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Executive summary

Introduction

Societal and economic developments, such as the need for increased flexibility by both employers
and workers, have resulted in the emergence of new forms of employment across Europe. These have
transformed the traditional one-to-one relationship between employer and employee. They are also
characterised by unconventional work patterns and places of work, or by the irregular provision of
work.

However, little is known about these ‘new forms of employment’, their distinctive features and
the implications they have for working conditions and the labour market. To fill this knowledge
gap, Eurofound conducted a Europe-wide mapping exercise to identify the emerging trends. This
resulted in the categorisation of nine broad types of new employment forms. On the basis of this, the
available literature and data were analysed; 66 case studies were also conducted and analysed to
illustrate how these new employment forms operate in Member States and their effects on working
conditions and the labour market.

Policy context

Across Europe, policy discussions on new forms of employment are taking place. They revolve
around the issue of how to make the labour market more flexible and inclusive; how to legalise
undeclared employment practices; how to ensure sound social protection and working conditions;
and how to avoid the replacement of standard employment by employment forms that are less
favourable to workers.

Discussions mainly deal with labour markets and social policies. However, the debate is largely
between the social partners, and governments, on the whole, do not seem to be taking an active
role. Employers’ representatives defend their need for flexibility, and employees’ representatives
raise concerns about social protection, employment rights and working conditions. Flexicurity, once
a prominent focus of debate among EU Member States, no longer seems to figure strongly in most
countries.

Key findings

This project identified the following employment forms as new or of increasing importance since
around the year 2000:

e employee sharing, where an individual worker is jointly hired by a group of employers to meet
the HR needs of various companies, resulting in permanent full-time employment for the worker;

e job sharing, where an employer hires two or more workers to jointly fill a specific job, combining
two or more part-time jobs into a full-time position;

e interim management, in which highly skilled experts are hired temporarily for a specific project
or to solve a specific problem, thereby integrating external management capacities in the work
organisation;

e casual work, where an employer is not obliged to provide work regularly to the employee, but has
the flexibility of calling them in on demand;

e ICT-based mobile work, where workers can do their job from any place at any time, supported
by modern technologies;
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e voucher-based work, where the employment relationship is based on payment for services with
a voucher purchased from an authorised organisation that covers both pay and social security
contributions;

e portfolio work, where a self-employed individual works for a large number of clients, doing small-
scale jobs for each of them;

e crowd employment, where an online platform matches employers and workers, often with larger
tasks being split up and divided among a ‘virtual cloud’ of workers;

e collaborative employment, where freelancers, the self-employed or micro enterprises cooperate
in some way to overcome limitations of size and professional isolation.

These wide-ranging new employment forms have an equally wide range of implications for working
conditions and the labour market.

e Employee sharing, job sharing and interim management seem to offer beneficial working
conditions, combining enhanced flexibility for workers with a good level of job security.

e ICT-based mobile work offers some flexibility, autonomy and empowerment, but also incurs
the danger of work intensification, increased stress levels and working time, and blurring of
the boundaries between work and private life. It may also outsource traditional employer
responsibilities, such as health and safety protection, to workers.

e For freelancers and the self-employed, portfolio work, crowd employment and collaborative
employment may enrich work content through diversification.

e Voucher-based work entails some job insecurity, social and professional isolation, and limited
access to HR measures and career development, but offers workers the opportunity to work
legally, better social protection and perhaps better pay.

e Casual work is characterised by low income, job insecurity, poor social protection and little or
no access to HR benefits. The high level of flexibility might benefit some workers, but for most it
is too much and they would prefer more continuity.

Those forms that seem most likely to be beneficial to the labour market are employee sharing, job
sharing and interim management, while casual work is likely to be the most disadvantageous. All of
the new employment forms have the potential to aid labour market integration of specific groups of
workers, but their job creation potential is rather limited.

Most of these employment forms contribute to labour market innovation and make it more attractive
to both employers and a wider range of potential workers. However, there is a danger of labour market
segmentation, particularly from casual work and voucher-based work, if the result is a widespread
acceptance of fragmented jobs that are inherently linked to low income and limited social protection.

Policy pointers

e The heterogeneity of the new employment forms identified suggests that general discussions or policy
recommendations for ‘new forms of employment’ are of little use. More specific and tailor-made
approaches are needed, and these should be based on a joint understanding of what the individual
employment forms are and national and cross-national exchange of information and experience.

e To increase the use of new employment forms that have been found to have positive effects on
working conditions and the labour market — employee sharing, interim management and job
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sharing — steps need to be taken to raise awareness of them among both employers and workers.
If public budgets allow, financial incentives could be considered.

Safety nets are needed for some of the new employment forms, notably casual work, but partly
also ICT-based mobile work and crowd employment. The findings of the current research show
that balance is needed between the protection of workers and the need to make these new forms
easy for employers to use. This could be achieved either by legislation or collective agreement.

Regulation of new forms of employment should be clear and concise and not continuously
changed; monitoring should be put in place to ensure compliance.

Finally, it is recommended that discussion of new employment forms should be included in
policy areas other than labour and social protection, such as regional development, sectoral
development and business development.



Introduction

Background and objectives of the project

Societal and economic developments are giving rise to new forms of employment. These
developments include the need for increased flexibility by both employers and workers, the broader
use of advanced information and communication technologies (ICT) and the enhanced importance
of specific business activities and occupations.

The current economic climate has led to a strong focus at European and Member State level on how to
decrease unemployment and create jobs in the aftermath of the recession. In these circumstances, new
forms of employment should be explored because their specific characteristics might be an attractive
option for employers and employees alike. However, little is known about what the new emerging forms
of employment are, or about their implications for job creation, labour market integration and working
conditions. The issue of working conditions was, for example, raised in the European Commission’s
background note for the Tripartite Social Forum in 2011 on the implementation of the Europe 2020
flagship initiative the ‘Agenda for new skills and jobs” (European Commission, 2011).

Against this background, and in line with the European Commission Communication ‘Towards
a job-rich recovery’ (European Commission, 2012), a project to map new forms of employment
across the European Union and Norway was established in Eurofound’s Annual work programme
2013 (Eurofound, 2013a) and continued in its Annual work programme 2014 (Eurofound, 2014).
The project also aims to explore the policy responses to these developments in the employment
structure, to support employers and employees, with the overall objective of sustainable employment
retention and job creation. Finally, possible implications for working conditions and the labour
market have been investigated.

Methodology

Bearing in mind the heterogeneity of Europe’s economic and labour market frameworks, situations
and developments as well as institutional settings, there currently is no shared understanding of what
constitutes ‘new forms of employment’. What is new in one country might be well-established in
another and not exist at all in a third. To allow for the consideration of these differences among
countries, Eurofound has applied a national perspective in this project, taking into account those
employment forms that are considered as new in the national context, irrespective of whether or not
they are ‘standard practice’ in other countries.

Nevertheless, to ensure some level of comparability across the findings of this explorative research,
some guidelines have been developed to steer the national input. Accordingly, employment that falls
into one or more of the following categories qualified for consideration.

e Relationships between employers and employees that are different from the established
one-to-one employment relationship. Consequently, employment relationships involving
either multiple employers for each employee, one employer for multiple employees, or even
multiple employer-multiple employee relationships are relevant. However, temporary agency
work, which could also qualify under this definition, was not considered as new for the purpose
of this project.

e Provision of work on a discontinuous or intermittent basis or for very limited periods of
time rather than on a continuous or regular basis. Conventional part-time work and seasonal
work were not considered as new unless there were other features that made the employment
relevant to this project.
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e Networking and cooperation arrangements between the self-employed, especially
freelancers, going beyond the usual types of relationships along the supply chain, the sharing of
premises or the traditional conduct of project work.

