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22 The Institutional Framework for Worker Training 

TrainingTraining is for dogs, learning is for people. 
Australiann aphorism 

WhatWhat if you train them and they leave? Well, what if you don't and they stay? 
Directorr of the Dutch Investors in People program 

('Employabilityy Conference', April 2001) 

WeWe have to address the fact that we don't have a worker shortage 
butbut a skills shortage in this country. 

Alexiss M. Herman 
(U.S.. Secretary of Labor, Clinton Administration 1997-2001) 

Inn this chapter I describe the regulatory framework for employee training in the 
Netherlandss and in the United States, as well as the role various actors play in 
thee training arena. In addition I discuss some of the key issues that have 
dominatedd the training policy agenda's in both countries in recent years. I 
presentt data for the Netherlands and the United States illustrating trends in 
trainingg provision and uptake, using worker and company characteristics in the 
twoo countries. 

2.11 Worker Training in the Netherlands 

Workerr training in the Netherlands is for an important part embedded in the 
vocationall  education and training system. This system can roughly be divided 
ass follows: 1) initial vocational education, in which the central government 
playss a key role; 2) further training of workers, with a primary responsibility of 
(bothh individual and collectively organized) firms and employees; and 3) 
(re)trainingg for unemployed job-seekers, predominantly (but not exclusively) a 
governmentt task. 

Thee responsibilities of the government, employers and employees may 
differr among the three domains of training. Government agencies (the 
Ministriess of Social Affairs and Employment, of Economic Affairs and of 
Education)) play an important role in offering access to worker training, in 
encouragingg actual provision of training and in securing quality standards of 
vocationall  training programs. National and industry employer and employee 
organizationss are represented in each of these areas through an institutionalized 
consultationn and policy-making process in the Labor Foundation and industry 
bodies.. The following sections briefly describe the roles of the government, 
employerss and employees in the provision of vocational education and worker 
trainingg in the Netherlands. 
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2.1.11 Legislating Vocational Education 

Thee government is highly involved in the provision of vocational education 
andd training, which over time has increasingly required the participation of 
firms.firms. Since the end of the Second World War the Dutch vocational education 
andd training field has evolved from being financially and organizationally 
dividedd to a more coherent system with the introduction of new legislation in 
1996.. For decades vocational education and training was a government 
responsibilityy whereas training for workers was left up to employers' 
associationss and unions as well as private training providers.1 Key changes in 
thee organization of secondary vocational education were prompted by two 
government-appointedd commissions. The 1981-1983 Wagner Commission, 
namedd after the Royal Dutch Shell chief executive who chaired the 
commission,, addressed the predicament of the ailing manufacturing industry. 
Againstt the backdrop of increasing youth unemployment, the Commission 
signaledd missing links between schools and the labor market. The Commission 
concludedd that social partners had become increasingly less involved in the 
designn of vocational education and the link between the vocational education 
systemm and the labor market. Referring to good practices abroad, the 
Commissionn recommended the social partners to strengthen their involvement 
inn the vocational education and training system, in addition to the existing role 
off  the government. Furthermore, the Commission advocated the revitalization 
off  the apprenticeship system. At that time apprenticeships comprised only 10 
percentt of vocational education, whereas in (West) Germany apprenticeship 
accountedd for nearly two-thirds of the 'dual system' (Wagner Commission 
1983-1984).. Again, social partners were asked to step up their efforts in order 
too enable apprenticeships at firms and make apprenticeships less vulnerable for 
economicc fluctuations. The recommendations (in)direcdy contributed to an 
increasee in apprenticeship programs between 1983 and 1990, from 26,600 to 
53,1000 (Dercksen and Van Lieshout 1993). 

Followingg the path taken by the Wagner Commission, the 1990 Rauwenhoff 
Commission,, led by the former Philips executive, was appointed to advise the 
governmentt on ways to improve the link between the educational system and 
thee labor market. The Rauwenhoff Commission advised to increase 
cooperationn between participants in training programs, firms, training 
institutionss and government agencies. This led to a covenant between the 
governmentt and the social partners on, among others things, the promotion of 
so-calledd 'initial qualifications' (defined as SEDOC 2, a level considered 
necessaryy to successfully enter the labor market and secure stable 

11 The government was long reluctant to legislate vocational education or trade-based training. In 
thee second half of the nineteenth century the first schools that offered vocational education 
weree private initiatives. 'Industrial schools' and 'trade schools' mushroomed early twentieth 
century,, in addition to a widespread use of apprenticeships by firms. The government regulated 
thee latter in a 1921 act ('Nijverheidsonderwijswet') (Moerkamp and Onstenk 1999). 
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employment2)) and 'co-makership' (training institutions and firms jointly shape 
aa curriculum). 

Thee 1996 Adult and Vocational Education Act (Wet Educatie en 
Beroepsonderwijs',, or *WEB' for short) can be seen as the last step in 
restructuringg the Dutch vocational education and training system. The WEB 
streamlinedd secondary vocational education and adult training legislation.3 The 
mainn objectives of the Act are: 1) improve the quality of education; 2) 
strengthenn the ties between education and the labor market; 3) establish a 
coherentt qualification structure; and 4) limi t drop-out rates. With the 
introductionn of the WEB the autonomy of educational institutions has been 
increasedd as well as their scale. Furthermore, the Act has led to new forms of 
mutuall  cooperation between educational institutions and firms. 

Underr the WEB, secondary vocational education is divided into four skill 
levels.. The four skill levels correspond to standards laid down in SEDOC. The 
fourr levels are: assistant's training (SEDOC 1, a 6-12 months' program), basic 
vocationall  education (SEDOC 2, 2-3 years), vocational education (SEDOC 3, 
2-44 years), and the middle-management training and specialist education 
programss (3-4 years and 1-2 years respectively). The middle-management and 
specialistt programs are considered to be at the same skill level, SEDOC 4. The 
fourr skill levels can be reached through two trajectories, both combining 
practicall  and classroom components. The first one, known by the acronym 
BOLL ('Beroepsopleidende leerweg'), offers the participant a full-time education 
withh 20 to 60 percent of the time spent in traineeships to gain workplace 
experiencee and to apply the skills acquired in the classroom. The second 
pathway,, dubbed BBL ('Beroepsbegeleidende leerweg'), emphasizes the 
practicall  component and has the participant spent at least 60 percent, though 
oftenn as much as 80 percent, of the time in the workplace. It is this latter type, 
sometimess referred to as 'dual learning', that is of interest to this study, since 
thee participants in these BBL programs are considered to be employees, 
receivingg vocational education. The BBL can be seen as the equivalent of an 
apprenticeship. . 

Totall  participation in secondary vocational education in 2002-2003 was 
473,000:: 65 percent of the participants were in BOL, 35 percent in BBL.4 

Participationn in BOL was 8 percent lower than in 1990-1991, primarily due to a 
declinee in male participants. BBL participation was up 23 percent over the 
samee period, almost fully caused by increased participation of women. Both 
BOLL and BBL offer curricula in four fields: health care and social services, 
economics,, engineering and technology, and agriculture. Forty percent of BOL 
participantss were in the economics program. Health care and social services has 

22 SEDOC is the European system for the international clearing of vacancies and applications for 
employment. . 
33 Prior to the WEB, various acts governed die secondary vocational education and adult training 
arena. . 
44 All data in this paragraph are from Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek (2004). 
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seenn an increase in the number of BOL participants (31 percent of participants 
inn 2002-2003), while engineering and technology is facing a decline since the 
earlyy 1990s (24 percent participation rate in 2002-2003). In the BBL programs, 
participationn is distributed differently over the four fields of specialization. 
Here,, engineering and technology is most popular, with 44 percent of all BBL 
participantss in this route. Health care and social services and economics had 28 
andd 23 percent participation rates respectively. BBL participants were more 
likelyy to enroll in the basic vocational education program (SEDOC 2), whereas 
mostt people in BOL were in the middle-management program (SEDOC 4). 

Classroomm training under the WEB is provided by publicly-funded regional 
educationn and training centers ('regionale opleidingscentra' or 'ROCS'), which 
havee a statutory duty to offer training in engineering and technology, 
economics,, and health care and social care. In addition to the ROCs, training is 
offeredd by for-profit institutions. About two dozen bipartite national bodies for 
vocationall  training (known as 'LOBs' or 'landelijke organen beroepsonderwijs') 
monitorr the programs offered by the training providers for their respective 
occupationn or industry. They are also responsible for the accreditation of firms 
thatt want to offer apprenticeships. Both the national bodies and the regional 
educationn centers play an important role in developing and implementing the 
nationall  vocational skill standards that have been put in place with the 
introductionn of the WEB. These standards are laid down in a qualification 
system,, which is established in four stages. First, social partners in an industry 
determinee occupational profiles with descriptions of the core tasks and relevant 
skills.. Second, the industry's LOB develops the qualification structure for the 
trainingg programs. Then, the qualification structure is submitted to the Ministry 
off  Education for approval. Finally, the ROCs develop their curricula based on 
thiss structure. The regional centers can use up to twenty percent of the 
programss to meet needs that are specific to the regional labor market. The 
abilityy of the ROCs to respond to regional demands is the legacy of the 
Rauwenhofff  Commission, an outcome that was initially met with opposition by 
nationall  unions and employers' associations that favored a more uniform, 
standardizedd approach in the training delivery (Van Hoof 1998). 

