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Preface

In the context of the recent economic downturn, carefully balanced strategies are needed so that agencies use their increasingly limited resources to help meet shared economic priorities at the local level and set local economies back on the track to economic growth. National government policies can make a great deal of difference in building economically viable, sustainable communities, but not if policies are fragmented, services duplicated and agencies do not communicate with each other on what they are trying to achieve. As government spending is reduced to pay off deficits, a drive is needed to make public policy more effective through reducing duplication at the local level and better aligning activities. Many lessons exist from different OECD countries on how to make local governance more effective, now is the time to put these into practice.

This book emerges from a longstanding interest by the OECD LEED Committee in better integrating policies at the local level. The impetus to launch a new project on “Integrating Employment, Skills and Economic Development” came from previous work carried out on decentralisation and partnerships. The research made clear that the difficulty of co-ordinating labour market policy and economic development strategies at local and regional levels was a major impediment to the success of local development initiatives, and that area-based partnerships and other existing forms of governance had limited capacity to correct this failure. A proposal to initiate a study on this issue was put forth by Poland, which received an enthusiastic response from the LEED Directing Committee. 11 countries volunteered to be reviewed as part of the study which also received the support from the European Commission. We are pleased to be launching the results of this major LEED project at a time when the results are more relevant than ever.

This project would not have been possible without the contributions provided by the DG Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunity of the European Commission; Human Resources and Skills Development Canada;the Labour Market Authority of Greater Copenhagen and Zeeland in Denmark;the University of Athens and the OAED in Greece; ISFOL in Italy; the Department of Labor, Ministry of Social Development and New Zealand Trade and Enterprise in New Zealand; the Ministry of Regional Development in Poland; the Ministry of Labour and Social Solidarity in Portugal, and the Department of Labor and National Centre on Education and the Economy in the United States. I would like to thank them all.
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Executive summary

Government intervenes in a myriad of ways at the local level, and rarely are these interventions co-ordinated effectively. Most of us are familiar with the policy “silos” which exist at the local level – employment offices, economic development agencies and local training institutions working separately from each other, following different policy objectives and working to different time scales. Such divisions are often taken for granted, blamed on historical working relationships (“it has always been like that”) and organisational cultures (“they don’t work like we do”). However, these divisions come at a cost. The issues and challenges facing local communities are often complex and require a holistic approach to be resolved.

Localities with entrenched difficulties such as multi-generational unemployment, social exclusion and high crime rates, require significant investment in multiple areas – housing, training, local transport – to be turned around. At the same time, harnessing economic opportunities in a knowledge-based economy requires simultaneous investment in infrastructure, skills, research and innovation, to raise productivity and adapt to new markets. Following the economic downturn, investment in skills is being seen as an important way of rebuilding future prosperity through making local people more adaptable to change and less expendable to business. However raising skills levels requires a joined-up approach between employment agencies, economic development bodies and also local employers, with a focus on both the supply and demand of skills.

It is rare in OECD countries to find holistic policy interventions at the local level which tackle diverse aspects of a problem simultaneously, are well targeted and have sufficient resources to succeed. Synergies between different actions (training benefits from economic development interventions for example) go unexplored, and local resources go unexploited. At the local level actors often respond by trying to build networks and improve communication. In recent decades local partnerships have been spawned across OECD countries, frequently focusing on particular localities, and/or particular themes (see OECD, 2001). Government agencies use such platforms to meet with other agencies and local stakeholders, including local employers, private agencies, the not-for-profit sector and civic society. However, it is not always the case that participating agencies have the flexibility to influence the delivery of nationally set programmes and policies to meet targets agreed in partnership. Also increasingly prevalent in recent years are jointly developed local strategies. In Europe, in particular, the influence of the European structural funds is such that local development strategies are now very common. Such strategies often set out broad aims and objectives and appear to “say all the right things” about working together to achieve common goals, however more rarely do they contain a proper implementation framework for how they are to be achieved, containing detailed agreements on joint actions, budgets, timescales etc. Too often such strategies become wish lists with many different objectives but no consensus on the most important cross cutting issues which need to be worked on together to achieve real economic growth and inclusion.