In addition, the relevant forms of employment could be, but did not necessarily have to be,
characterised by:

e a place of work other than the premises of the employer, where the employee is mobile and
works from multiple locations, possibly including their own office (traditional teleworking was
not considered);

e strong or prevalent support of ICT, including mobile phones, personal computers (PCs), iPads or
similar, where this technology changes the nature of work relationships or work patterns.

It did not matter whether the new employment form was subject to general labour law or specific
regulation, regulated on the basis of collective agreements, or not regulated at all. If it had emerged
as practice and qualified under one or several of these categories, it could be considered for analysis.
Accordingly, employment forms based on all kinds of contracts were accepted.

Similarly, the project considered employment forms that are or could be used in all sectors and
occupations as well as those that are limited to individual industries and occupations.

Figure 1: Framework for identifying new forms of employment

Source: Eurofound

For the purpose of this project, Eurofound focused on forms of employment that have either emerged
since around the year 2000 or that existed before but have become more common since then.

Based on these guidelines, in spring 2013, Eurofound conducted a mapping exercise with the assistance
of the national correspondents of its Network of European Observatories (see the annex for details).
The correspondents were asked to identify and describe the new forms of employment apparent in
their country, and to provide any available information on their implications for working conditions
and the labour market. Furthermore, they were asked to identify and summarise available research
studies and secondary data, and to give an overview of the public and policy discussion on the topic.

The individual new employment forms reported by the national experts have been categorised
according to similarities. As several of the employment forms identified are very recent in all
countries, with little public debate and research about them, they cannot at this point be considered
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to be established models in their labour markets. In some cases, the employment concepts do not
even have a commonly recognised name. Consequently, Eurofound had to coin terms for several of
the employment forms discussed in this report.

The characterisation of the new employment forms is the result of a combination of literature review,
data analysis and qualitative case studies. Case studies were required due to the newness of the
employment forms and the consequent scarceness of secondary sources across Europe.

Between autumn 2013 and summer 2014, a total of 66 case studies, based on semi-structured
interviews, were conducted across Europe, covering the various employment forms. Cases were
selected on the basis of those employment forms that were identified as increasingly important in
several countries; hence, not each and every one of the identified forms was considered because
some are emerging in only one country or a small number of them. For instance, in Spain, the
legal form of ‘economically dependent self-employed worker’ provides the self-employed with
some characteristics of traditional self-employment (autonomy, entrepreneurial risk) and some of
traditional employment (particularly in matters of social protection and taxation). This was omitted
from the analysis because of its relevance to just one country.

As a second step, some degree of country spread was aimed for; however, again, because these are new
forms of employment, they are not present in all countries and so not all countries could be covered.

The case study research was done by a team of national experts (listed in the annex) under the
coordination of the Public Policy and Management Institute (PPMI). The cases either deal with an
individual employment relationship or the national framework conditions related to it (for example,
legal regulation, collective agreement or public support instruments). The individual case studies are
illustrative, exploratory and descriptive, and there is no claim for representativeness. Nevertheless,
due to their large number they allow for cross-national comparative analyses and some generalisation
of findings.

The case studies are listed and described on Eurofound’s website. They can be found in the EMCC
observatory, under the ‘Labour market research’ section, at http://eurofound.europa.eu/emcc/
labourmarket/newforms.

Report structure

The findings of the mapping exercise are summarised in Chapter 1 and form the basis of the more
in-depth analysis of the individual employment forms presented in Chapters 2 to 10. Each of these
chapters discusses the definition and general characteristics of an employment form and its spread
across Europe. The characteristics of employers and workers, as well as their motivation to engage
in this new form of employment, and the implications for working conditions and the labour market
are examined. The level of detail that can be provided for each of these employment forms varies
depending on the information available.

Chapter 11 summarises the public and policy discussion on new forms of employment in the Member
States and Norway. It draws on the mapping completed by Eurofound’s network of correspondents
in spring 2013 and is supplemented by case study information.

Finally, Chapter 12 derives conclusions about the emergence of new forms of employment in Europe,
their contribution to the labour market and their implications for working conditions, and ends with
a number of policy pointers.
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New forms of employment in Europe -
An overview

Nine broad new employment forms were identified in this project using the working definitions
adopted (see Figure 2). They can be classed in two groups, which are sometimes interlinked:

e new models of the employment relationship between employer and employee, or client and
worker;

e new work patterns — in other words, new ways in which work is conducted.

At the same time, the employment forms can be differentiated by whether they pertain to employees
or to the self-employed and freelancers; they might also apply to both groups. Overlaps between
these nine types are possible, and an individual employment can fall into more than one category.

In relation to new employment relationships that differ from the traditional concept of one employer
and one employee, two new employment forms are emerging across Europe: employee sharing
and job sharing. Employee sharing means that an individual worker is jointly hired by a group
of employers (who are not clients of a traditional temporary work agency). Such workers rotate
between the different companies. In contrast to this is job sharing, in which a single employer hires
two or more workers to jointly fill a specific job.

A third employment form that redefines the employment relationship is voucher-based work,
in which the employment relationship and related payment is based on a voucher rather than an
employment contract. In most cases, the workers then have a status somewhere between employees
and self-employed.

As regards new work patterns, these include interim management, casual work, ICT-based mobile
work, crowd employment, portfolio work and collaborative employment. Interim management is a
new work pattern among employees and describes situations in which a worker — usually a highly
skilled expert — is hired for a temporary period of time by an employer, often to conduct a specific
project or solve a specific problem. In contrast to traditional fixed-term work arrangements, interim
management has some elements of consultancy, but the expert has employee status rather than that
of external advisor.

Casual work is also employee-oriented. Here the employer is not obliged to regularly provide the
worker with work, but has the flexibility to call on them when needed.

ICT-based mobile work refers to work patterns characterised by the worker (whether employee
or self-employed) operating from various possible locations outside the premises of their employer
(for example, at home, at a client’s premises or ‘on the road’), supported by modern technologies
such as laptop and tablet computers. This is different from traditional teleworking in the sense of
being even less ‘place-bound’.

For the self-employed and freelancers, crowd employment is a new option; this is also characterised
by not being place-bound. Virtual platforms match a large number of buyers and sellers of services
or products, often with larger tasks being broken down into small jobs. In a similar way, portfolio
work done by the self-employed refers to situations in which they work for a large number of clients,
providing just small amounts of work for each of them.

Finally, new patterns of self-employment in the form of new collaborative models that go beyond
traditional business partner relationships were found in a variety of countries.

I
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Figure 2: Classification of nine new forms of employment

Employees Self-employed

Employment
relationship
Employee sharing
Voucher-based work
Job sharing
Portfolio work
Interim management Crowd employment
Collaborati
ICT-based mobile work © aI ore Wf
Work employmen

pattern

Source: Eurofound

Interestingly, there is not much difference in the number of countries in which each new employment
form was reported, many being found in around 10 countries (Table 1). Interim management and
voucher-based work were less common, and ICT-based mobile work was the most common.