Withh the new Act the government encourages ROCs to look into the 
possibilitiess to offer training programs to working people and unemployed, in 
additionn to the traditional participants in the vocational education system. 
Trainingg courses can be offered as part of the mandatory task of the regional 
centerss or as a so-called 'contract activity', in which ROCs compete with for-
profitt training providers. 

2.1.22 Regulating Worker Training 

Employeee training in the Netherlands is typically regulated through industry 
andd company collective agreements. Generally, a firm and individual employee 
purchasee required (or desired) training from vendors, after which the costs are 
reimbursedd through the industry (or company) training fund. Such funds are 
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usuallyy financed through employer contributions as a share of total wages and 
aree jointly administered by unions and management representatives. 

Industry-levell  training policy, and with it training funds, arose in the early-
1980ss when staggering youth unemployment rates threatened apprenticeship 
programss in the industries (see above). Intensified relationships between 
sectorall  employers' associations and unions led to an increase of training 
stipulationss in collective agreements and the establishment of joindy managed 
trainingg funds in the course of the 1980s and 1990s (Van Hoof 1998). As 
discussedd in Chapter 1, collective agreements are binding signatory employers' 
associationss and their members as well as all employees working with these 
employers.. Training stipulations in collective agreements thus affect the entire 
workforcee of a signatory employer, producing training entitlements for both 
memberss and nonunion members. At the request of one or more signatory 
partiess the Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment may decide to extend a 
collectivee agreement's applicability to an entire industry, thereby binding all 
employerss and employees in the industry. Typically training is seen as one of 
thee 'good causes' that should benefit all workers in an industry. Early 2003, 
10677 collective agreements were effective in the Netherlands, of which 231 
weree at the industry level and the remaining 836 at the firm level, covering 6 
millio nn workers. In addition to this, 789,000 employees were covered after 
extensionn of industry-level agreements (Ministerie van Sociale Zaken en 
Werkgelegenheidd 2003). Section 2.1.4 discusses the scale on which training 
stipulationss are laid down in collective agreements. 

Inn addition to extending training stipulations in collective agreements, the 
governmentt facilitates employer-provided training by making training expenses 
extraa tax deductible: firms can deduct more than 100 percent of training costs. 
Suchh fiscal tools are meant as a contribution to the industry training funds, but 
theyy are also targeted at small and medium enterprises, which face financial 
barrierss for the provision of training, and at worker categories that are less 
likelyy to receive training, such as workers aged over forty and ethnic minorities. 
Furthermore,, individual workers are partly reimbursed for tuition fees and the 
costss of examination by the government. 

Thee high levels of (youth) unemployment during the 1980s triggered a shift in 
adultt education policy, extending public funding to vocational education and 
trainingg of labor market (reentrants. However, the fragmented system that was 
createdd in the process revealed a "profound sense of confusion".5 The 
increasedd attention to employee training was pronounced in a 1991 
governmentt declaration stating that "knowledge is our society's main resource: 
wee must keep it up to standard through lifelong learning".6 Lifelong learning 
wass put on the Dutch policy agenda in an attempt to address the lack of 
lifelongg learning entidements in the incumbent system. The government limited 
itss key responsibility to assuring the acquisition of the initial qualifications by as 

55 OECD (1991). Review of National'Policiesfor Education: Netherlands, cited in Doets, Hake, and 
Westerhuiss (2001). 
66 Cited in Doets, Hake, and Westerhuis (2001). 
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manyy people as possible. At the turn of the twenty-first century, 29 percent of 
thee labor force (or two million people) did not hold these skills, largely because 
off  high drop-out rates among students. 

Withh respect to lifelong learning the training of people already holding jobs 
wouldd remain the responsibility of the social partners as well as that of the 
individuall  firm and employee. This view also dominated the 1996-1997 national 
debatee on the nation's (future) knowledge ('Nationaal Kennisdebat'). The 
reportt that followed in March 1997 (^Kennis waken met de toekomsf) put the need 
forr lifelong learning center-stage, with a pivotal role for the government in 
establishingg broad social support for the introduction of a coherent system for 
lifelongg learning. The report also pointed out the responsibility of each 
individuall  actor (government, firm and citizen) in realizing lifelong learning 
policies. . 

Inn April 1997 the government followed-up to the report findings by 
launchingg a committee involved with developing a national program on lifelong 
learning.77 The committee, consisting of representatives of the Ministries of 
Education,, Economic Affairs, and Social Affairs and Employment, as well as 
threee representatives of the social partners, issued the national action program 
inn January 1998.8 The program singled out three areas of attention: 1) the 
employabilityy of incumbent workers and job seekers, 2) the employability of 
teacherss and 3) the prevention of educational disadvantages and the 
reorientationn of education towards lifelong learning. The key element of the 
actionn program is the responsibility of companies to invest in the worker 
employability.. The government's role is limited to facilitating continued 
learningg among workers by providing firms with financial incentives (subsidies 
andd tax credits). Furthermore, the government wil l apply three new tools to 
promotee worker training. First the introduction of a system certifying elsewhere 
obtainedd competencies (work experience and skills acquired outside formal 
educationn institutions), through so-called EVC certificates. Secondly, 
employabilityy advisors wil l visit approximately 16,000 small and medium sized 
enterprisess offering advice concerning strategic human resources policy. 
Finally,, firms with an extensive training policy wil l be awarded with the 
'Investorss in People' certified label. This initiative has been imported from the 
UKK and serves as a tool to promote employer awareness of structural training 
policies. . 

Afterr the 1999 general election the concept of lifelong learning became part 
off  the so-called 'employability agenda',9 which involved the participation of the 
threee key Ministries (Education, Economic Affairs, and Social Affairs and 
Employment)) as well as the social partners, represented at the central level in 
thee bipartite Labor Foundation. Interestingly, the employability agenda was an 
indirectt result of the 1998 Labor Foundation recommendation on lifelong 

77 Kamerstukken II 1996-1997, 25000 VIII , no. 91. 
88 Ministerie van Onderwijs, Cultuur en Wetenschappen (1998). 
99 The desire of the Dutch government to succeed in implementing its lifelong learning strategy 
iss incorporated in the goal to be among die leading EU member-states in terms of 
competitivenesss and skill levels, popularly known as the government's 'Lisbon ambition'. 
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learning.. In the second half of the 1990s the Foundation had issued a number 
off  policy recommendations that proved influential in the discourse on lifelong 
learning.. In the 1996 memorandum on flexibilit y and security the Foundation 
statedd that lifelong learning and continuous employee training is imperative in 
orderr to equip workers with the tools that enhance their employability and 
enablee them to move about the labor market (STAR 1996a). The Foundation 
concludedd that training is primarily the responsibility of industries, companies 
andd individual employees, which corresponded to the government's stance. 
Anotherr 1996 memorandum issued by the Foundation specifically dealt with 
thee importance of lifelong learning and worker employability (STAR 1996b). In 
aa society characterized by rapid technological innovations, a similar quick 
adaptationn of knowledge and skills is required, according to the Foundation. 
Employeess should be able to upgrade their professional skills during their 
entiree career, not only to be employable with their current firm but also in 
orderr to be employed elsewhere in the labor market. A year later the 
Foundationn recommended that labor and management at the industry and 
companyy levels negotiate bargaining agreements that create "access to training 
provisionss and facilities for all workers" (STAR 1997, 6). 

