working
measures.

National-level social dialogue has also occurretheIreland over the last 20 years.
Social dialogue came about as a response to macroeic pressures in the 1980s. Over
the two decades that followed, the outcomes ofudsions involving the social partners
and the state were enshrined in national ‘partigsireements’. The first such agreement
was reached in 1987 against a backdrop of high ploeyment and inflation. Social
partnership has, however, collapsed as a consegunihe economic crisis. The trade
unions withdrew from partnership arrangements ihQ2ih response to the government’s

2 |n comparison with other European economies, tKehts lacked co-ordinating bodies and fora
to enable employer bodies and trade unions to gyaate in policy-making. This has been
particularly true since the 1979 general electiorhich brought to power a Conservative
government led by Margaret Thatcher. In 1987 theegument wound up the Manpower Services
Commission (MSC). This body, on which employers amdons were represented, had been
established in 1973 and was responsible for votaktieducation and training, employment services
and Jobcentres. The disbhanding of the MSC wasweltbin 1992 by the disbanding of the National
Economic Development Committee, which had beentedein 1961 to enable trade unions,
employers and the government to meet to discusesseelating to the economy. The situation
improved somewhat following the election of a Labgavernment in 1997, although the Low Pay
Commission, which was established in 1998, remdires only on-going forum for union and
employer involvement in policy development.

3 The RHSD was originally formed in 1990, althougtvas replaced by a more limited Council for
Dialogue between the Social Partners between 18851897, before being re-established in 1998
(Casaleet al 2001). The stated purpose of the RHSD at the tifmiés creation was to ‘develop
social dialogue with a view to maintaining socialrfmony as a critical condition for a successful
transition to a market economy and higher livingnsiards’ (cited in Casalet al 2001: 12).
Initially, the RHSD was to be called the Council®dcial Agreement. The name was changed to
Council for Economic and Social Agreement in reggoto employer and trade union requests that
its remit include economic policy (Fassmann &atnejova 2003).
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unilateral decision to impose pay cuts on publi@eemployees. Since the breakdown of
social dialogue, the trade unions have had beesutten to a lesser extent than had
previously been the case. The Irish Parliament @iveachtu3 recently discussed the
issue of minimum wages and invited the employerattend. The trade unions were not
invited and have submitted a complaint to the @hécommittee.

Until recently, employers and trade unions providegresentatives to the governing
body of FAS (the PES). Following allegations reigtito misuse of money and poor
governance, the board was reconstituted and sdaled-in 2009 and IBEC and ICTU are
no longer represented. However, the law continaespecify that unions and employers
should be represented on other bodies, such aBehsions Board and the Health and
Safety Authority. They also continue to be représeéron the Expert Group on Skills
Needs. The social partners are not representetieobdard of the National Employment
Rights Authority, although they do have an advisooje. The Irish government is
considering merging NERA and HSA. The trade uniovisyp are represented on the board
of the HSA, believe strongly that the two orgarimas should remain separate.

Social partnership has had important implicatiarddbour administration in Ireland.
The most recent partnership agreemérdwards 2016 which was agreed in 2006,
provided for a new labour inspectorate - the NatioBmployment Rights Authority
(NERA) and an increase in the number of labour énsgrs from around 15-20 to 90.
Eighty-six inspectors were ultimately recruitedthalgh the number of inspectors has
since fallen as a consequence of austerity mea§unsgsectors who leave the inspectorate
are not being replacedyowards 2016lso contained a commitment to increase fines for
employers who fail to respect their employees'utat rights. However, progress towards
the introduction of new fines appears to have edakince the breakdown of social
partnership.