Table 1: New forms of employment identified in European countries

Employee Job Interim Casual blacsTe-d Vz::g:r- Portfolio Crowd Collaborative
sharing | sharing | management | work | mobile work work employment employment
work

Austria X X X
Belgium X X X X X X
Bulgaria X
Croatia X
Cyprus X X X
Czech Republic X X X X
Denmark X X X
Finland X X
France X X X X X X
Germany X X X X
Greece X X X X X X X
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Employee Job Interim Casual blacstd Vlo):::n:r- Portfolio Crowd Collaborative
sharing | sharing | management | work | mobile work work employment employment
work

Hungary X X X X X X X
Ireland X X
Italy X X X X X X
Latvia X X X X
Lithuania X X X X X
Luxembourg X
Netherlands X X X X
Norway X X X
Poland X
Portugal X X X
Romania X
Slovakia X X
Slovenia X X X
Spain X X X
Sweden X X X
UK X X X X X

Note: For Estonia and Malta, no new employment form corresponding to the working definitions of this project could be
identified.

Source: Eurofound, based on national contributions

In most EU Member States and Norway, more than one new employment form was identified. Only
in Bulgaria, Croatia, Luxembourg and Poland was just one emergent employment form identified,
while in Greece and Hungary seven were found.

In many of the eastern European Member States (Bulgaria, Croatia, the Czech Republic, Poland,
Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia) and also in some northern European countries (Finland, Ireland,
Luxembourg and the Netherlands), the new employment forms identified mostly concern employees,
while those found in most southern European countries (Cyprus, Greece, Portugal and Spain), the
Baltic states (Latvia and Lithuania), Denmark and Germany generally involve the self-employed
(Figure 3). New employment forms for both employees and self-employed have emerged in several
central and northern European countries (Austria, Belgium, France, Hungary, Italy, Norway, Sweden
and the UK).
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Figure 3: New forms of employment, by categorisation (pertaining to employees
or self-employed) and country

Source: Eurofound, based on national contributions

Most of the new employment forms are based on traditional employment or service delivery
contracts; in very few cases has a separate legal basis been created. Operating outside a specific
legal or collectively agreed framework can be somewhat problematic. For example, Czech research
suggests that employment relationships not defined by legislation are usually characterised by lower
levels of employment protection and less advantageous working conditions, particularly as regards
pay, social protection or liability for harm from work-related injuries (Nekolova, 2010; RILSA, 2012).

Most new employment forms generally cover the whole economy and all occupations, even if in
practice specific sectors or occupations dominate.

10
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General characteristics

Employee sharing is an employment form in which a group of employers hires workers jointly and is
jointly responsible for them. In the framework of this project, two different types of employee sharing
were identified.

Strategic employee sharing: A group of employers forms a network that hires one or several
workers to be sent on individual work assignments with the participating employer companies.
The structure is similar to temporary agency work, with the difference that the workers regularly
rotate among the participating employers and work exclusively for these employers, and the
network itself does not aim to make a profit.

Ad-hoc employee sharing: An employer that temporarily cannot provide work for its staff sends
them to work at another company. The employment contract between the initial employer and
the worker is maintained while the worker is incorporated into the work organisation of the
receiving employer. Again, the structure is similar to temporary agency work, with the difference
that the initial employer is not in the business of placing people in work, and the intention is that
the placement is temporary and the worker will return to work with the initial employer.

Figure 4: The mechanics of employee sharing

Strategic employee sharing Ad-hoc employee sharing

Employer group

Initial

contract employer  contract

<ontr, act
contract

work

Receiving employer

Workers

Source: Eurofound

Strategic employee sharing was identified in Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Finland, France, Germany
and Hungary, and the option of temporarily assigning employees to other companies was found to
be new or emerging in the Czech Republic, Germany, Greece and Luxembourg (Figure 5).!

Hungarian legislation allows the temporary assignment of workers from one company to another for economic reasons, if the two companies
are connected by ownership; Belgian legislation provides for secondment and co-sourcing of permanent workers to another employer for a
limited period, although only with the explicit authorisation of the Social Inspection Department and with the agreement of the company’s
employee representatives. However, these are not new regulations and these practices have not become increasingly common, and so they
are not discussed further in this report.

11
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Figure 5: European countries in which employee sharing is new or of increasing importance

Source: Eurofound, based on national contributions

Strategic employee sharing

Strategic employee sharing was initially established out of the economic and social necessity to
create a sustainable relationship between companies and workers, even if an individual employer
could not provide sustainable work (CERGE, 2008). While in the beginning the intention was to give
contractual security to involuntarily mobile workers (such as seasonal workers), it has come to be
considered as a model that can offer voluntary flexible work and also retain employees.

Several companies, mainly small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) located in the same region,
jointly establish a legal entity to hire workers and make them available to the member companies —and
exclusively to them — to cover the regular human resource (HR) needs of the members where there is
insufficient work in each individual organisation to justify full-time employment. This is, therefore,
a form of cooperative HR management (CERGE, 2008; Wolfing et al, 2007; Osthoff et al, 2011;
Baumfeld and Fischer, 2012; Baumfeld, 2012). Instead of offering individual fixed-term contracts,
the group can offer permanent employment to its jointly hired employees. The employment risk is
shared among the member companies (following the principle of solidarity and mutuality), while the
workers have a single employer. The aim is to create a ‘collective staff’ shared across companies.

12
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For staff, this arrangement may lead to their integration in the various companies they work for and
give them a sense of belonging and commitment. Wolfing et al (2007) identify the following types of
HR needs that a grouping of employers could meet.

Seasonal work such as agriculture, construction, tourism or food processing; if combined with counter-
cyclical or more continuous HR needs of other industries, permanent employment can be created.

Combined part-time work where companies’ HR demand for certain tasks fluctuates daily or
weekly (for example, in the retail trade, security services and cleaning services).

To share specialisms for which there is a demand, but not sufficient to justify full-time employment,
particularly in SMEs; examples are quality assurance and IT services.

Occasional jobs that are difficult to anticipate, mainly in industry; it is generally thought, however,
that employee sharing is not effective if it is solely based on occasional jobs, as continuity is
difficult to achieve due to their strong fluctuation.

Dormant projects and new developments: SMEs particularly lack the resources to develop new
strategic pathways; employee sharing reduces the risk of having to cover HR costs before the
anticipated increased revenue is realised.

The following preconditions have been identified as essential for the sustainable implementation of
strategic employee sharing.

The legal framework allows for the straightforward establishment of strategic employee sharing.

The HR demand in the participating companies reoccurs regularly, is known in advance and
reaches a critical mass to justify the shared full-time employment of workers.

The individual demands of the participating companies can be combined into joint full-time
employment, both in terms of timing — so that there are neither overlaps nor off-work periods —
and in making sure that the necessary skills and expertise are available to all member companies.

Regional companies that participate have some awareness about the necessity of strategic HR
planning, show responsibility for the regional economy and labour market, and are open to cross-
company cooperation. Mutual trust among the employers, and between employers, workers and
the group management are essential (Delalande and Buannic, 2006).

The geographic distance between the participating companies is a distance that workers are able
and willing to cover in their commute to work.

If collective agreements are applicable, the core workers of the participating firms and the shared
employees have similar wage and working conditions, to avoid social dumping and negatively
affecting the working atmosphere.

The following steps in the establishment of strategic employee sharing are recommended
(progressNETZ, undated).

1. Analysis: A feasibility study has to clarify whether there is sufficient demand for seasonal or part-

2.

time workers among a group of regional employers, whether this demand can be combined into full-
time jobs, and whether the regional employers are willing to establish strategic employee sharing.

Start-up: This includes the choice of a suitable legal form (in those countries where more than
one option exists), the formal establishment of the group and the design of management roles and

13
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tasks. Preparations for the operation of employee sharing are made, such as the establishment
of quality standards and working procedures. Employees are recruited and employed.