Althoughh the unions represented in the Labor Foundation usually backed 
policiess that emphasize investments in worker training, they were initially 
hesitantt to support the call for increased employability. The unions were 
suspiciouss that companies would use employability as a potential benchmark to 
shedd redundant workers.10 Led by the FNV, with 1.2 million members the 
largestt Dutch trade union federation, the unions eventually dropped their 
qualmss about worker employability. The FNV was of the opinion that workers 
hadd to get involved in defining the agenda for training and hence play an active 
rolee in shaping their employability. The new union stance coincided with a 
steadyy rise in the demand for labor in the late 1990s. Unions became aware that 
thee bargaining power of employees was increasing correspondingly. In a tight 
laborr market worker trainability and employability are less likely to serve as a 
criterionn for companies to lay off employees. Instead, training becomes a clear 
employeee benefit, facilitating workers with potential inter-firm and inter-
industryy mobility. Furthermore, the labor market situation, together with 
skyrocketingg top-management salaries, provokes a call by unions for a 
substantiall  pay increase for all employees. Fearing a price-wage spiral, the 
Laborr Foundation recommended that employees and employers at the 
decentralizedd level continue to pursue a policy of wage-moderation. In 
exchange,, worker training and other employability enhancing measures would 
bee promoted in collective agreements (STAR 1998). The recommendation 

100 Probably the most emotion-stirring example of this was the announcement in October 1997 
byy the Philips electrical group to replace 'job security' by 'employability security', with the 
possibilityy to sanction a worker's refusal to be trained. See also the 1997 news article at the on-
linee European Industrial Relations Observatory. 'Philips' future scenario: the end of job security', 
http://www.eiro.eurofound.ie. . 

http://www.eiro.eurofound.ie
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illustratedd the relevance central union representatives attributed to worker 
trainingg as it became part of a tradeoff for moderate pay increase.11 

2.1.33 Provision and Uptake of Training 

Followingg the various recommendations of the Labor Foundation, the Ministry 
off  Social Affairs and Employment concluded in 1998 that the centrally reached 
consensuss on the importance of training and employability recommendations 
weree hardly realized in industry and firm collective agreements.12 In the same 
year,, however, the Ministry of Education signaled an increase in the number of 
employabilityy initiatives at the decentrali2ed level. A brief look at recently 
concludedd collective agreements may be helpful in understanding the scope of 
trainingg stipulations negotiated between firms and unions. A variety of tools 
cann be applied in order to enhance worker employability. Training, training 
leave,, individual development plans, career or vocational guidance, and 
remunerationn incentives may be some of the human resource strategies firms 
applyy to keep workers employable within the job, the company or within the 
industry.. A review of collective agreements concluded in the 1998-2002 period 
showss that the inclusion of training stipulations in collective agreements has 
remainedd fairly stable at 96 percent of all collective agreements (Ministerie van 
Socialee Zaken en Werkgelegenheid 2003; see Table 2.1). Training leave and 
training-- and skill-based reward systems appear to be the most common 
employabilityy tools in collective agreements. The share of collective agreements 
mentioningg relatively new employability tools, such as company and personal 
developmentt plans, has doubled. Panel data indicate that training provision by 
firmsfirms as well as training uptake by employees has increased during the 1996-

19988 period (see Table 2.2). Training uptake among employees has risen in the 
pastt decade and a half from one in every four workers (1986) to 41 percent in 
19999 according to survey data (see Table 2.3). 

111 Interestingly, both employer and employee representatives in the Labor Foundation did not 
considerr the inclusion of training as a way to compensate workers for accepting moderate pay 
increase.. See Bus (2001). 
122 Kamerstukken II 1998-1999, 26200 VIII , no. 51,2. It is not uncommon that centrally made 
recommendationss do not make it to the decentralized level. See also Van Heertum-Lemmen and 
Wilthagenn (1996) for an evaluation of the extent to which the Foundation's recommendations 
aree incorporated in collective agreements. 
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Tablee 2.1 
Trainingg stipulations in Dutch collective agreements, 2002. 

Trainingg stipulations 
Generall training 
Specificc training 
BBLL apprenticeship 
Dutchh language courses 
EVC C 
Trainingg related to 

Technologicall changes or reorganizations 
Activee labor market policy 

Trainingg leave schemes 
Paidd leave 
Unpaidd leave 
Examinationn leave 
Time-saving-for-trainingg schemes 
Personall development plans 
Firmm development plans 
Trainingg related to promoting career development 

(1) ) 
120 0 
24 4 
119 9 
64 4 
6 6 
12 2 

50 0 
N/A A 
115 5 
N/A A 
N/A A 
89 9 
32 2 
45 5 
34 4 
57 7 

(2) ) 
97% % 
16% % 
97% % 
57% % 
3% % 
15% % 

4 1 % % 
N/A A 
97% % 
N/A A 
N/A A 
70% % 
21% % 
28% % 
34% % 
38% % 

Source.'' Ministerie van Sociale Zaken en Werkgelegenheid (2002). 
Notes: Notes: 
(1)) Number of agreements containing stipulation. 
(2)) Workers covered as share of all employees in reviewed agreements. 
Becausee agreements may include more than one stipulation, percentages do not add up to 100. 

Tablee 2.2 
Provisionn and uptake of job-related, firm-based training in the Netherlands, 1996 and 1998 (percentage). 

Firmm size 
5-99 employees 
10-199 employees 
20-499 employees 
50-999 employees 
100-4999 employees 
50022 employees 

Industry y 
Manufacturingg and 
agriculture e 
Construction n 
Trade,, hotels, food and 
drinkingg places, and repair 
Transport t 
Commerciall services 
Healthh services 
Otherr services 
Governmentt and public 
utilities s 
Education n 
Total l 

(1) ) 

1996 6 

59 9 
66 6 
82 2 
90 0 
99 9 
99 9 

67 7 

63 3 
67 7 

55 5 
80 0 
96 6 
75 5 
99 9 

96 6 
72 2 

1998 8 

55 5 
74 4 
87 7 
91 1 
98 8 
100 0 

70 0 

64 4 
68 8 

67 7 

85 5 
92 2 
74 4 
99 9 

96 6 
74 4 

(2) ) 

1996 6 

22 2 
23 3 
26 6 
27 7 
34 4 
33 3 

24 4 

30 0 
21 1 

14 4 
32 2 
34 4 
30 0 
40 0 

41 1 

33 3 

1998 8 

22 2 
30 0 
31 1 
32 2 
38 8 
39 9 

32 2 

39 9 
23 3 

22 2 
38 8 
35 5 
32 2 
44 4 

51 1 
39 9 

(3) ) 

1998 8 

4 4 
9 9 
10 0 
12 2 
14 4 
20 0 

11 1 

8 8 
10 0 

7 7 
12 2 
20 0 
12 2 
16 6 

15 5 
12 2 

(4) ) 

1998 8 

15 5 
16 6 
17 7 
15 5 
18 8 
11 1 

15 5 

28 8 
11 1 

12 2 

18 8 
9 9 
13 3 
18 8 

24 4 

16 6 
Source:Source: OSA (2001). Vraag naar arbeid 2000. 
Notes: Notes: 
(1)) Firms providing training 
(2)) Employees receiving training 
(3)) Employees receiving internal training 
(4)) Employees receiving external training 
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Tablee 2.3 
Provisionn and uptake of job-related, firm-based training in the Netherlands, 1993 and 1999. 

Firmss providing training Internal and external On-the-job training 
(percentage)) training (percentage) (percentage) 

1993 3 1999 9 1993 3 1999 9 1993 3 1999 9 
Firmm size 
10-999 employees 
100-499 9 
employees s 
500££ employees 

Industry y 
Mining g 
Manufacturing g 
Construction n 
Transportt and 
communication n 
Publicc utilities 

Trade e 
Hotels,, food and 
drinkingg places 
Financial l 
institutions s 
Commercial, , 
culturall and other 
services s 
Total l 

Firmm size 

10-999 employees 
100-499 9 
employees s 
5002:: employees 

Industry y 
Mining g 
Manufacturing g 
Construction n 
Transportt and 
communication n 
Publicc utilities 
Trade e 
Hotels,, food and 
drinkingg places 
Financial l 
institutions s 
Commercial, , 
culturall and other 
services s 
Total l 

53 3 
87 7 

100 0 

54 4 
60 0 
48 8 
44 4 

100 0 

55 5 
39 9 

82 2 

64 4 

56 6 

85 5 
97 7 

100 0 

82 2 

89 9 
91 1 
77 7 

96 6 

86 6 
79 9 

95 5 

87 7 

87 7 
Employeess receiving 
trainingg (thousands) 

1993 3 

172 2 
190 0 

479 9 

--
212 2 
68 8 

--
16 6 

144 4 
14 4 

85 5 

141 1 

841 1 

1999 9 

545 5 
354 4 

661 1 

5 5 
341 1 
179 9 
154 4 

16 6 

304 4 
39 9 

140 0 

381 1 

1559 9 

42 2 
84 4 

100 0 

44 4 
49 9 
39 9 
38 8 

100 0 

46 6 
29 9 

77 7 

54 4 

46 6 

79 9 

95 5 

99 9 

79 9 

80 0 
86 6 
71 1 

96 6 

78 8 
68 8 

91 1 

83 3 

80 0 
Numberr of training 
hours s 

1993 3 

68 8 
53 3 

41 1 

--
--
--
--

--
--
--

--

--
50 0 

perr employee 

1999 9 

47 7 
45 5 

51 1 

34 4 

50 0 
37 7 
41 1 

53 3 

49 9 
32 2 

56 6 

53 3 

48 8 

18 8 
38 8 

62 2 

12 2 

25 5 
14 4 
11 1 

15 5 

20 0 
16 6 

42 2 

24 4 

21 1 

46 6 
72 2 

80 0 

42 2 
55 5 
36 6 
33 3 

58 8 

54 4 
57 7 

57 7 

46 6 

49 9 
Employeess receiving 
trainingg (percentage) 