Agreeing on such a reduced set of priorities requires negotiating trade-offs, synergies and necessary sacrifices, which is challenging at the local level, particularly when local agencies do not have the decision making power to agree to such actions. It can imply a degree of conflict between local agencies which many local actors would find uncomfortable. Even if the will to make sacrifices and work towards a limited set of local priorities is there, a lack of flexibility in determining organisational targets means that many institutions, especially public or quasi-public, are likely to give priority to their own targets instead of those set collectively. The problem is accentuated because local strategies, and the mechanisms set out for their delivery, are not always legally binding. In many cases, partners feel free to participate in collective strategic planning but not necessarily obliged to translate the agreements into concrete action.

So how can governments make the changes necessary to encourage real policy integration at the local level? Why have strong joined-up approaches developed in some areas, while they seem always beyond the reach of others? “Breaking out of policy silos: doing more with less” explores the implementation of employment, economic development and skills policy in 11 countries to identify common obstacles to policy integration, and approaches which have led to policy alignment. The 11 countries include Canada and the United States; New Zealand; and the European countries of Bulgaria, Croatia, Denmark, Greece, Italy, Poland, Portugal and Romania. Each participating country and region has a different institutional framework, different economic strengths and weaknesses, and a different culture regarding collaboration and partnership working. However, the study has found that common factors are at play for all 11 and the opportunity for learning through sharing experiences is great.

The study produced both qualitative and quantitative results. Countries were each scored in terms of the degree of policy integration present on the ground, and the strengths and weaknesses of the supporting policy framework (in particular, the degree of national and local co-operation, flexibility in policy delivery and the extent of local capacities). The influence of labour market conditions was also taken into account. What has emerged has been the importance of flexibility in national policy frameworks, to give local actors enough freedom to adapt their programmes and actions to strategic priorities decided on the ground. In the 11 countries studied, policy flexibility was identified as having the highest influence of all the factors on policy integration at the local level. Whatever the degree of co-operation and partnership working between stakeholders, it has limited ability to produce change if organisations do not have the flexibility to adapt their policies and programmes to meet the agreed priorities. This book, therefore, has important policy messages for both local and national policy makers.

This book begins with a synthesis of the findings and international policy recommendations followed by a series of country synopses which set out the policy context, findings and policy recommendations for each country in more detail.

Box 0.1. The methodology behind this study

The study has been carried out with the help of country based experts in the 11 participating countries. The analysis was carried out on the basis of a series of interviews with national and local policy makers in the fields of employment, economic development and skills using a common methodology provided by the OECD. The findings from these interviews were discussed and validated during discussion and debate in a series of national and local roundtables which again involved senior representatives in the three policy areas of employment, skills and economic development. The study has looked at both the success factors and the barriers and obstacles to policy integration, along with the extent to which joined up working has contributed to the delivery of effective local programmes and a consistent vision for localities and regions. See Annex A for a list of the countries and the case study areas reviewed.





Part I

Synthesis of country findings





Why integrate policies?

The promotional slogan of Maryland Workforce Development Board, “workforce development is economic development”, highlights the increasing overlap between the aims and objectives of policies to promote employment, economic development and skills. It is widely acknowledged that efforts to co-ordinate employment policies with economic development strategies and social inclusion initiatives bring significant benefits, and now more so than ever. Traditionally, the main goal of labour market policy has been to ensure that labour markets function efficiently, facilitating labour market adjustment by matching job-seekers with vacancies and by developing the employability of workers. However, in a knowledge based economy the role of labour market policy is expanding (Giguère, 2008).

One of the key advantages that a locality or region can offer a business is the quality of its human capital. In recognition of this, local economic development officials can benefit significantly from working with employment offices and using workforce development as a key instrument to stimulate local economic development. At the same time, labour market policy makers are increasingly dependent on other local stakeholder and actors to achieve their own goals. Promoting regional quality of life as a means of attracting and maintaining a high-calibre workforce is becoming increasingly recognised as a key regional labour market development tool. Business organisations, trade unions and community-based organisations often provide services that supplement those of the public employment service, such as vocational training, placement and re-integration programmes, so joint steering is required to maximise complementarity while avoiding duplication. Training organisations benefit from networking with economic developers and local businesses to ensure that courses reflect rapidly evolving demands for skills and to prepare for forthcoming local investments.




The OECD LEED Programme has identified a number of factors which make integrated local development important, with the following being the most critical:



	Complexity: Many of the issues which local actors deal with are complex. As identified above, the issues that are rising up the agenda in OECD countries (skills, worklessness, immigration, innovation) are often intrinsically complex, “wicked” and interdependent problems that cannot be solved without a joint approach.

