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 Sources  

 

The report is based on a review of several 
research projects financed by the 
Research and Innovation Directorate 
General of the European Commission.  

This report also takes into account the 
related work of other institutions, such as 
CEDEFOP, Eurofound, Eurostat and OECD, 
as well as research by academics in the 
area.  



Some preliminary comments 

• Before to be a matter for policy making,  
Work-Based Learning is first and foremost a 
“natural” phenomenon existing in all working 
places although with a different intensity 
(contextual factors) 

• Work-Based Learning is the result of private 
and public policies acting on fundamental 
factors that do influence the quality of 
workplace learning potential 
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1.1. Workplace learning potential  
     and professional growth of workers.  

The vast majority of European workers report 
learning new things in the workplace.  

(In elementary occupations this is not true) 



This is the reason why differentiated policies 
related to the productive sectors are needed 
to compensate labor market failure   



  

1.2. The importance of workplace potential is 
much more relevant within organisations 
producing and dealing with innovation 



Innovation is, first of all, the result of processes of 
knowledge production inside workplaces. 

Workplace learning increases the workers’ ability to 
innovate. That is what generates innovation and 

makes its external absorption possible.  



Organisations adopting a learning model called 
“discretionary” (Employee value proposition) 
favour growth in the ability to innovate  
 



More than 50% of European firms are 
“Non innovator” 



 

 

 

 

Here-hence further segmentation is 
produced as far as employees working in non-
innovative organisations are concerned (most 
of the EU companies) 

And an additional challenge for public policies 
to compensate labor market failure  



 

 

 

1.3. But the work learning potential is related 
also to the specific job position 



In any company , the learning potential of various 
jobs can be classified according to the time a worker 
can devote to reflect, the mode of cognition and the 

types of processes he/she is involved in  



  

This is the reason why differentiated policies 
related to the employees’ working positions 
are needed  to compensate labor market 
failure  



  

1.4. A coherent and robust HRMS seems to be 
the basic policy tool at workplace level 



The learning potential of workplaces is based on five 
factors that create value for employees:  

job content, career prospects, benefits, a sense of 
belonging and the learning culture in job contracts  



This is the reason why public policies must 
take care of human resources management 
system that are put in place within 
organisations and workplaces  
to compensate labor market failure .  
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WPLearning is achieved through participation in 
new production processes and jobs with high 

learning potential.  
“Embedded learning” generates innovation 
toghether with formal and non formal CVET.  



Access to CVET is mainly regulated by  

public and private market (companies and 
families) 



Market of CVET:  
the weight of the three actors 

Market: in order of importance, companies, 
families and the State guarantee financial 
support to individuals engaged in adult and 
continuing education.  

The State has a financial support function 
between 1.75 and 16 times less than that 
guaranteed by companies,  

and between 1.75 and 7.5 times less than that 
guaranteed by families.  



The size of the global training market.  
Europe represents about 30%  
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OVERVIEW

Several organizations within the training industry estimate the size of the market by comparing internal research to economic

data. TrainingIndustry.com uses data from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis along with data collected from annual Top
Training Company studies. TrainingIndustry.com's estimates of the global spend compared to North American spend is below.
Note that data related to spend includes all dollars spent by companies for training activities, including insourced and outsourced
spend.

This data does not include expenditures related to consumers' spend for training programs (individuals taking training courses
for personal or non-work related development); or revenues for educational institutions (universities and for-profit educational

companies); nor revenues of community colleges from students paying tuition. It does include dollars paid by corporations to
educational institutions for corporate training initiatives.

Global Spend (USD) North America (USD) Rest of World (USD) Annual Growth Rate

2012 $291.7B $131.3B $160.4B 2.0%

2011 $286.0B $128.7B $157.3B 5.5%

2010 $271.1B $122.0B $149.1B 10.9%

2009 $244.4B $110.0B $134.4B -17.3%

2008 $295.6B $133.0B $162.6B -2.2%

2007 $302.2B $136.0B $166.2B NA

SOURCING BREAKDOWN

TrainingIndustry.com estimates that companies spend an average of 42% of their training budget on external (outsourced)
suppliers, while approximately 58% of their budgets are spent on insourced resources.

It is estimated that the outsourced market for training services in North America (NA) was approximately $55.1B in 2012; while
the insourced spend for training activities was approximately $76.2B in 2012.

Of the outsourced spend in North America in 2012, Training BPO (business process outsourcing) deals comprise an estimated
4.5%-4.8% of the market. The Training BPO market consists of comprehensive and selective outsourcing engagements, of
which selective outsourcing engagements are growing the fastest. 

COMPARATIVE DATA

This data does not include expenditures related to consumers' spend for training programs (individuals taking training 
courses for personal or non-work related development); or revenues for educational institutions (universities and for-
profit educational companies); nor revenues of community colleges from students paying tuition. It does include 
dollars paid by corporations to educational institutions for corporate training initiatives  



Value of CVET Market  
in Holland and UK 

Holland 
a study carried out nationally 
by the Social and Economic 
Council of the Netherlands 
(Rosenboom, Tieben, 2012) 
shows that in the post-initial 
training market there are 
about 19,000 training agencies 
at work. Of these, about 
13,000 are freelancers. 
Furthermore, researchers 
estimate, their turnover for 
2010 is €3.2 billion.  

 

UK 

Key Note (2012) argues that 
training “is one of the largest 
and most influential industries 
in the country. (...) After two 
years of continuous decline in 
the market value of off-the-job 
training, a slight increase was 
observed in 2010/2011, with 
value rising to £19.5 billion 
(from £21 billion reported in 
2007/2008).  



Preliminary Comments 

• Distribution per economical sector 

• WBL and innovation 

• WBL and job position 

• WBL and HRM policies 

1. WBL: policy challanges 

2. CVET Market 

3. Some final comments 

Contents 



Policy challanges 

 

• Informal and Embedded learning: use regulatory and 
financial instruments to promote  the learning 
potential of companies (job content, career 
prospects, benefits, a sense of belonging and the 
learning culture in job contracts) ;  

• Formal and non-formal education and training: 
Promote the expansion of the training market by 
reducing the barriers of monopolistic regimes and 
Promote improvement of offer quality (initial training 
of the sector operators and research oriented to 
training innovation). 



Public policies can positively influence the factors of work-
based learning potential (from labour contracts to career development, work 

conditions, supporting innovation and access to out-of-the-job training) 
BUT THE RISK OF UNEFFECTIVENESS IS HIGH 

 

Public policies have little impact 
on equity in the growth of skills 
supply: 
 
1. training is not a very good 
redistributive instrument since 
its returns to disadvantaged 
workers are not high.  
2. firms are concerned with 
profitability and may pay little 
attention to the need of training 
disadvantaged individuals, even 
if they can get subsidies  

In countries with few innovative 
learning organisations,  
 
1. interventions centred on 
innovation transfer are not very 
effective (investments in R&D, territorial 
innovation systems, increase in the number of 
graduates).  
 
2. To make such  interventions 
effective, policies should develop 
the ability to innovate within 
organisations.  



AND WE STILL KNOW TOO LITTLE 
TO SUPPORT INTELLIGENT POLICIES 