1993 3 

15 5 
27 7 

36 6 

--
24 4 
24 4 

--
37 7 

22 2 
16 6 

46 6 

20 0 

26 6 

1999 9 

37 7 
45 5 

42 2 

60 0 

40 0 
58 8 
40 0 

47 7 

37 7 
32 2 

65 5 

36 6 

41 1 

Source:Source: Statistics Netherlands 
Note:Note: Firm-based training is defined as training supported or (financially) enabled by the employer. 
Trainingg courses included here are those provided outside the immediate workplace, either designed 
orr organized by the employer (internal training) or by another organization (external training). On-the-
jobjob training takes place in a planned and structured way, if not at the actual workplace than in an 
environmentt strongly resembling it. Not included in firm-based training are apprenticeships and 
trainingg offered to temporary work agency workers by client-firms. 
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I nn 1999 Dutch firms spent an estimated euro 3.1 billion on training, or 2.7 
percentt of wages, up from 1.8 percent (euro 1.5 billion) in 1993.13 Of this 
amount,, euro 1.2 billion was spent on training in financial services (banks, 
insurancee companies) and business services. These are industries that have no 
trainingg fund. A review by Waterreus (2002) of the industry and company 
trainingg funds reveals that the number of these funds has risen from 72 in 1997 
too 99 in 1999, covering nearly 40 percent of all workers. The majority of the 
fundss finance both industry-specific training and training that can be used 
outsidee the own industry. Eighteen percent of the funds indicated that industry 
trainingg monies were only spent on programs providing workers with industry-
specificc skills. Furthermore, training funds resources were primarily spent on 
furtherr training (euro 250 million, or 43 percent of total funds expenditures) 
andd BBL apprenticeships (euro 80 million or 13 percent). The remaining part 
wass spent on information and communication, research, labor market policies 
initiatedd by industry bodies (e.g. training for the unemployed, employment 
creationn projects), OSHA, and day care for children. Eighty percent of the 
reviewedd funds indicated that training provision by small firms (with fewer than 
500 employees) was lower than in large firms. The same review shows that while 
800 percent of the firms was entitled to use the fiscal measures that are available 
too promote worker training, only 15 percent of firms used these measures. 
Nearlyy 30 percent of training funds included low-skill workers in target group 
trainingg programs. 

Notwithstandingg the pervasiveness of the Dutch training infrastructure, 
twoo important problems remain that affect the skill levels of and the training 
opportunitiess for workers. First, compared to neighboring countries, the 
Netherlandss has a low percentage of workers with 'starting qualifications' 
(OECDD 2002). The cause for this can be found in the relatively high rate of 
dropoutss in intermediate vocational education programs. Functional illiteracy is 
estimatedd to be roughly 10 percent, or one million people of working age (SER 
2002).. Workers without the relevant skills to succeed in the labor market partly 
havee to rely on the willingness of firms to provide training. While there is a 
clearr reliance on firms in terms of the actual training provision, several scholars 
havee pointed out a need for firms to increase their training efforts (Van 
l ieshoutt 1997 with respect to younger workers, and Hovels, Den Boer, and 
Frietmann 1999 concerning low-skilled workers). The implicit critique on the 
loww level of training activities by Dutch firms, has been confirmed by several 
governmentt studies (Ministerie van Economische Zaken 1996; 2000). 
Successfull  firm-based worker training strongly depends on the extent to which 
employerss and employees actually follow up on training stipulations in 
collectivee agreements, which suggests the second problem. The OECD (1999) 
concludess that training uptake by Dutch employees (35 percent) during the 
1990ss was lower than the European average. While various reviews of 
collectivee agreements show that the number of training stipulations have 
increasedd since the turn of the twenty-first century, less than 70 percent of 
firmsfirms with a training stipulation in the collective agreement actually carries out 

133 Source: Statistics Netherlands. 
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trainingg activities (De Wolff 2001). There is further evidence that industry 
training-fundss are not fully used (Ministerie van Sociale Zaken en 
Werkgelegenheidd 2001). There appears to be an implied consensus between 
centrall  employers' and employees' associations about the relative inadequacy of 
collectivee agreements as a tool to enhance worker employability. In December 
2000,, the Labor Foundation, concluding that "lifelong learning has been talked 
aboutt for a while (...) the time has come to further realize this" (STAR 2001, 
5),, recommended the provision of individual training budgets to workers. This 
recommendationn seems to borrow from experiences in the United Kingdom 
andd Sweden with so-called 'individual learning accounts'. Each employee 
shouldd be offered career development guidance and assistance. The budget 
couldd be used to finance external advice and guidance as well as to acquire 
skillss that can be applied in other industries. Funding for the implementation of 
personall  development budgets should be provided by the industry training and 
developmentt fund. In spring 2001 the central employers' association AWV N 
reportedd that newly concluded collective agreements hardly contained new 
trainingg provisions.14 Instead of trading wage moderation (not exceeding four 
percentt pay increase) for the personal development plans as agreed in the 
Laborr Foundation, unions demanded pay increases as high as six percent (in 
thee construction industry). To some the discrepancy between the central 
consensuss among employers and employees and the practice of decentralized 
employee-employerr representation, may point to a crack in the 'polder 
model'.155 Furthermore the idea of equipping employees through personal 
developmentt plans with tools to become employable outside the industry runs 
counterr to the way industry training and development have traditionally been 
financed.. There appears to be a shift from collectively organized training to an 
increasedd reliance on the responsibility of the individual employer and 
employee;; this reflects a broader trend to shift bargaining between employers 
andd employees to the micro-level (Tros 2000). 

2.22 Worker Training in the United States 

I nn order to understand the relevance of post-school and firm-based worker 
trainingg a brief look at some of the characteristics of the U.S. educational 
systemm is helpful. The public education system is very extensive, but highly 
decentralizedd with state and local governments being autonomous in their 
decisionss to allocate federal funds and to develop academic skill standards.16 In 

144 De Volkskrant (2001a). 'Scholing krijgt geen kans in CAO.' 
155 De Volkskrant (2001b). 'CAO-afspraken: doe toch maar poen.' 
166 State and local autonomy has been recendy reconfirmed in a 1998 amendment of the Goals 
2000:: Educate America Act of 1994. Because states differ substantially in demographics, in 
schooll  governance, and in school finance and funding, administrative and funding mechanisms 
matt help schools in one state improve may not prove successful in other states. Certain 
requirementss of Federal education statutes or regulations may impede local efforts to reform 
andd improve education. These requirements can be waived for all states with the extension of 
thee Education Flexibility Partnership Demonstration Act. 
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additionn to the public system there is a wide range of private institutions 
offeringg education. Together with the public schools they constitute a variety 
off  educational institutions that not only offers students flexibility,  but also 
producess a very mixed picture in terms of the quality of education. This 
decentralizedd character is replicated in the post-schooling field and results in 
muchh responsibility of individual firms and employees in the decision to invest 
inn training. 

Anotherr feature of the system is the high volume of students enrolled in 
collegee and university programs, which to some epitomizes an American 
infatuationn with college (Johnston and Packer 1987). This 'college movement' 
hass been criticized because the social pressure that is being put on high-school 
studentss to pursue a college degree is seen as a major cause of the high drop-
outt rates in higher education (estimated at 50 percent), particularly in four-year 
collegess (Department of Education 1999). In the sections below I discuss the 
trainingg system in which world class universities flourish but where at the same 
timetime "close to half of all 17-year-olds cannot read or do math at the level 
neededd to get a job in a modern automobile plant [and are] being educated for 
jobss that pay $8 an hour or less" (Department of Education 1998). 

2.2.11 The Limited Role of the Federal Government 

Thee federal government essentially stays at arm's length from firm-based 
workerr training. Its direct involvement is limited to situations where the public 
interestt is at stake, such as worker-safety training or retraining displaced 
workers.. As briefly mentioned above the role of the federal government lies 
primarilyy with the funding of the public education system. Through public 
trainingg programs, vocational education and apprenticeship systems, the 
governmentt targets people who require job-related skills. 

2.2.1.11 Public Training Programs 
Thee public training programs, also called 'second-chance education', are rooted 
inn laws and regulations administered by the Departments of Labor and 
Education.. The programs demonstrate a steadily increasing involvement of 
employers.. The 1998 Workforce Investment Act (WIA) is the latest initiative to 
streamlinee the delivery of federally funded training programs, which are 
implementedd at the local level. Aside from education and training, these 
programss also offer job search assistance to disadvantaged people who are not 
receivingg training from either public schools or employers. The federal 
governmentt has subsidized second-chance training programs since the early 
1960s,, starting with the Area Redevelopment Act (1961) and followed by the 
Manpowerr Development and Training Act (MDTA) (1962), which offered 
classroomm and on-the-job skill training. In an evaluation of manpower training 
programss the Task Force on Education and Employment (1979) found that 
suchh programs "can and do have beneficial effects for many people who face 
seriouss obstacles to stable employment" (1979, 157), but also that "they 
promisedd more than they delivered" (1979, 224). The latter comment may have 
especiallyy pertained to the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act 
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(CETA)) of 1973, a successor of the MDTA , which was designed as a training 
program,, but became heavily involved in job creation schemes, partly spurred 
byy the oil crisis. With the replacement of the CETA in 1982 by the Job 
Trainingg Partnership Act (JTPA), states gained program supervision previously 
heldd by the federal government. Employer involvement in the implementation 
off  second-chance training increased with a growth in the authority of private 
industryy councils (PIC), composed of business representatives and locally 
electedd officials, which administered the local programs.17 The basic job 
trainingg and employment services allowed under the JTPA included basic skills 
training,, institutional skill training, on-the-job training, training programs 
operatedd by labor organizations or private sector employers, skill upgrading and 
retraining,, and on-site, industry specific training programs. 