	Efficiency, duplication and service gaps: Governments tend to have a large number of different departments and ministries, many of which have arms or offices at the local level. When policy makers work independently from each other this has a tendency to produce duplication and service gaps. This study has identified that duplication is both frequent at the local level in OECD countries and wasteful, leading to a drain on public resources. At the same time many issues (such as the need to upgrade the skills of low paid workers, see OECD, 2006) are rarely dealt with by any public agency. While officials work towards increasing the efficiency of individual policy areas, they often neglect to check whether efficiency is gained across government as a whole. Whereas local governments may have an overview of policy interventions at the community level, they do not often have authority over the deconcentrated bodies that they are working with to produce change. Partnership working is therefore perhaps the only way to map services and jointly agree to mechanisms that will fill in gaps.

	Achieving critical mass: A further important driver for policy integration at the local level is the need for prioritisation. Local problems are not only complex but also often require a significant amount of resources to be tackled effectively. It is important therefore that everybody is pulling together at the same time to invest in tackling a particular problem, as opposed to undertaking many smaller actions simultaneously which never achieve the critical mass to have any real effect. In many localities, local agencies do not seem to “see the wood for the trees”, i.e. they are so busy tackling the many symptoms of a problem that they fail to spot its root cause. In rural areas, for example, employment agencies often become preoccupied with helping local companies to fire-fight labour shortages which are in fact produced by the low level of employment conditions on offer in a low productivity “low skills equilibrium” local economy (see Froy, Giguère & Hofer, 2009). Seeing the bigger picture would mean spotting that real investment needs to be made in improving the productivity of local firms, raising incomes and thereby ensuring that local jobs are attractive to local young people, preventing them from emigrating. However, tackling the “bigger picture” often requires taking a longer-term, joined-up approach which is not always supported by the performance management framework of individual policy areas.

	Building social capital: Finally, while integration of policies is important to ensure that localities achieve their longer-term strategies, evidence shows that building links between local organisations and agencies is valuable in its own right as a way of building valuable social capital (see Putnam, 1993). Problems do not just get solved with grand strategies, but also on a day to day basis through knowing the right people to achieve what you want to get done. Local social networks support the spread of innovation and ideas, increasingly important in the context of the knowledge economy (Coyle, 2001). Those areas with the most dense social capital networks are increasingly the most successful in today’s globalised economy. In this respect formal partnership between agency heads may not be as important as the many lower level contacts which they allow to build up between officials who are actually implementing day to day policy – as long as these officials have the flexibility to adapt their policies within the framework of a “local problem solving mentality”.


The study found that in most cases, policy integration at the local level was ad-hoc and could not be judged to be “business as usual”. Where policy integration was effective, however, it had the effect of capitalising on local opportunities and effectively diffusing local threats. In the Lower Rio Grande Valley in Texas, for example, a number of key local leaders, including the representative of the McAllen Economic Development Corporation and the Workforce Investment Board helped to galvanise local actors into recognising the bigger picture facing their community and working together to produce real change for the region. Identifying that local policy makers had in the past been working separately in a mainly reactive manner, they sought to turn economic development “from a response to a journey”.

Twenty years ago, McAllen suffered from 20 per cent unemployment in an economy that depended primarily on the agricultural and retail sectors, and faced competition from the growing number of manufacturing plants operating in nearby Mexico. Local leaders saw the potential for the region to become a centre for rapid response manufacturing, taking advantage of the fact that it fell in a foreign trade zone.1 A major barrier was the poorly educated workforce, which leaders tackled head on through developing a new community college offering a Bachelor Degree in Applied Technology and a technology centre, working with schools to reduce drop outs, and better customising training locally. At the same time the economic development staff actively encouraged inward investment on the other side of the border in Mexico, while working with new arrivals to locate the higher skilled aspects of their manufacturing plants which would customise products to US markets over the border in Texas. Overall, the regional strategy has been responsible for helping to attract more than 500 employers and nearly 100 000 jobs to the wider region, with important reductions in local unemployment rates (see Box 12.1 for more details).

Figure 1.1. An integrated approach to turning around the Lower Rio Grande Valley in Texas
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The success of the region in positioning itself as a “rapid response manufacturing centre” and turning around high unemployment levels and low skills levels may be a fairly unique case given the opportunities which the region had on its borders. However the principles of their success are transferable elsewhere. Achieving change in the Lower Rio Grande Valley has been highly dependent on strong but relatively informal collaboration across economic development, education, and workforce development leaders and organisations, based on agreement around a shared vision for the region’s economic future. Flexibility has played a strong role, with local actors being particularly open in their definition of their local “region”, with collaboration going across national borders to include a strong partnership with the city of Reynosa in Mexico. And in the process of implementing their strategy, local actors have also benefited from flexibility in the delivery of employment and skills programmes (for example through waivers which allow relaxation of employment legislation) to adapt programmes to local needs.