3. Operation: It should be made clear to all parties involved that the first phase of strategic employee
sharing, particularly, is characterised by consolidation and additional effort, and the burden of
this should be jointly borne by all member companies.

These steps illustrate that strategic employee sharing involves a structured approach even in the pre-
start-up and design phases. In practice, the establishment of strategic employee sharing is usually
driven by a regional actor detecting the benefits of the model both for companies in the area and
the workforce, and making a decision to check its feasibility and push for its realisation (Osthoff et
al, 2011; Hertwig and Kirsch, 2012). Such regional actors could be agencies and consultants in the
field of regional development, employers’ representatives such as chambers of commerce or, more
rarely, individual companies. From the case studies, it can be seen that it is important that such
regional actors take the initiative. Success is more likely if they are well anchored in the region with
well-established networks and regarded as trustworthy.

Regional initiators of strategic employee sharing

In Belgium, Job’Ardent was created jointly by the Lentic research institute and the local
chamber of commerce and industry (CCl). The institute has a long-standing tradition
of initiating action research with private and public sector employers in the sphere
of organisational innovation, particularly human resources management, including
employee sharing. Lentic approached the CCl, and it agreed to investigate the feasibility
of setting up a strategic employee-sharing model. Together they launched a marketing
campaign, organising a series of seminars and presentations for regional and local
companies. The involvement of the CCl is seen as a key element in Job’Ardent’s success
since it not only has a very broad network of companies in the region, but also deep
knowledge about the local economic situation and its strengths and weaknesses.

In the early 2000s, the regional government of Brandenburg in Germany enlarged
its SME support by commissioning feasibility studies on strategic employee sharing
from tamen, a private organisation that supports development programmes in rural
areas. This organisation approached the current manager of an established employers’
alliance, AGZ Stidbrandenburg. He knew the economic and labour market characteristics
of the region well, since he was working on regional labour market promotion and
integration measures and economic activities that were strongly based on regional
networking (including among companies). He had succeeded in building up networks
with regional firms characterised by mutual trust, and this relationship persuaded
several of the companies to participate in the employee sharing project.

The employer group becomes the legal employer of the shared workers, while the participating
companies are responsible for work organisation, including matters such as health and safety measures.

The group is responsible for the assessment of the cross-company HR needs, HR management
(including matching the supply of and demand for workers in terms of time, numbers and
qualifications), hiring, concluding employment contracts, fulfilling all administrative and social
obligations of employment contracts, invoicing the participating companies, and induction and

14
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training of workers. The group management also defines the terms and conditions of the employee-
sharing arrangement, including codes of conduct, and the rights and duties of companies and
workers, although in practice this is done in close cooperation with the participating companies at
start-up. This includes, for example, issues of confidentiality, discretion, mutual consultation, and
just and equal treatment of the shared workers. The group management also regulates situations
such as how new companies may join the group, or the transition of a shared worker into the core
workforce of one of the participating firms.

Voluntary codes of conduct in strategic employee sharing

The Federal Association of German Employers’ Alliances (Bundesverband der
Arbeitgeberzusammenschlisse Deutschland e.V.), in cooperation with regional actors
such as the trade unions, developed the following quality standards for employer
groups (Arbeitgeberzusammenschluss, AGZ) (Hartmann et al, 2008).

e The AGZ has a legal form making it capable of acting and entering contracts related
to its objective.

e The AGZ offers permanent jobs, with alternating assignments in the member
companies. It aims to provide indefinite full-time employment while in the start-up
phase and in economically difficult times; fixed-term contracts also need to be
considered.

e The participating companies have shared responsibility for the employees and the
management of the AGZ.

e Only member companies can benefit from the services provided by the AGZ. All
member companies must be informed about who the other member companies are,
to foster transparency and trust.

e Employment contracts take account of the principle of solidarity and joint
responsibility of the member companies. Each individual employment contract has
to regulate the working time and schedule, the duration and period of work in each
company, the notice periods before changing between companies, the geographical
distance between companies, the content and type of tasks, and access to induction
and training.

e The AGZ provides, as a minimum, equal payment and working conditions to
comparable core staff in member companies (‘equal pay — equal treatment’).

e The AGZ safeguards the required competence development of the workers. At
least once a year, a training plan is developed, and internal agreements between
the AGZ, member companies and its workers govern access to, financing of and
organisation of induction and training. Formal and informal forms of learning need
to be considered.

e The member companies integrate the AGZ workers in all relevant activities, including
working conditions, health and safety, and training measures.

e The AGZ needs to become a member of the Federal Association of German Employers’
Alliances, which is responsible for safeguarding the quality of work in AGZ.

e The management of the AGZ develops an organisational structure and internal
procedures to safeguard proper and professional activities depending on the size
and organisational form of the AGZ.
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While larger groups have a specific management body, smaller ones are organised by one of the
participating companies on top of their normal workload. Annual meetings between the group
management and the participating companies set joint objectives and expectations and facilitate the
coordination of the operational assignment of workers (Osthoff et al, 2011). Anticipated HR demand
is discussed in the development of an annual plan, and on this basis, the member companies
guarantee the employment and payment of the workers for their agreed assignments.

Role and duties of an entity administering strategic employee sharing

The organisation implementing the first strategic employee sharing in an agricultural
area in Austria undertook the following activities in the pre-start-up phase (Vétsch and
Titz, 2011):

e establishing a system for payroll calculation and administration, and for invoicing the
participating companies;

e clarifying which collective agreement is applicable;

e drafting a template for the employment contract;

e drafting a cooperation agreement;

¢ dealing with legal issues (for example, the legal form and trade law);

¢ identifying and mapping the HR demands of the companies to ensure longer-term
employment relationships.

Later on, when employee sharing was under way, it provided the following services:
e recruiting of staff;

¢ management of the workers’ induction;

e coordination of the employee sharing;

e education and training measures;

e continuous contact with the employers.

An employer group is not supposed to make a profit from its activities; it is meant just to cover its
costs. It is financed by a management fee charged to the participating companies, generally about
10%-15% of the wages the companies pay to the workers. For that reason, a management team of
one or two staff is only feasible if a critical mass of workers is coordinated by the group. In Germany,
for example, this is about 35-40 workers (Hartmann and Meyer-Wolfing, 2008). The managers need
to be very familiar with the region, the participating companies and the workers to provide effective
services. Empathy, communication, listening and mediating skills are essential (Wolfing et al, 2007;
Baumfeld and Fischer, 2012). Interestingly, in France, there is now a university degree course to
train strategic employee sharing managers at the University of Nantes (dipl6me universitaire manager
de groupement d’employeurs). This unique initiative arose from the observation that directors and
managers were lacking some of the essential tools to professionalise their practices.

Implementation in France

The most well-established model of strategic employee sharing can be found in France (groupement
d’employeurs), where it is based on a law enacted in 1985. Initially, it was limited to agriculture
and to micro enterprises, but it is now used by employers in all sectors and size classes. In France,
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employee sharing must be constituted under the legal form of an association or a cooperative (hence
a non-profit organisation), and no particular prior authorisation is required.

Since 2011, legal requirements ensure that the employment relationship between the group and the
worker is based on a written contract, specifying employment and pay, the professional qualification
of the worker, the list of potential companies the worker may be placed in and the location of places
of work. It also requests equal treatment, compared with core staff, of shared workers in pay, profit
sharing, participation and savings.