Underr the WIA , local workforce investment boards (the private industry 
councilss under the JTPA) are appointed by local officials and must have a 
majorityy of business representatives. In addition, they include representatives of 
educationn providers, labor organizations, community-based organizations, and 
economicc development agencies. The workforce investment boards select the 
operatorr of so-called 'one-stop career centers', or 'One-Stops'.18 The One-
Stopss offer job seekers information and resources to obtain training they find 
mostt appropriate through individual training accounts. In practice this implies 
thatt job seekers have to be more self-reliant when it comes to finding the right 
trainingg program. Funding for training is only provided as a last resort. 
Althoughh the definition of the target group has been extended to allow every 
individuall  access to the core services, the criteria for job seekers to qualify for 
trainingg are stricter under the WIA compared to the JTPA. The core services 
thatt are provided through the One-Stops include programs authorized under 
WI AA Titles I and II and under the Perkins Act (see hereafter).19 

Thee broad goal of the WIA is to provide workforce investment activities, 
throughh statewide and local workforce investment systems, that increase the 
employment,, retention, earnings, and occupational skill attainment of 
jobseekers,, thereby improving the quality of the workforce, reducing welfare 
dependency,, and enhancing the productivity and competitiveness of the United 
States.. For employers, the One-Stops offer a single point to provide 
informationn about skills needed by their workers and to list job openings. The 
mostt important aspect of the WIA is its focus on meeting the training, 
education,, and employment needs of individuals as well as the needs of firms 
forr skilled workers. 

177 The PIC were introduced through amendments to the CETA in 1978. 
188 A One-Stop may be operated by a public or private body, or a consortium thereof, including 
post-secondaryy educational institutions, the public employment service, private-for-profit or 
non-profitt entities, and government agencies. 
199 Tide II of the WIA is also known as the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act of 1998. It 
providess assistance to individuals who are 16 years or older in the completion of secondary 
schooll  education (WIA sections 202-203). 
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Thee National Commission for Employment Policy (1995) identified more than 
fiftyfifty  federal training and employment programs in the early 1990s, while the 
Hudsonn Institute estimated the number of federal training and education 
programss at 150, costing around $25 billion a year (Judy and D'Amico 1997). 
Withh the increased reliance on states and local businesses for the 
implementationn of public policies to remedy the weak position of low-skilled 
workers,, the programs have been drastically rationalized, as exemplified by the 
replacementt in 1999 of the JTPA by the less generous WIA. While public 
trainingg programs have often been considered to be complementary to 
vocationall  education (Hoos 1967), they are sometimes considered to be only 
marginallyy related to the skill needs of employers (Finegold and Levine 1997).20 

Thee question of whether public funds should be spent on training for the 
privatee sector is often countered by the question whether the private sector 
wouldd train disadvantaged workers in the absence of public funds (Carnevale, 
Gainer,, and Villet 1990). The risk of underinvestment in employer-provided 
trainingg becomes real, and will not be limited to disadvantaged groups, when 
employerss can easily lose and obtain workers through the external labor market 
duee to lacking legal restrictions on hiring and firing, as is the case in the United 
States.. The assumption that — at least in the absence of non-competition 
covenantss or payback clauses - the private sector will underinvest in the human 
capitall  of workers is supported by data on the negative affects of turnover on 
trainingg provision by U.S. firms (Bishop 1994). 

2.2.1.22 Vocational Education 
Fromm the introduction in 1917 of the Vocational Education Act (also called 
Smith-Hughess Act) until the end of the 1980s, vocational education in the 
Unitedd States was traditionally aimed at preparing students for entry-level jobs 
thatt require less than a bachelor degree. In the last decade of the twentieth-
centuryy the purpose of vocational programs shifted toward a broader 
developmentt of academic, vocational, and technical skills (U.S. Department of 
Educationn 2000). This shift was triggered by the outcomes of a study 
commissionedd by the Department of Education. In A Nation at Risk, the 
Nationall  Commission on Excellence in Education concluded that "others are 
marchingg and surpassing" the educational attainments of the United States 
(1983,, 5). It further asserted that the U.S. continuum of learning is an often 
"incoherent,, outdated patchwork quilt" (1983, 14). In a response to these 
findings,findings, federal legislation designed to reform the content and delivery of 
vocationall  education was introduced in 1990 (the Carl D. Perkins Vocational 
andd Technical Education Act, amended in 1998) and in 1994 (the School-to-
Workk Opportunities Act). 

Thee 1998 amendments to the Perkins Act explicitly link vocational education 
withh second-chance training programs as laid down in the WIA. One of the 
mainn goals of the Perkins Act is to prepare students for postsecondary 

200 There is evidence, however, that these training programs have been effective for adult women 
(Friedlanderr et al. 1997). 
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education,, further training and careers. The postsecondary vocational education 
systemm comprises such diverse training providers as junior colleges, technical 
schools,, vocational schools, the military and employers. Community colleges 
andd junior colleges are considered to be the most advanced and responsive 
providerss of customized firm-based technical and vocational training 
(Carnevale,, Gainer, and Villet 1990). Non-collegiate vocational schools, 
includingg public and private postsecondary schools, provide job-related training 
inn many of the same areas as junior colleges, but specialize in less-technical 
fields.fields. Vocational-technical schools offer their programs essentially, though not 
exclusively,, to disadvantaged adult students. Finally, private for-profit schools, 
alsoo known as proprietary schools, focus on a particular trade or occupational 
field. field. 

2.2.1.33 Apprenticeship Programs 
Ruless for apprenticeships, terms of service, and the ratio of apprentices to 
skilledd craftsmen often are included in the constitutions of national craft unions 
andd in collective bargaining agreements. Typically, eligibility for an 
apprenticeshipp is determined by the actor(s) managing the apprenticeship 
program.. Selection criteria may involve the trainability of an apprentice. With 
unionn membership declining over time, apprenticeship nowadays plays a 
relativelyy small role in training U.S. workers. While registered apprenticeship 
programss have dropped from nearly 38,000 in 2000 to about 32,000 in 2002, 
thee number of apprentices enrolled increased during that period from 360,500 
too over 480,000. Most U.S. apprentices are working in the unionized 
constructionn industry (see also Chapter 4). 

Thee 1937 National Apprenticeship Act (also known as the Fitzgerald Act) 
authorizess and directs the Secretary of Labor "to formulate and promote the 
furtherancee of labor standards necessary to safeguard the welfare of 
apprentices,, to extend the application of such standards by encouraging the 
inclusionn thereof in contracts of apprenticeship, to bring together employers 
andd labor for the formulation of programs of apprenticeship, to cooperate with 
Statee agencies engaged in the formulation and promotion of standards of 
apprenticeship,, and to cooperate with the Office of Education under the 
Departmentt of Health, Education, and Welfare."21 The U.S. apprenticeship 
systemm is linked to the Workforce Investment Act through section 122(a)(2)(b) 
off  the WIA , which identifies entities that carry out programs under the 
Fitzgeraldd Act and serve as eligible training providers. Local partnerships have 
beenn established by apprenticeship councils to play a facilitating role in the 
expansionn of the WIA . Such partnerships may include firms, employers' 
associations,, unions, government agencies, training institutions and 
community-basedd organizations. The government does not provide funding for 
thee apprenticeships. Its role is limited to coordinating and monitoring, through 
thee state apprenticeship councils (SAC) and the Department of Labor's Bureau 
off  Apprenticeship and Training (BAT), of the implementation of 
apprenticeships. . 

211 29 U.S.C. 50, Section 1. 
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Apprenticeshipss combine on-the-job training and related instruction and offer 
workerss the practical and theoretical aspects of a highly skilled trade. 
Apprenticeshipss are a formal, structured type of training, sponsored and 
administeredd either by joint employer and union committees, individual unions, 
individuall  employers or by employers' associations. Under the Fitzgerald Act 
unionss and employers can determine the program requirements and administer 
thee training programs within the framework laid down by the SAC or, in the 
absencee of an SAC, the BAT. The BAT specifies the provisions of an 
apprenticeshipp in order to be registered and approved by the Labor 
Department. . 

2.2.22 Firm-Based Training: Features, Provision and Uptake 

Forr the better part of the postwar period favorable demographics reduced the 
needd for U.S. firms to develop training programs: the supply of labor was 
sufficientt to meet the demand and as a result private sector training was largely 
absentt (Pines and Carnevale 1991). More importandy, the Taylorist production 
systemm that was introduced in the United States in the early twentieth century 
producedd a need for low-skill labor to perform simple, narrowly defined tasks. 
Insteadd of investing in or relying on worker skills, the system emphasized the 
rolee of management in monitoring the worker performance (Crouch, Finegold, 
andd Sako 1999). 