While this and approaches in other localities revealed the positive outcomes to be gained from policy integration, the study also revealed many cases of missed opportunities, with the principle assets of local communities going unexploited. For example, the rural case study regions explored in Bulgaria, Greece and Italy all had considerable natural assets which could have been much better exploited to produce tourism-related growth. Local strategies failed to combine resources and actions to build the critical mass of resources necessary to kick-start this part of the economy, through for example better environmental management and making more accessible these natural resources. In other regions, local actors were failing to tackle the overriding problem they faced in terms of their economies being based on a “low-skills equilibrium”. In many of the case study areas an imbalance also existed in the focus of regional development, with investment in inward investment and infrastructure significantly exceeding necessary investment in the local skills base, impacting on the productivity of new and incoming firms.




The extent of local policy integration in the countries studied

For this study, policy makers in the fields of employment, economic development and skills were consulted at the national, local and state levels on the extent of policy integration between their respective policy areas. In the countries studied, in only two cases did policy makers perceive that there was a high level of local policy integration (Denmark and the United States). In Canada, Croatia, New Zealand and Poland, policy makers considered that there was a medium level of policy integration at the local level, while in Bulgaria, Greece, Italy, Portugal, Romania policy integration at the local level was considered to be low. Interestingly, countries ranked slightly differently when policy integration at the national level was assessed, with New Zealand being considered to have the highest level of policy integration between the three policy areas, and only Croatia and Bulgaria being considered to have low levels of policy integration.

Table 1.1. Comparison of the level of policy integration in participating countries







	
	National integration
	Local integration


	High (over 3.5)
	New Zealand
	Denmark, United States


	Medium (2.6-3.5)
	Canada, Denmark, Greece, Italy, Portugal, Romania, Poland, United States
	Canada, Croatia, New Zealand, Poland


	Low (0-2.5)
	Bulgaria, Croatia
	Bulgaria, Greece, Italy, Portugal, Romania






What factors influence policy integration at the local level?

Policy integration is not easy. Working together with other local actors takes time and resources. It can also lead to conflict – indeed it could be argued that the process of achieving trade-offs between different objectives at the local level inevitably creates conflict at one time or another. There is often strong inertia in the management of political and institutional systems, making the process of introducing greater co-operation and integration locally seem like a very steep challenge. In the United States, some localities do not integrate their policies because they have concluded that “integration – like most change is difficult to accomplish and not worth the political or emotional effort required” (Troppe et al., submitted).

So what are the factors which ensure that localities overcome such challenges and achieve policy integration? The study explored the influence of five factors in particular in enabling or restricting policy integration locally:



	National co-operation: Does the degree of national co-operation between ministries and government agencies have an influence on the degree of policy integration locally? For example, if the national department of labour has consulted with the ministries for education and for regional development when developing a new training-based active labour market programme, will this make it more likely that local training courses are responsive to local economic development needs? Does the fact that different ministries sit in a cabinet together make it more likely that their local officers will collaborate with other local agencies on the ground?

	Local governance: What are the governance arrangements that make a difference locally? Does having a single local partnership on which all public sector actors are represented produce policy integration? Or is it better to have multiple theme-based partnerships which are set up quickly to deal with certain issues and dissolve as quickly when the issues are no longer pressing? Do business-led partnerships (such as the Workforce Investment Boards in the United States, and the regional Growth Forums in Denmark) support the delivery of policy that is more geared to local economic needs? Do demand-led partnerships inherently focus on more short-term problems, and lack the capacity to plan for the longer term?

	Policy flexibility: To what extent are the hands of local agencies tied due to the way that their own policy area is managed? Are performance management frameworks too strict, meaning that officials are constrained to meeting their own performance targets without the time or resources to work on broader community issues? Are they able to influence the nature and content of the policies and programmes that they deliver so that they are more responsive to local needs? Are local agencies constrained in the way they can use their budgets to develop common initiatives and solutions to complex problems? Does the legal framework in which they operate constrain them to certain activities and not others?