There are three different types of employer groups in France:

e agricultural employer groups;
¢ single-sector or multisectoral employer groups (other than agriculture);

e employer groups for integration and acquisition of qualifications (groupes d’employeurs pour
linsertion et la qualification, GEIQ), which support those who have difficulty in accessing the
labour market find placements and gain qualifications.

Participating companies make up the membership of the management board of the employer group
and determine the charges for using shared staff, and matters such as their placement and pay.
Individual work placements (the ‘where and when’) are discussed with the worker. While the joint
and several liability of the participating employers is a key characteristic of employee sharing, since
2011 the French legislation has allowed each group to individually define rules about how employee
sharing companies might pay debts, using objective criteria such as how often they use the group’s
shared employees (Fadeuilhe, 2012).

It is estimated that, in January 2014, there were about 4,000 agricultural employer groups, 100 GEIQs
and 300 single-sector or multisector employer groups in France.
Implementation in Belgium

In Belgium, the legislation since 2000 has made it possible for the ministry of labour to grant
permission (initially for one year, then on a permanent basis) for the establishment of strategic
employee sharing (groupement d’employeurs/werkgeversgroeperingen) if the following conditions are
met.

e A separate legal entity must be established by several companies.

e This legal entity has to be a non-profit organisation of economic interest with its exclusive objective
being the sharing of employees. It becomes the employer of the shared workers, pays them and
invoices member companies according to the actual working time of the shared workers.

e The member companies are jointly liable for its funding and are represented on its board of
directors.

e Each member company has an equal voting right and decisions are taken by consensus.

Employee sharing in Belgium can involve only the following types of workers:

e the long-term unemployed with otherwise limited labour market opportunities (particularly the
low-skilled);

e recipients of the minimum subsistence allowance;

e recipients of social financial aid.
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The shared workers must be hired on a full-time basis on a permanent contract. The ministry also
decides under which sectoral committee the employee-sharing arrangement falls, thereby making it
subject to specific employment conditions, including wages and social benefits, working time and
training provisions, all settled by collective agreements between the social partners at the sectoral
level. In multisector employee-sharing arrangements, working conditions for shared and core workers
of specific firms may differ.

The law guarantees the same employment and social protection rights as for any other employment.
However, shared workers are not covered by the participating company’s works councils, and
there are no specific councils for shared employees.

In Belgium, employee sharing is uncommon. The Research Centre on Employer Groups (Centre de
Recherche sur les Groupement d” Employeurs, CRGEW) counts only four groups, with a total of
about 60 companies (about 40 being active users of employee sharing), and some schools employing
about 25 shared workers. The main reason for the limited adoption of employee sharing is that it
does not have a strong legislative basis. Recently, however, demand has increased because strategic
employee sharing is increasingly seen as one way to approach restructuring of major corporations.
This has led to the creation of employer groups administered by a third party, including the local
Chamber of Commerce and Industry. During 2014 there was a change in the legislation on strategic
employee sharing to overcome the major limitations of the law that prevent the wider use of employee
sharing, including the requirement to recruit workers from specific vulnerable groups and to offer
full-time employment and a permanent contract.

Implementation in Hungary

In Hungary, employee sharing (t6bb munkdltaté dltal létesitett munkaviszony) was included in the
Labour Code in 2012 with the aim of creating a practical and flexible employment form for a group
of employers, rather than with the intention of job creation or labour market integration. It could
be applied, for example, to receptionists in an office block occupied by several companies, or to
the exchange of workers within a group of companies connected by ownership or a close business
relationship, or to micro enterprises with a demand for a specific worker that they could not otherwise
afford.

The legislation sets out some basics, leaving the operational details to the parties involved. It allows
a group of employers to jointly hire a worker for tasks listed in a mutually agreed work contract and
job description. This means that the worker is supposed to conduct the same job for all employers.
The contract has to specify the pay and who is responsible for paying it, while all participating
employers have joint and several liability for the worker’s labour-related claims. No authorisation
or registration is required, and so no data about the use of this legislation is available. However, it
is assumed that it has not been used much since its introduction.

Implementation in Germany

The French model of strategic employee sharing was ‘exported’ to Germany in the early 2000s in the
form of the Arbeitgeberzusammenschluss (AGZ). However, in contrast to the situation in France,
a specific legal basis does not exist. Employee sharing in Germany has to be legally established
as a form of temporary work agency, with all that implies in terms of the legislation and collective
agreements related to this sector. While this provides good protection for the employees, it does not
establish joint responsibility of the member companies for the shared workforce (Hartmann, 2012).
In practice, this has caused several problems.
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e There has been scepticism from trade unions, for example, about working conditions since
temporary work agencies tend to have a bad reputation on this issue.

e There have been difficulties in creating a feeling of joint responsibility and commitment among
the participating companies as, in practice, they are ‘just’ borrowing staff from the group, and the
legal forms do not fully support intensive involvement of the member companies.

e Collective agreements or legal regulations set minimum wages for temporary agency workers
that are higher than minimum wages in the sectors engaged in employee sharing. This makes it
difficult for participating companies to finance such arrangements, and it may worsen the working
atmosphere if the shared workers are treated better than core staff.

e The authorisation for temporary work agencies requires a deposit of €2,000 per worker, which
is often a high barrier for the participating firms. Temporary work agencies also have to charge
VAT for the services provided to the member companies. For many agricultural companies that
cannot deduct VAT from their taxable turnover, this is a significant additional cost. Another
sectoral consideration is the construction industry, for which the law allows the use of temporary
agency work to a very limited extent, and this means the AGZ system is not likely to be used by
the sector.

Consequently, the number of German AGZ is limited. There are seven in Germany, with about
110 participating firms and about 100 workers. A legal study established that any legal form other
than an association could be chosen and concluded that ideally an AGZ should be organised as
a cooperative (Hadinger, 2006).

Implementation in Austria

Based on the experience of Belgium, France and Germany, strategic employee sharing has recently
been piloted in Austria, also under the name of AGZ. As in Germany, it has to be organised as
temporary agency work and this has led to similar challenges. The requirement to charge VAT
hinders the participation of public employers, there is limited access to labour market support
instruments, and it is impossible to offer apprenticeship training.

A feasibility study established that associations, cooperatives and private limited liability companies
were the most suitable legal forms (Baumfeld and Fischer, undated). Associations are seen to be
most attractive as they are easy to establish and cheap to organise, administer and run. They also
make it possible for both public and private sector organisations to join (Baumfeld and Fischer,
2012; Haubenberger, 2012).

Blue-collar workers acting as shared employees in an AGZ are subject to the collective agreement for
temporary agency work, while white-collar shared employees are subject to the collective agreement
for crafts, services, information and consulting (Baumfeld and Fischer, undated). Consequently,
different regimes cover the minimum working time and pay requirements of the shared employees
and the core staff of participating firms, who are covered by the firm’s sectoral collective agreement.
However, the company must give its shared workers the same pay, working time and holiday
entitlements as its own workers if their collective agreement is more favourable than the temporary
work agency collective agreement.

In 2010, a pilot employer group was established among 23 agricultural companies sharing three
workers. It initially worked well, when public support was provided, but stopped its activities as
soon as the public funding ended because the farmers involved could no longer afford the workers.
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In April 2014, another employer group was established with nine participating companies, which
was recruiting 12 shared workers in mid-2014.