Duringg the 1980s the United States seemed to have landed in a situation 
wheree it was faced with the task of developing the skills of an under-trained 
America,, whereas in the 1970s policymakers had been concerned about the 
floodd of overeducated Americans (Freeman 1976). Awareness of a looming 
human-capitall  deficit was raised by the publication of the Hudson Institute's 
WorkforceWorkforce 2000 (Johnston and Packer 1987). This report put the term 'skills gap' 
onn the policy agenda and challenged the federal government to address the 
growingg problem of 'workplace illiteracy': the lack of basic skills among 
workers.. In the 1992 National Adult Literacy Survey around 40 percent of the 
U.S.. labor force scored at the two lowest of five levels of literacy. This means 
thatt roughly 90 million adults have trouble with common day-to-day reading 
tasks,, making them more or less 'functional illiterate' (Kirsch et al. 1993). Not 
surprisingly,, the unequal distribution of skills within society produces income 
inequality.. During the 1975-1990 period the gap in earnings between 
professionalss and clerical workers increased from 47 to 86 percent. The gap 
betweenn white-collar workers and skilled tradespeople rose from 2 to 37 
percent.. Earnings for college-educated males aged 24-34 increased by 10 
percentt during the same period, while earnings for those with high-school 
diplomass declined by 9 percent (National Center on Education and the 
Economyy 1990). 

Whilee traditionally the federal government's role in encouraging firms, 
individuall  workers and educational institutions to interact is limited, it launched 
severall  commissions to address what became known as the "workforce crisis" 
(Commissionn on Workforce Quality and Labor Market Efficiency 1989). The 
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Secretary'ss Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills (SCANS), installed by 
thee Department of Labor in 1990, was assigned with the task to search for 
wayss to bridge the gap between educational achievement and workplace 
requirements.. SCANS' final report recommended, among others, that all 
employerss should incorporate basic skills, 'thinking' skills (e.g. creative 
thinking,, problem solving and decision making) and interpersonal skills into 
theirr human resource development efforts (U.S. Department of Labor 1992). 

Inn 1990, the U.S. Congress sketched sixteen policy options for the federal 
governmentt to intervene in firm-based worker training. The recommendations 
includedd tax credits for private-sector training, favorable tax treatment for 
workerss in training programs, and a payroll-based training levy.22 The report 
aimedd to broaden the role of the government in worker training by not only 
targetingg the economically disadvantaged, the displaced worker, or people with 
speciall  needs, but also employed workers at all levels. Other measures 
proposedd by previous commissions included the development of specific 
standardss for certification, requirement for all firms to spent at least one 
percentt of payroll on education and training, with firms not spending the 
requiredd amount on their own workers being obliged to pay this amount to a 
skillss development fund to train temporary, part-time, dislocated or 
disadvantagedd workers (Commission on the Skills of the American Workforce 
1990). . 

Thee government increasingly became aware of the fact that the country had 
too address a low-skill equilibrium (see also Chapter 1). The government's 
awarenesss prompted attempts to introduce national skill standards. While state 
andd local governments opposed the introduction of a national standard for 
academicc skills, the federal government managed to establish a standard for 
work-relatedd skills (administered by the National Skill Standard Board) with the 
introductionn of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act 1994. Financial 
incentivess for workers to acquire or improve job skills were provided by 
introducingg the Lifetime Learning Credit as part of the Taxpayer Relief Act 
1997.. The Lifetime Learning Credit for any taxpayer for any taxable year is an 
amountt equal to 20 percent of so much of the qualified tuition and related 
expensess paid by the taxpayer during the taxable year (for education furnished 
duringg any academic period beginning in such taxable year) as does not exceed 
$10,0000 ($5,000 in the case of taxable years beginning before January 1, 2003). 

Thee concern about the quality and the effectiveness of the post-school training 
deliveryy system is well-illustrated by the main reasons the U.S. Congress 
introducedd the 1994 School-to-Work Opportunities Act: 

three-quarterr of U.S. high-school students enter the workforce without a 
baccalaureatee degree, and many do not possess the academic and entry-level 

222 This latter proposal was also part of the first presidential campaign of Bill Clinton, who 
proposedd a 1.5 percent employer contribution to training funds. This idea was eventually 
droppedd because of employer resistance (Shackleton 1995). 
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occupationall  skills necessary to succeed in the changing United States 
workplace; ; 
aa substantial number of youths in the United States especially disadvantaged 
students,, students of diverse racial, ethnic, and cultural backgrounds, and 
studentss with disabilities, do not complete high school; 
thee workplace in the United States is changing in response to heightened 
internationall  competition and new technologies, and such forces, which are 
ultimatelyy beneficial to the nation, are shrinking the demand for and 
underminingg the earning power of unskilled labor; 

thee United States lacks a comprehensive and coherent system to help its youths 
acquiree the knowledge, skills, abilities, and information about and access to the 
laborr market necessary to make an effective transition from school to career-
orientedd work or to further education and training (School-to-Work Act, 
Sectionn 2). 

Thee School-to-Work Opportunities Act focuses, among others, on the 
promotionn of local partnerships "that are dedicated to linking the worlds of 
schooll  and work among secondary schools and post-secondary educational 
institutions,, private and public employers, labor organizations, government, 
community-basedd organizations, parents, students, State educational agencies, 
locall  educational agencies, and training and human service agencies" (section 3 
off  the Act). Work-based learning is one of the pillars of the School-to-Work 
Opportunitiess Act, requiring the participation of firms. In general, school-to-
workk programs in the United States aim to promote training investments by 
firmss (Bassi and Ludwig 2000). Employers may have several motives to get 
involvedd in work-based learning programs: altruistic (helping communities), 
individuall  (recruiting employees through the program) or collective (developing 
aa more skilled overall labor force) (Bailey 1995). Firms that do not participate 
inn these programs indicate that they need more financial incentives to convince 
themm to join work-based learning partnerships (Bailey and Hughes 1999). 

Reliancee on work-based training in general is significant, with two out of 
everyy three workers learning the necessary work-related skills on the job 
(Carnevale,, Gainer, and Villet 1990). Employers considerably stepped up their 
trainingg efforts, quadrupling training expenditures between 1984 and 1990 to 
approximatelyy $120 billion (Stenberg and Colman 1994). There is evidence that 
muchh of this training has a remedial character: in a 1997 survey 72 percent of 
thee firms reported an increase in the formal training since 1994. Over seventy 
percentt of these firms reported that one of the reasons for this increase was 
thatt new hires did not have necessary skills (National Center for Education 
Statisticss 2000). Despite the dependency on firms for the skill provision of 
workers,, comparative studies of on-the-job training in the United States, Japan, 
andd Germany suggest a relatively low degree of training is provided to U.S. 
workerss (Wever, Berg, and Kochan 1994; Bishop 1996). In a number of high-
skilll  industries, firms make substantial investments in the development and use 
off  worker skills. This holds particularly true for firms with so-called high 
performancee workplaces (Osterman 1994) and firms that are labor market 
monopsonists,, which can afford to provide training without fearing poaching 
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byy competing firms (Crouch, Finegold, and Sako 1999). On average, however, 
mostt firms are discouraged from making the human capital investments.23 In 
ann evaluation of worker training, Pines and Carnevale conclude that 
"[e]mployerss are beginning to see that if they are to remain competitive, they 
mustt assist their potential and current workers to achieve competence in 
workplacee basics and in coping with technological changes". However, they 
conclude,, "[m]uch of the current employer-based training effort lacks 
cohesivenesss and presence and therefore is largely invisible" (Pines and 
Carnevalee 1991, 255). It is therefore not surprising that Levine (1998) signals 
thee rise of high-skill workplaces and the simultaneously existing shortage of 
workerss skilled enough to be employed in these workplaces. 