	Capacities: What is the influence of the skills and resources available at the local level? Does strong local leadership empower people with the ability to overcome administrative barriers and inflexible governance arrangements? Does a lack of resources mean that people are more likely to work together to maximise the value of what little they have, or do people become protective of limited budgets as they fear encroachment from other agencies? What sorts of skills are needed to work co-operatively with others and develop integrated strategies for the long-term? Can such skills be taught? Do local actors have sufficient analytical skills to really understand the information and data they collect, to plot trends and to identify how local assets will position the region within global markets?

	Labour market conditions: In any analysis to identify causal relationships at the local level, the influence of labour market conditions needs to be taken into account. For example, do certain situations of labour market stress encourage a more integrated approach? What constitutes a “burning platform” that will give rise to a joint approach? Do significant levels of unemployment spur people into action? Or are tight labour markets with high demand for skills more likely to encourage joint approaches by employment and economic development actors? Or perhaps it takes a more immediate industrial crisis to create a more integrated approach?


In the following sections we evaluate the impact of these five different factors on local policy integration in the participating countries, starting with co-operation at the national level.




Co-operation at national level

Employment, economic development and skills policies are implemented through a variety of different management frameworks in OECD countries (see Box 1.1 below). In most cases these policy areas are spread across different ministries, which co-operate to some degree on policy design and implementation. The frequency and level of formality of meetings between the ministries appeared to vary significantly between countries. While in North American and Australasian countries co-operation was much more informal, with meetings likely to occur monthly or in many cases weekly, in some European countries (such as Greece and Italy) ministries met mainly formally and less than once a quarter, at least outside of European structural fund implementation.

For the countries studied, the greatest degree of co-operation was found to exist between the ministries responsible for education and employment, with co-operation between the ministries responsible for vocational training and economic development being the weakest. For example in New Zealand, the Department of Labour, Ministry of Social Development and Tertiary Education Commission co-operated weekly through horizontal working groups, meetings, conferences, formal written communications, circulation of policy documents and newsletters. They consulted on policy priorities, strategies, programme design and delivery. However the Department of Labour met with the Ministry of Economic Development and New Zealand Trade and Enterprise less frequently (once a week and once a month respectively) and on-going co-operation was weaker.


Figure 1.2. Policy co-operation between ministries at the national level
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The higher frequency of meetings between ministries responsible for vocational training and employment was perhaps not surprising given the strong overlap in the management of training and employment policies at the national level in many OECD countries. Vocational training policy was at least partly implemented by the Ministry of Employment in many countries (e.g. Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, Denmark, Greece, Portugal, United States). This overlap often led to problems of duplication: in Greece, for example, a lack of clarity regarding roles and responsibilities between institutions implementing training policies resulted in the development of two separate vocational training delivery structures – one under the Ministry of Education (providing formal vocational education) and one under the Ministry of Employment (providing non-formal, continuing vocational training). At the local level this translated into two different types of training institution offering similar services and causing confusion on the part of students and employers.

In several countries (Portugal, Greece and Bulgaria) national reforms have been put in place to bring vocational training and education policy closer together. For example, in Bulgaria, in 2005 a long term agreement was signed between the National Agency for Vocational Education and Training and the national employment service to build joint action at national, regional and local level and establish a unified information system on vocational education and training (VET) qualifications for the labour force. Similarly in Greece, a new law was passed in 2003 on the development of a National System for Combining Vocational Education and Training with Employment, a significant step in tackling the duplication between ministries at the national level, although initial implementation of the new system was relatively slow. In 2009, both initial and continuing VET have come under the supervision of the newly renamed Ministry of Education, Lifelong Learning and Religious Affairs.


Box 1.1. National governance frameworks


In order to understand the factors influencing policy integration in different countries it is important to understand their policy frameworks. The countries participating in the study all have very different governance structures. Canada, Italy, Poland and the United States are politically decentralised countries in that they have devolved a considerable amount of power to the regional level (that of the provinces and territories in Canada, the regions in Italy and the states in the United States) leading to considerable variation in the management of policies in different regions. Bulgaria, Croatia, Denmark, Greece, New Zealand, Portugal and Romania have all maintained a more centralised governance structure. In a number of these latter countries, however, the municipalities, and in particular local mayors, have an important degree of power. In Bulgaria, for example, there has been a gradual decentralisation in recent years to the municipalities which is expected to continue. In Portugal the municipalities have long been the central governance unit at sub-national level. In Denmark, municipalities have recently been given increased power in the context of a governance reform which also diminishes the power available at the regional level.