In spite of its novelty, activities around strategic employee sharing in Austria have given rise to the
development of a tool to assess whether a ‘collective workforce” would be suitable for individual
situations (Baumfeld and Fischer, 2012; Baumfeld, 2012). This value-added check for employee
sharing (AGZ Mehrwert-Check) estimates the value-added of each job created by an AGZ compared
to other employment forms against five criteria — costs, productivity, cost reduction through flexibility,
retention of skilled labour and employer branding. For each job under consideration, each of these
five aspects is given a score in the centre of the range, and an assessment of the scores for an AGZ
job against each aspect is reached in discussion (one to two hours) with participating companies
and external experts. The result is a scored estimate of whether an AGZ job could achieve a better
or a worse result than the alternative employment form.

Implementation in Finland

In Finland, there is no specific legal basis for strategic employee sharing (tydpooli or tyévoimapooli).
It has received attention since the early 2000s, however, as a way of creating more stable careers
from seasonal work, and of providing pathways to employment for the long-term unemployed or
those with reduced work capacity. Anecdotal evidence shows that employee-sharing contracts are
established between the worker and each company rather than with the group as such. The group
takes on the mediating role. For example, it organises recruitment and tries to find subsequent
employment for workers with other participating companies if their fixed-term contract with one
firm ends. It is therefore more an alternative recruitment and matching channel than ‘real’ employee
sharing as described in other countries.

Cross-country summary

Table 2 summarises the implementation of strategic employee sharing in different Member States.

Table 2: Overview of national models of strategic employee sharing

Name

Austria Arbeitgeberzusammenschluss (AGZ)

Belgium Groupement d’employeurs/werkgeversgroeperingen
Finland Tyépooli or tyévoimapooli

France Groupement d’employeurs

Germany Arbeitgeberzusammenschluss (AGZ)

Hungary Tébb munkaltato dltal Iétesitett munkaviszony

Is there a specific legal basis?

Austria No
Belgium Yes
Finland No
France Yes
Germany No
Hungary Yes
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Legal or organisational form

Austria Temporary work agency; association

Belgium Non-profit organisation of economic interest

Finland No limitations

France Association or cooperative

Germany Temporary work agency; all legal forms except associations (ideally cooperatives)
Hungary No limitations

Relationship between the actors involved

Austria Employment contract between the group and the workers; civil contract between the group and the
companies; membership of the companies in the group

Belgium Employment contract between the group and the workers; civil contract between the group and the
companies

Finland Employment contracts between each employer and the worker

France Employment contract between the group and the workers; civil contract between the group and the

companies; membership of the companies in the group

Germany Employment contract between the group and the workers; civil contract between the group and the
companies; membership of the companies in the group

Hungary Employment contract between the group and the workers; civil contract between the group and the
companies

Is equal treatment of shared workers and core staff required?

Austria Yes, on the basis of voluntary standards set for all AGZ

Belgium Shared workers are to be treated on the basis of sectoral collective agreements, which are chosen by the
ministry of labour; in multisector employee-sharing models, this might result in differences for shared and core
workers.

Finland Not specified*

France Yes, by law

Germany Yes, on the basis of voluntary standards set for all AGZ

Hungary Not specified in the law

* In the case study analysed, equal treatment between the shared workers and the core staff of the participating companies
was agreed, and wage levels of the shared workers are based on collective agreements each employer is subject to.

Source: Eurofound, based on national contributions

Ad-hoc employee sharing

Ad-hoc employee sharing is the practice of one company (which is not a temporary work agency)
temporarily assigning one or more employees, when it has an excess of labour resources, to work
in another company.

Implementation in Luxembourg

In Luxembourg, the Labour Code (Article L. 132-1 ff) has, since 1994 (with modifications in 2006),
allowed employers to temporarily ‘lend’ workers (prét temporaire de main d’ceuvre) to other employers
after authorisation by the ministry of labour and on the advice of the public employment service. The
law specifies that this should be for a limited period of time, but does not specify any maximum duration.

To be accepted, the authorisation has to be jointly applied for by the initial and receiving
employers and accompanied by the opinion of the employee representatives in both firms (if
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such representatives exist). (However, if the assignment of workers is planned for no longer
than eight weeks within a six-month reference period, no permission is needed, and the public
employment service must simply be notified.) In practice, authorisation is granted within about
a week and is hardly ever refused. The law sets out the circumstances in which employee lending
can be used:

e where there is a danger of job loss or partial unemployment;

e where the receiving company needs a worker to do certain specialised tasks for which the creation
of a permanent post cannot be justified (the initial employer and the receiving company have to
belong to the same sector);

e where there is restructuring in the same group of companies;
e if an employment retention plan is approved by the ministry of labour;

e in exceptional cases where the public employment service is favourable and there is agreement
between social partners;

e in case of joint demand by the two companies, supported by the favourable opinion of both firms’
employee representatives.

The main aim of this instrument is to cushion the negative social effects of restructuring. Receiving
employers can be either private organisations or public authorities. The cooperation between the
initial and the receiving employer is often based on a long-standing business relationship and an
informal exchange of information about how excess and lack of human resources can be matched.
Between the initial and the receiving employer a ‘sublease agreement’ is established, making it clear
that the worker remains employed by the initial employer but is subject to the receiving employer’s
authority, work organisation procedures and holiday provisions. The initial employer charges the
receiving employer based on the agreed salary and social contributions.

Employer diversity in ad-hoc employee sharing

As part of a restructuring plan that involved closing a plant in Luxembourg, the global
steel company ArcelorMittal subleased 89 workers to other employers. Of these, 46 were
seconded to the public employment agency, 4 to ministries, 11 to municipalities, 2 to
public research centres and 3 to other public facilities. A further 6 have been temporarily
assigned to ArcelorMittal’s subsidiaries in the private sector, and 17 were taken on by
private companies from profit and non-profit sectors.

Luxembourg’s legislation establishes that the working conditions and wages of subleased employees
are to be maintained, and that their wages cannot be lower than those of comparable core staff in the
receiving employer. In practice, the wage will be consistent with the position filled in the receiving
company. Workers have to have full access to the infrastructure and services of the receiving
company (for example, the canteen). The receiving company is responsible for all working conditions
and health and safety measures.

Implementation in the Czech Republic

In the Czech Republic, the freedom to assign employees to another company for a specified period
of time (docasné prideleni zaméstnance R jinému zaméstnavateli) where there is a temporary shortage
of work was legally (re)established in 2012 (Section 43a (Act No. 262/2006 Coll.) of the Labour
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Code).? It is mainly seen as a flexible instrument to address businesses’ structural problems in times
of economic crisis. The initial employer is not allowed to make any profit out of placing the worker
with another company. The receiving company has the authority to assign the workers’ tasks and
to manage them.

The employment contract between the initial employer and the worker is maintained. This means,
for example, that the worker has access to training measures and fringe benefits offered by the initial
employer. Only the initial employer is able to dismiss the worker and, if this happened, would be
responsible to cover severance pay. The receiving employer is responsible for work organisation,
appropriate working conditions, and health and safety measures, and these must not be of a lower
standard than those of comparable core staff in the receiving employer. The salary (which also has
to be comparable to core staff in the receiving company, although it may be lower than the wages of
the initial employer) is paid by the initial employer unless the companies agree otherwise. The initial
employer is reimbursed by the receiving employer.

Ad-hoc employee sharing in the Czech Republic is open to all employers and employees irrespective
of their sector, industry, discipline or occupation. However, to be eligible, the worker must have
worked with the initial employer for at least six months.

The employer can apply ad-hoc employee sharing without any public authorisation, as long as the
employees consent. While the labour inspectorate generally monitors compliance with the Labour
Code, there is no specific focus on ad-hoc employee sharing.