Crouch,, Finegold, and Sako (1999) see two main causes for 
underinvestmentt in human capital by U.S. firms. First, the relatively high 
degreee of labor turnover constitutes a barrier for employer-provided training 
sincee firms are uncertain about the extent to which training costs can be 
appropriated.. Second, the way U.S. financial markets are structured, with a 
prominentt place for shareholder value, forces firms to focus on meeting short-
termm financial targets. Firms could overcome (part of) the financial barriers by 
poolingg training efforts with other firms. However, many U.S. companies fear 
violationn of anti-trust legislation if they would participate in such training 
consortiaa (Bassi 1990, cited in U.S. Department of Labor 1998). Moreover, 
tradee or industry associations have littl e incentive to organize training for the 
employeess of their members. Other ways to share training costs are developed 
too some extent. Joint programs of unions and management are an important 
avenuee to worker training. In The Bottom Line: Basic Skills in the Workplace the 
Laborr and Education Departments (1988) referred to a number of successful 
trainingg programs, such as the joint management-union training program at 
Fordd Motor Company, as a means to determine and enhance worker skills. 
Withh unions and employers becoming increasingly aware of the need for 
(continuous)) workplace training, joint training programs have become in some 
casess a logical step to shape human resource strategies. The joint general 
trainingg programs may often evolve from apprenticeship programs that are 
jointlyy run by management and unions. General training programs are not as 
structuredd or regulated as apprenticeship programs, are not as confined to 
particularr crafts or trades and cover a wide variety of topics and skill levels. 
Fermann et al. (1991) contend that joint general programs provide training to a 
broadd range of blue-collar workers and workers with low and intermediate 
skills,, usually left out of either unilateral employer-provided training or public 
programs.. Wever, Berg, and Kochan (1994), however, have downplayed the 
importancee of joint agreements on worker training - with overall union density 
att 13 percent and declining - collective agreements may affect only a small 
portionn of the firms and they are often implemented at the level of the single 
firm.firm. Where firms are able to single-handedly develop training programs for 

233 Carnevale (1991) even estimate that less than 15 percent of the Americans receive any formal 
orr informal training on the job, but this is not consistent with survey data from the National 
Householdd Education Survey and the Survey of Employer-Provided Training (see hereafter). 
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non-manageriall  workers they will generally provide their non-managerial 
workerss with narrow, firm-specific skills (Wever, Berg, and Kochan 1994). 

Whilee declining union membership may have eroded the basis of traditional 
unionn training programs, this does not mean that organized labor can no longer 
playy a role in providing worker training. Under the umbrella of 'high road 
strategies'' unions have initiated partnerships with local communities to move 
awayy from low-skill, low-wage jobs unto a high-road track that continuously 
upgradess job quality, skill and earnings. Local communities would benefit from 
suchh partnerships because there is a strong connection between school and 
workk for young people. The idea of partnerships and the role of communities 
hass been much favored by the federal government in its design of training 
programs.. One of the strategic goals of the Department of Education is to 
increasee public awareness of the need for lifelong learning by launching The 
Highh Skills Communities Initiatives: a recognition program that acknowledges 
communitiess for their local capacity-building efforts around adult education 
andd literacy.24 

Dataa obtained from the National Household Education Survey (NHES) and 
thee Survey of Employer-Provided Training (SEPT) provide an insight in the 
sizee of the provision and uptake of employee training. In a comprehensive 
analysiss of both datasets Lerman et al. (1999) conclude that workers who have 
beenn with their current employer for less than two years had both a higher 
incidencee and intensity of training than those who had worked between two 
andd five years. Workers who have been with their employers longer than five 
yearss have a significantly higher incidence and intensity than either of the other 
groups,, although NHES data show that the number of training hours is 
inverselyy related to tenure. This confirms earlier findings by Lillard and Tan 
(1986)) that the likelihood of getting most kinds of training is low in the first 
fivefive years in the labor market, coinciding with the initial job search period. 

Somee evidence can be found in the SEPT for the claim by Bishop (1994) 
thatt employer-provided training is disproportionately provided to more 
advantagedd workers. However, NHES data suggest that the training intensity is 
higherr for young, part-time and less-experienced workers. Data from both 
surveyss confirm the general view that the likelihood of training reception 
increasess with education. With education being a proxy for occupational level, 
itt then comes as no surprise that according to NHES data workers in executive, 
professional,, and technical occupations turned out to be more likely to 
participatee in training to improve their current job skills. 

244 The federal government's desire to embed education and training in local and regional 
partnershipss in order to tap into the resources of community-based organizations was already 
mentionedd in the Educational Partnerships Act of 1988 (Title VI , Chapter 5 of Omnibus Trade 
andd Competitiveness Act of 1988, Public Law 100-418). 
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Thee SEPT 1995 (see Tables 2.4a and 2.4b) shows that nearly 93 percent of all 
firmss with more than 50 employees provided or financed formal training.25 In 
thee SEPT, a 'training activity' is defined as 'any time employees are taught a 
skilll  or provided with information to help them do their jobs better'. Training 
cann be formal or informal. Formal training is planned in advance, and has a 
structuredd format and defined curriculum; informal training is unstructured, 
unplanned,, and easily adapted to situations or individuals. More than 95 
percentt of all employees reported the receipt of informal training26, whereas 
nearlyy 70 percent of all employees indicated that they received formal training 
withinn the 12 months preceding the survey. Characteristics associated with a 
reducedd likelihood of training provision are higher proportions of part-time 
workerss and, interestingly, the presence of a trade union.27 An analysis by 
Knokee and Ishio (1996) of the National Organizations Study identifies an 
importantt positive relationship between training and unions. The probability of 
havingg a formal training program increases with firm size. Small firms (50-99 
employees)) appear to be slighdy less likely to provide formal training. They also 
providee fewer hours of formal training per employee compared to medium-
sizedd (50-499 employees) and large (500 or more) firms. 

Thee presence of contract workers seems to have a positive effect on formal 
trainingg provision. Training expenditures per employee are higher in firms with 
aa relatively large share of contract workers and training incidence is higher as 
well,, although it is unclear to what extent contract workers are included in the 
trainingg programs. A possible explanation for this may be found in the 
literaturee on high-performance workplaces.28 Firms may use contract workers 
too protect the core workers from fluctuations in workload. Training may then 
bee targeted at this low-turnover core workforce. Here, contract workers (or 
leasedd employees or temporary work agency workers) may not receive the 
trainingg but they provide the necessary precondition for training provision to 
otherr workers within the firm (Frazis et al. 1998). 

A tt 95 percent, employees in the mining industry appeared to be the most 
likelyy to receive training, whereas 68 percent in wholesale trade and 49 percent 
inn retail trade reported to have received training. The number of hours spent 
onn formal training in wholesale trade, retail trade, and construction was lower 
thann the average. The percentage of firms indicating that they had provided 
formall  training ranged from 88 percent in durable goods manufacturing to 98 
percentt in wholesale trade. Firms that spent more than the average number of 
hourss on formal training could be found in the transportation, communication, 
andd public utilities industry; in the finance, insurance, and real estate industry; 
andd in the mining industry. 

255 Small firms (with fewer than 50 employees) were dropped from the 1995 survey because only 
699 percent of those firms indicated in the SEPT 1993 that they provide training. 
266 This high percentage might be due to the broad definition of informal training in the SEPT. 
277 For large and medium-sized firms only. 
288 See for instance Osterman (1995). 
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Evidencee from the NHES and the SEPT indicates that the percentage of 
workerss receiving employer-provided formal training is increasing over time at 
ann average of one percent-point per year. This corresponds with key findings 
fromm a 2000 ASTD study on the volume of training expenditures of U.S. firms. 
Spendingg on employer-provided training has continued to grow, though at a 
slowerr pace than in preceding years. Total training expenditures has increased 
fromm 1.8 percent of payroll in 1997 to 2.0 percent in 1998, with so-called 
'trainingg investment leaders' spending 3.6 percent of the wage sum on training 
inn 1998. Similar results can be found in Fra2is et al. (1998) who estimated 
employers'' training expenses at $100 billion, equaling about 2 percent of total 
wages.. On aggregate training expenditures of U.S. firms are substantial, but this 
iss likely to be limited to a relatively small number of firms that target training at 
alreadyy high-skill workers in managerial and specialist occupations. 
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Tablee 2.4a 
Provisionn and uptake of job-related, firm-based training: 
1995. . 

Firmm Size 

50-999 employees 

100-4999 employees 

5000 a employees 

Industry y 

Mining g 

Manufacturing: : 

Durablee goods 

Non-durablee goods 

Construction n 
Transportation,, communication 
andd public utilities 
Wholesalee trade 

Retaill trade 
Finance,, insurance and real 
estate e 
Services s 

Total l 

Tablee 2.4b 
Uptakee of job-related, firm-based 

Age e 

244 years and younger 

255 to 34 years 

355 to 44 years 

455 to 54 years 

555 years and older 

Sex x 

Men n 

Women n 

Racee and origin 

White e 

Black k 

Hispanic c 

Educationall attainment 

Highh school graduate or less 

Somee college 

Bachelor'ss degree or higher 

Total l 

Firmss providing 
formall training 
(percentage) ) 

90.8 8 

94.4 4 

98.1 1 

96.7 7 

88.1 1 

95.2 2 

94.7 7 

96.5 5 

98.4 4 

88.7 7 

95.6 6 

93.5 5 

92.5 5 

firmm and industry characteristics. United States, 

Employeess receiving 
formall training 
(percentage) ) 

61.6 6 

73.0 0 

71.0 0 

94.7 7 

78.3 3 

85.4 4 

71.2 2 

81.4 4 

68.1 1 

48.8 8 

87.4 4 

70.7 7 

69.8 8 

training:: employee characteristics, United States, 
Employeess receiving 
formall training 
(percentage) ) 