11. Conclusion

Labour Ministries and their functional equivalefasm the crux of national systems
of labour administration. However, the specificdtions performed by Labour Ministries
and the distribution of responsibilities relating fiolicy development and delivery vary
between countries. While some countries have magdarelatively centralized forms of
organization, in which the Labour Ministry has resgibility for most activities relating to
labour, employment and social protection policiethers have redistributed policy
responsibilities across central government whilkegiging operational responsibilities to
guasi-autonomous agencies and non-governmentaésoRieforms have occurred for a
variety of reasons, although a number of partitplianportant explanatory factors can be
identified. Governments’ concern to achieve a clasterface between social security and
employment policies has led to responsibility foege policy areas being centralized in
policy and operational terms, through reorganizegiof central government, reallocation
of responsibilities and the creation of ‘one-sttyss’. These reforms have reflected an
increased emphasis on the ‘activation’ of unemployeorkers and a shift towards
workfare-oriented social policy. Efforts have alseen made to ensure that policy in
respect of labour markets and employment rightieigloped in ways that do not threaten
‘competitiveness’. The creation of the DTI in th& th the mid-1990s and the relatively
short-lived Federal Ministry of Economic and Labaur Germany are examples of
institutional reforms adopted to this end. The nteeforms that have occurred in Ireland,
including the renaming of the DETE, can be regaraed further manifestation of this
tendency. The ideas associated with the New Pllidinagement have also been highly
influential in shaping recent reforms of nationalstems of labour administration.
Governments have implemented reforms designed datera clearer division between
policy and operational responsibilities and mimitkerivate sector performance
management practices, including those that retepeodple management.
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The ability to coordinate policy and programme depment within and across
ministries is a crucial determinant of the effeetigss of policy making. The problems that
governments may face in this regard depend on lesponsibilities are distributed across
ministries, the internal organisation of ministriasd established methods of decision
making. In some countries new coordinating bodiagehbeen 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
become increasingly important in this regard. Sommstries, such as Germany’s Federal
Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, have alsopeximented with hew mentoring and
networking programmes in an attempt to improve doation and information sharing
through the development of inter-personal relatips Performance management
practices have been central to many governmentsmats to improve coordination.
Agreements linked to operational targets and perdmice indicators have been introduced
in an effort to ensure that ministries and theierages focus on the political priorities of
national governments. They are therefore being tsedidress or prevent the emergence
of difficulties that may beset principal-agent t&aships, which have become
increasingly complex as a result of public admraisbn reforms, including the creation of
semi-autonomous agencies, decentralization anehtneased involvement of the private
and third sectors in the provision of services.

The recent economic crisis has had a number ofdatpns for labour ministries and
national systems of labour administration. Labounistries and their subordinate agencies
were at the forefront of efforts to deal with thiétial escalation in unemployment and
increased threat of job losses. They were resplentib overseeing the implementation of
measures designed to preserve jobs and provideugafiorms of assistance to the
unemployed. Many governments provided ministried BESs with additional resources
so as to help them cope with the unanticipatedtiaddi demands that were made of them.
More recently, however, the resources availablmitustries, PESs and other bodies with
responsibilities relating to labour administratibave diminished as a consequence of
austerity measures. Reductions in public spendiage hresulted in cuts and new
constraints in relation to pay and staffing, whigtve impacted on the capacity of national
labour administration systems. While governmentgehelaimed that spending cuts are
necessary in order to restore competitiveness edhace fiscal deficits, trade unions have
argued that cuts will jeopardise chances of a rapimhomic recovery, serve to increase
unemployment and undermine the delivery of esdeptiblic services. Public spending
cuts have also had consequences for social prasctiTo varying extents, all of the
countries covered in this study have enacted spolidy reforms that have reduced social
protections for certain groups of citizens and faeced the link between benefit
entitlement and the willingness of recipients tdipgate in the labour market. Faced with
the twin challenges of reducing unemployment areddize of fiscal deficits, it is likely
that many other governments will ratchet down exiitene on public employment
services and emphasise relatively cheap job semtohties and work-first measures. It is
also likely that fiscal austerity will encouragetinaal governments to devote increased
attention to the resourcing and organization oblatadministration and that the post-2008
crisis period will form a turning point in the déepment of labour policies and the
mechanisms through which they are delivered.
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