Implementation in Germany

In Germany, ad-hoc employee sharing (kollegiale Arbeitnehmmeriiberlassung or tarifvertragliche
Arbeitnehmertiberlassung) has grown out of collective agreements at regional level since the mid-
2000s, and it has been noted that it was also used during the recession (Hertwig and Kirsch, 2013).
The temporary work agency legislation (Arbeitnehmeriiberlassungsgesetz, AUG) explicitly provides that
temporary assignment of labour is not subject to these regulations if it is based on collective agreements
with the intention of avoiding short-time working or dismissals (Hertwig and Kirsch, 2013). Companies
covered by these agreements are allowed to send their workers to cooperating firms in the region and
do not need to apply for authorisation from the public employment service. The collective agreements
that cover such contingencies are brief and share the following elements (Hertwig and Kirsch, 2013).

e The worker remains the employee of the initial employer, but the receiving employer is allowed
to instruct the worker.

e The worker receives the same wage as before their assignment, and this is payable by the initial
employer. Additional payments, for example for shift work that is not usual in the initial company,
are to be paid on top of the usual wage and can hence increase the worker’s income.

e The works council and partly also the workers themselves are to be involved in the decision to
implement employee sharing, and often have a veto. No worker can be forced to work at another
company.

The duration of the assignment varies considerably (for example, from one day to 18 months in an
ad-hoc employee-sharing model (‘KIM’) in the German machinery sector) (Hertwig and Kirsch, 2013).

2 The legal possibility had already existed before, but it was replaced in 2004 by the introduction of temporary agency work, an attempt by
the government to prevent abuses and to control the working conditions of all temporary workers. In 2012, the assignment of workers from
one employer to another (if neither was a temporary work agency) was reintroduced as a measure to cope with the recession.
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Cross-country summary

Table 3 summarises the implementation of ad-hoc employee sharing in different Member States.

Table 3: Overview of national models of ad-hoc employee sharing

Name

Czech Republic

Docasné pridéleni zaméstnance k jinému zaméstnavateli

Germany Kollegiale or tarifvertragliche Arbeitnehmertberlassung
Luxembourg Prét temporaire de main d‘ceuvre
Basis

Czech Republic

Legislation

Germany Collective agreement
Luxembourg Legislation
Eligibility

Czech Republic

Temporary shortage of workload; the worker must have worked with the initial employer for at least six
months

Germany

Potential job loss

Luxembourg

Threat of dismissal or partial unemployment; carrying out of specific tasks the receiving company cannot
cover through a permanent job; restructuring; plan for the preservation of employment

Is authorisation required?

?

Czech Republic

No (but consent of the employees required)

Germany

No (but consent of the works council and, in part, employees required)

Luxembourg

Yes (unless it lasts less than eight weeks)

Working conditions and

wage level

Czech Republic

Comparable to core staff of the receiving employer

Germany

To be maintained at the level of the sending employer

Luxembourg

To be maintained at the level of the sending employer, but cannot be lower than for the core staff in the
receiving employer

Source: Eurofound, based on national contributions

Characteristics of employers and employees

Employers

Almost 90% of the French strategic employee sharing takes place in agriculture, according to the Union
of French Employer Groups (Union des Groupements d’Employeurs de France, UGEF). Agriculture
is also the dominant employee-sharing sector in Germany, while the Finnish published examples
come from the manufacturing sector. Ad-hoc employee sharing in Luxembourg is most prominent in
manufacturing, particularly in the metal-working industry, and in construction and retail.

The few available employee-sharing models in Belgium involve diverse sectors (one being
multisectoral, the others in food, agriculture and education). Among the case studies conducted
for this project, there is a rather broad heterogeneity of sectors. In practice, a mix of sectors in
a strategic employee-sharing model makes sense, to balance out fluctuations in HR needs in
participating firms. While, in theory, participants in strategic employee sharing in Austria could
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be all types of employers, in practice the current regulatory environment implicitly disqualifies
public organisations. In a feasibility study for Lower Austria, municipalities were found to be very
interested in and willing to engage in strategic employee sharing. However, the taxation issues in
particular would not allow them to participate because of the considerably higher cost compared
to other employment forms.

Employer diversity in strategic employee sharing

The employee-sharing arrangement on the French islands of ile de Noirmoutier and ile
d'Yeu consists of 35 participating employers and about 50 workers who have full-time
equivalent employment contracts. Members are primarily SMEs because the islands’
economic activity is mainly agriculture and crafts, but there are also some subsidiaries
of larger groups on the islands that use employee sharing. Local authorities and public
institutions, including local municipalities, have also joined the group.

Companies of all sizes participate (and there is an argument for a combination of large and small
employers because this can help achieve an efficient matching of HR demand and supply, through a
combination of stable and fluctuating demands). Nevertheless, strategic employee sharing can have
particular advantages for SMEs as it enables them to recruit skilled or professional employees on a
stable and long-term basis who they might not be able to attract or afford on their own.

Czech ad-hoc employee sharing is most commonly used in activities with seasonal fluctuation (such
as agriculture) and in professions where the temporary assignment serves training purposes (such
as healthcare). Collectively agreed ad-hoc employee sharing has been used in Germany in the metal
and machinery sector.

Employees

Anecdotal evidence from Finland points towards employee sharing involving jobs that require little
training, making it easier to switch between jobs. While similar needs for lower or more generic
skills are also observed in Germany, at the same time there is also need for specialised workers with
expert knowledge, although not full-time — people such as IT network administrators and quality
managers. Similarly, the information available on Hungary suggests that shared employees mainly
work in accounting, administration and counselling positions.

Occupational diversity in strategic employee sharing

In Belgium, Job’Ardent is a multisectoral strategic employee sharing group. It consists
of 52 SMEs from different sectors, of which 33 were active users in January 2014. It
shares eight employees: five graphic and web designers, two secretaries and one quality
manager.

In Germany's AGZ Sudbrandenburg, seven companies share nine workers. The two
women and seven men have a range of occupations (for example, forester, gardener,
blacksmith, locksmith, carpenter, miller and plumber) and are aged from younger than
25 to older than 55 years (MLUV, 2005).

Ad-hoc employee sharing in Luxembourg is mainly used for workers close to statutory retirement
age. This is explained by the fact that the public subsidy for wage maintenance (see Chapter 11) is
provided for a maximum of four years.
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Drivers and barriers

The main reason for employers to engage in strategic employee sharing is the need for specific human
resources, either for certain skills or at a specific point in time, and yet who could not be hired on
a permanent full-time basis because there is no certainty that the workload justifies a full-time
job. Compared with temporary agency workers, casual workers (see Chapter 5) or outsourcing the
tasks to external subcontractors, employee sharing can be cost-effective and time-saving (because
recruitment and employment administration is conducted by a separate legal entity). Since the same
workers repeatedly come to work at member firms, they become familiar with the work organisation
and procedures, and need induction only once. The need for supervision may also be less compared
to that for a continuously changing workforce.

Employers’ motivation for sharing employees

The employers in the Finnish employee sharing group Andelslag aimed to benefit from
having familiar workers who did not need to be trained each season. The companies in
the group that mainly needed production labour also aimed to liberate the production
foremen from recruitment and supervision of the production process.

Ad-hoc employee sharing is mainly driven by a wish to keep an employment relationship with a
workforce in spite of a temporary lack of workload.

In Belgium, the legislative basis for strategic employee sharing specifies that only long-term
unemployed workers can be hired. This can prevent employers from getting involved because such
workers are perceived to be insufficiently qualified and not easily integrated into a system where they
would have to work for different companies. Similarly, in Austria and Germany, as already outlined,
the legal requirement to establish strategic employee sharing groups as temporary work agencies
hinders specific types of employers from participating for cost reasons.