63.4 4 

78.5 5 

74.7 7 

64.7 7 

50.7 7 

66.5 5 

73.1 1 

70.4 4 

70.6 6 

73.7 7 

60.1 1 

67.8 8 

89.7 7 

69.8 8 

Percentagee of 
totall hours spent in 
formall training 

20.4 4 

28.1 1 

39.0 0 

47.7 7 

40.8 8 

54.0 0 

24.1 1 

47.1 1 

24.7 7 

11.5 5 

31.4 4 

26.3 3 

30.1 1 

1995. . 
Percentagee of total 
trainingg hours spent 
inn formal training 

11.1 1 

30.0 0 

33.8 8 

30.6 6 

25.1 1 

25.6 6 

35.2 2 

27.9 9 

49.9 9 

30.6 6 

27.8 8 

33.6 6 

30.1 1 

Source:Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics/SEPT 1995, cited in Frazis et at. (1998). 
Note:Note: Data refer to twelve months' period preceding the survey. 
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Tablee 2.5 
Percentagee of workers who received training at any time while on their current job, 1983 and 1991 

19833 1991 
Alll Employees 35 41 
Age e 
16-199 18 18 
20-244 28 31 
25-344 39 41 
35-444 41 48 
45-544 37 46 
55-644 31 37 
655 and older 19 25 

Sex x 
Men n 
Women n 

Educationall attainment 
Highh school graduate or less 
Somee college 
Collegee graduate 

Occupation n 
Executive,, professional and technical 
Executive,, administrative and managerial 
Professional l 
Technicians s 
Saless and administrative support 
Sales s 
Administrativee support 
Services s 
Farming Farming 
Precisionn production, craft and repair 
Operators,, fabricators, and laborers 
Machinee operators, assemblers and inspectors 
Transportationn and material movers 
Handlers,, equipment cleaners and laborers 

Industry y 
Farming,, forestry and fishing 
Mining g 
Construction n 
Manufacturing g 
Transportation,, communications and public utilities 
Trade e 
Finance,, insurance and real estate 
Services s 
Publicc administration 

35 5 
34 4 

26 6 
41 1 
54 4 

54 4 
47 7 
61 1 
52 2 
32 2 
32 2 
32 2 
23 3 
16 6 
35 5 
19 9 
22 2 
18 8 
14 4 

19 9 
35 5 
24 4 
31 1 
38 8 
24 4 
47 7 
41 1 
58 8 

40 0 
41 1 

29 9 
46 6 
61 1 

60 0 
53 3 
67 7 
59 9 
38 8 
35 5 
40 0 
28 8 
21 1 
38 8 
22 2 
25 5 
25 5 
15 5 

23 3 
45 5 
26 6 
38 8 
46 6 
26 6 
54 4 
47 7 
68 8 

Source:Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics (1992). How Workers Get Get Their Training: A 1991 Update. 
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Tablee 2.6 
Percentagee of U.S. employees who took one or more courses in 12 months preceding the survey 
too improve their current job skills: employee characteristics, 1991 and 1995 

Alll Employees 
Age e 
16-19 9 
20-24 4 
25-34 4 
35^*4 4 
45-54 4 
55-64 4 
655 and older 

Sex x 
Men n 
Women n 

Racee and origin 
White e 
Black k 
Hispanic c 
Asian/Pacificc Islander 

Educationall attainment 
Lesss than high school graduate 
Highh school graduate 
Vocational/tradee school 
Somee college 
Bachelor'ss degree 
Advancedd degree 

Occupation n 
Executive,, professional and technical 
Executive,, administrative and managerial 
Professional l 
Technicians s 
Saless and administrative support 
Sales s 
Administrativee support 
Services s 
Farming Farming 
Precisionn production, craft and repair 
Operators,, fabricators, and laborers 
Machinee operators, assemblers and inspectors 
Transportationn and material movers 
Handlers,, equipment cleaners, laborers 

Industry y 
Farming,, forestry and fishing 
Mining g 
Construction n 
Manufacturing g 
Transportation,, communications and public utilities 
Trade e 
Finance,, insurance and real estate 
Services s 
Publicc administration 
Source:Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National 
Householdd Survey, 1991 and 1995 (Adult Education Component). 

1991 1 

30 0 

7 7 
20 0 
30 0 
36 6 
30 0 
28 8 
19 9 

29 9 
30 0 

32 2 
20 0 
23 3 
21 1 

7 7 
19 9 
37 7 
33 3 
47 7 
50 0 

50 0 
47 7 
51 1 
50 0 
24 4 
24 4 
24 4 
18 8 
7 7 
21 1 
19 9 
22 2 
17 7 
15 5 

10 0 
29 9 
19 9 
29 9 
29 9 
18 8 
44 4 
33 3 
47 7 

19< < 
32 2 

11 1 
22 2 
34 4 
38 8 
38 8 
27 7 
13 3 

31 1 
35 5 

35 5 
30 0 
19 9 
27 7 

13 3 
23 3 
36 6 
35 5 
45 5 
50 0 

50 0 
43 3 
55 5 
50 0 
29 9 
25 5 
33 3 
25 5 
14 4 
27 7 
17 7 
18 8 
18 8 
12 2 

17 7 
42 2 
21 1 
27 7 
38 8 
16 6 
44 4 
39 9 
53 3 
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2.33 Conclusion 

Thee main differences between the Dutch and U.S. skill-creation systems can be 
summarizedd as follows. With respect to skill levels, the United States is typically 
seenn as producing a high-skill equilibrium for innovative white-collar and 
technicall  elites, while at the same time leaving nearly half of the workforce 
withoutt relevant, basic skills. In this sharply divided skill continuum there 
appearss to be no strategy for developing skills for middle-level jobs (Berryman, 
Flaxman,, and Inger 1992). However, in a comparison with the Netherlands, 
andd using the UNESCO ISCED skill standard, skill distribution in the United 
Statess seems to be skewed to the intermediate and higher levels (see Table 2.7). 

Tablee 2.7 
ISCEDD skill levels in the Netherlands and the United States 

ISCEDD Level The Netherlands United States 

0/11 Education preceding the first level (pre-primary) and at the 
firstt level (primary) 

22 Education at the lower secondary level 

3/44 Education at the upper secondary level and at the tertiary 
level,, first stage 

5/66 Education at the tertiary level, first stage, leading to first 
degree,, and at the tertiary level, second stage, leading to a 
post-graduatee degree 

Source:: OECD (2001). Education at a glance 2001. 

Thee widespread use of collective agreements, which nearly all contain training 
stipulations,, is an important feature distinguishing the Dutch training system 
fromm that of the United States, with the notable exception of the U.S. 
constructionn industry. In the Netherlands, 40 percent of all workers are 
coveredd by training funds; in the United States this rate should be estimated at 
aa maximum of 13 percent (which is the union density rate), but is likely to be 
lowerr since some collective agreements exclude workers from training. 

Furthermore,, while in both countries the national government provides 
financiall  incentives (wage subsidies and tax credits) to facilitate worker training, 
thee Dutch government direcdy intervenes in the scale of employer-provided 
trainingg stipulations by extending collective agreements. Contrary to the United 
States,, Dutch employers' and employees' associations are involved in an 
ongoingg social dialogue at both the industry and national levels, in which they 
consultt with each other on training issues and worker employability. The 
centrall  government is an active participant in a number of formal consultation 
processes.. In the United States, the government's involvement is essentially 
limitedd to disadvantaged workers. The federal government has delegated much 
off  the training policies to state and local governments. There is a strong 
reliancee on the willingness of individual firms to provide training, given the 
relativee lack of institutions that enable collectively organized training. Recent 
local-levell  initiatives in the United States point to a potential to successfully 

12%% 5% 

23%% 8% 

42%% 51% 

22%% 35% 
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organizee training through partnerships of private and public sector, 
community-basedd organizations, unions and training institutions. As I discuss 
inn more depth in Chapter 5, these initiatives are particularly visible in high-skill, 
high-growthh industries such as certain segments of the U.S. information 
technologyy industry. These decentralized phenomena seem to be characteristic 
forr the United States. Within the collectively bargained training framework, 
individuall  Dutch firms and workers already have room to negotiate the 
specificss of workers training, but there are signs that (further) emphasis is being 
putt on the individual level with respect to the implementation of worker 
trainingg policies. 

Besidess their marked difference both countries are similar with respect to 
thee increasing training efforts (and expenditures) by employers. The two 
countriess also share the fact that training remains predominantly skill- and 
occupation-biased:: workers already holding high skills are most likely to receive 
training,, and most training is targeted at workers in managerial, executive and 
specialistt occupations in large firms. 

Inn conclusion: the two countries strongly differ in terms of the role of labor 
markett actors in shaping the training arena. In the Netherlands, central 
governmentt and national social partners jointly draft training strategies, which 
aree implemented through collective agreements covering the majority of the 
workforce.. In the United States, the government (at federal, state and county 
levels)) plays a modest role, predominantly targeted at training for 
disadvantagedd groups. Training investments are mainly left to individual firms 
andd workers, with some exceptions in (declining) (parts of) industries where 
trainingg is jointly initiated by unions and firms. In Chapters 4 and 5,1 focus on 
thee implications of the respective training infrastructures for flexible workers in 
thee Dutch and U.S. construction and IT industries. 