 At the other end of the scale, international institutions are also implicated in efforts to create local policy integration. The European countries under study (including those which have recently acceded to or are acceding to the European Union – Bulgaria, Croatia, Poland, Romania) have all been heavily influenced by European programmes in terms of the governance of employment, skills and economic development policy, and also receive considerable funds to deliver policy in partnership at the regional level. A number of the countries studied, in particular Croatia, Denmark, New Zealand and Portugal, were undergoing or had recently undergone extensive reforms at the time of study which should be taken into account when evaluating recent practices.



The policy area of regional and economic development appeared to be relatively isolated at the national level, particularly from vocational training policy. The sheer number of ministries involved in the topic of economic development makes co-operation difficult in many countries. In Croatia, at the time of study there were at least ten national organisations responsible for the preparation and implementation of structural policy and economic development. With this number of institutions involved, each with its own diverse objectives, economic development policy was fragmented and unfocused. The Croatian Government Office for Strategy had taken over the process of national development planning and policy development but its capacity was still low and there was a need for more expertise, time and financial support. Likewise, in the United States economic development policy was split between ten different federal agencies with 27 sub-agency units and 73 programmes. Reviews of this policy area in the States found many activities were duplicated but efforts to consolidate the programmes have proved difficult, made worse by the fact that there was no single federal statute governing economic development. In Bulgaria, likewise, the fact that economic development policy was implemented by different agencies has resulted in duplicate programmes for entrepreneurship promotion implemented by both the Ministry for Labour and Social Policy and the Ministry of Economy and Energy, while two different municipal strategies have been launched by the Ministry for Labour and Social Policy and the Minister of Regional Development and Public Works.

In some countries, there has been an attempt to improve the link between economic development and other policy areas by assigning a single agency to economic development policy and encouraging it to play an umbrella role for other policy areas. For example in part of Canada, the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency was given the role of improving quality of life for all Canadians living in the four most eastern Canadian provinces (Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Labrador and Prince Edward Island) through an overarching policy oriented towards producing sustainable growth, building opportunities for people and focusing government. ACOA endeavours to steer the broad interests of the federal government in all of its work and co-ordinate horizontal initiatives. In Europe, the structural funds2 often also give regional development ministries a guiding role in developing national strategic frameworks for implementation, although this does not necessarily give the ministries any greater powers outside of the European funding process.

The relationship between policy areas at the national level is often influenced by the political emphasis of different administrations. In the United States, traditionally employment and vocational training were found to be closest together, as both were driven through a supply side focus, however under the Bush administration, efforts were made to bring employment policy closer to economic development through a demand-led approach.


Whole-of-government approaches

Many OECD countries have experimented with “whole of government” approaches to certain cross-cutting issues, such as social exclusion or skills. In some OECD countries (for example New Zealand and Portugal) ministries come together at a very senior level in the form of cabinets, which sometimes form the basis for cross-cutting units. In the United Kingdom the Cabinet Office has been responsible for much cross-government work on social exclusion.




Involving wider stakeholders

Countries also vary according to the degree to which ministries co-operate with wider stakeholders at the national level. In Europe, social partners and trade unions are often key partners in the development of employment and training policies as part of the “tri-partite” system. From the...




OEBPS/images/e9789264056800_i0005.jpg
4
5
=} 3 7
I
v
Q
2
<]
o
=) 2
£
3
©
g
S
£ 1 4
Employment & vocational Employment & economic Economic development &
training policies development policies vocational training policies

Notes: 1. Figures include both the federal and state/provincial level in Canada and the United States.
2: Where 5 is the highest ranking given and 1 is the lowest.





OEBPS/images/e9789264056800_i0003.jpg
School
Education

Community
colleges

In-work
training

—_—>

—_—>

—

RAPID

UPSKILLED

RESPONSE

WORKFORCE

ECONOMY

Inward
investment

Rapid
response
manufacturing





OEBPS/images/e9789264056800_cover.jpg
Breaking Out of Policy Silos
DOING MORE WITH LESS

Francesca Froy and Sylvain Giguére

DEVELOPMENT LEED I.OCAL ECONOMIC AND EMPLOY
LEED LOCAL ECONOMIC AND EMPLOYMENT DEVELOP
. AND EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT

FENT DEVELOPMENT LEED LOCA
=~ Plthinl TEERR TOC A SBRON






OEBPS/images/e9789264056800_i0002.jpg