Workers are willing to join employee sharing for job retention considerations (in the case of ad-hoc
employee sharing) or to have stable full-time employment within a region if that is not available with
a single employer (in the case of strategic employee sharing). However, the perceived uncertainty
of their situation (particularly in ad-hoc employee sharing where they might be ‘in between’ two
employers) might make them reluctant to participate.

Perceived uncertainty in ad-hoc employee sharing

The restructuring of an ArcelorMittal steel plant in Luxembourg was described by
workers interviewed as a period of high uncertainty and stress. The employees knew
their jobs were in danger but had no idea whether the plant would eventually be shut
down. This appears to be a key reason why some employees were initially hesitant
about being temporarily assigned to other employers. The lack of long-term provisions
and guarantees was seen as a significant risk by some employees.

Implications for working conditions

Strategic employee sharing contributes to job stability, creating permanent full-time jobs rather than
short-term and part-time employment. Estimates from France’s UGEF, for example, show that 65%
of the workers in employment groups have long-term contracts and 78% are employed full-time.
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Being employed by a single employer — even when operating in different companies — makes
negotiations on working conditions easier for the worker, increases transparency about responsibility
and makes it possible to align work assignments in different firms (Antoine and Rorive, 2006; Votsch
and Titz, 2011).

In Austria, France and Germany as well as in the Finnish case study, the legal basis, collective
agreements and codes of conduct ensure equal treatment of shared workers compared with the
core staff of the company where they work, giving them the same working conditions and social
protection. In France, this also includes access to profit-sharing schemes and savings plans in the
employer companies. Similarly, the Czech regulation on ad-hoc employee sharing requires that
assigned employees have the same working environment, salary, benefits and training as the core
staff of the receiving company. This, however, could leave them with a lower wage than that paid
by their initial employer, but employees have to consent to any assignment and would not be
forced to accept a less-advantageous job. Reimbursement of travel expenses by the initial employer
is mandatory if a worker has to commute to their new employer. In the case of ad-hoc employee
sharing in Luxembourg, the legislation stipulates that the wages and working conditions of the
workers are to be maintained.

In Hungary, the employer whose responsibility it is to pay the wage, income taxes and social
insurance contributions of a loaned worker can be switched by agreement among the participating
employers. In practice, this might disadvantage the worker who could find that a different collective
agreement, and hence a different wage level, applies. In social protection terms, this might be
considered the end of one job and the start of a new one, influencing the worker’s benefit levels.

Employee sharing can contribute to workers’ skill development. They may benefit from varied
experience with a range of employers and from any training they might be offered (Antoine and
Rorive, 2006; Hertwig and Kirsch, 2013; Votsch and Titz, 2011). It has to be noted, however, that
the provision of formal training depends on the size of the employee sharing group, and it is feasible
only if a certain critical mass of workers is achieved.

Skill development

In Finland, during the first years of the employee sharing pool Andelslag, training
was given to those shared employees whose work contract had ended and for whom
there was no immediate new job opportunity with the participating companies. This
training included coaching in work life skills. The courses were financed by the public
employment office. In December 2013, the group had largely put such training on hold,
mostly due to financial shortages.

In the employee sharing group based in the French islands ile de Noirmoutier and ile d'Yeu,
the seasonality of jobs requires workers to perform a wide range of tasks and possess a
wider range of skills. Tailored training of employees makes this possible, and the group
has been making a particular effort in this area. For instance, it organises training on
office automation and computer science, security and prevention, communication, and
management. These training activities are open to all workers, including those who are
working in member companies but are not shared employees. These activities are financed
through mandatory employers’ contributions and are organised in response to the needs
and demands of workers and companies. They take place during and outside working hours.
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Due to the rotating character of work placement, there is some danger that shared workers
are less well embedded in the organisational structures and communication flows of the
participating companies. These workers may, as a result, have poor working relationships with
management and coworkers and less representation of their interests. In Germany, for example,
it was found that none of the existing strategic employee-sharing models had established a
works council even though it was legally possible to do so. The reason, experts suggested, was
that this would have had to be initiated by the shared workers themselves and they do not
show much interest in doing so. In France, it is made clear that shared workers are represented
by any works councils established for the group, not by those in the participating companies.
Similarly, in Luxembourg’s ad-hoc employee-sharing model, shared workers do not have access
to representation at the participating company; instead, workers are represented only in their
initial employer company.

Specialist staff within a strategic employee-sharing arrangement may suffer from professional
isolation, having limited or no opportunities for exchange of experiences with peers. Career
development, in terms of hierarchical progress, is likely to be limited.

Workers in this form of employment are required to show a comparatively high level of flexibility
and adaptability to their different work environments. This might be exciting for some, but stressful
for others who experience work intensification due to the combination of different part-time jobs. In
some models, pay and working conditions may differ across the individual companies the worker is
seconded to, resulting in some income instability.

As the necessity to commute might negatively affect workers” work-life balance, some of the strategic
employee-sharing models limit the assignments workers are offered to companies based within a
specific distance from their home. The feasibility study for the AGZ in Lower Austria, for example,
recommended that the maximum commuting distance should be related to how often a worker had
to change location; this should be no more than 20km for those changing location daily, 45 km
for those changing weekly or 80 km for those changing monthly (Baumfeld and Fischer, 2012).
In Germany’s AGZ Siidbrandenburg, there is an informal, internal rule that workers should not
commute more than 50 km to their work assignments.

Implications for the labour market

Whether or not strategic employee sharing results in a win—-win situation for both employers and
employees, and for their region, depends on:

e the variety of member companies (for example, whether their production is seasonal or
continuous, the company size);

e the ability of the member companies to agree upon joint objectives;
e the creation of a new form of social dialogue;

e the consideration of regional circumstances;

e participation in regional networks (CERGE, 2008).

Strategic employee sharing provides companies with access to human resources that they would not
or could not otherwise have, or at least not at an affordable cost (W¢lfing et al, 2007; Antoine and
Rorive, 2006). This is particularly beneficial for SMEs, reducing administrative and labour costs.
Participating companies also benefit from the cross-company work experience of the shared worker,
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which might result in efficiency and productivity gains. There is some indication that employee
sharing fosters regional cooperation in other business areas, benefitting local economic development.

The concept contributes to labour market stability in the region by providing permanent full-time
jobs that might otherwise have been precarious employment, have caused work intensification for
core staff (CERGE, 2008; Delalande and Buannic, 2006), or have resulted in reduced working time
or dismissals in the case of ad-hoc employee sharing (Hertwig and Kirsch, 2013). Employee sharing
can also help improve working conditions in a region through employers’ multilateral influence
on each other and the implicit obligation of all employers to provide similar working conditions
so that they remain attractive as an employer within the employee-sharing group. This can also
make a region more attractive for skilled workers, who might otherwise move elsewhere. Working in
different companies could also create a pool of workers with a broader range of competences, able
to cope with diversified tasks and work organisation, and hence deliver regional upskilling. This, in
turn, might attract new companies to the area, creating additional jobs. As a consequence, strategic
employee sharing has the potential to contribute to regional revitalisation.

At the same time, there are workers who prefer a traditional employment relationship. This might
lead to competition among employees, and some may be disappointed and demotivated if they
cannot secure a permanent post (Nappild and Jarvensivu, 2009). It may also undermine the
cohesion of the group if one of the participating companies takes skilled labour from it by giving a
worker a permanent post. Nevertheless, employee sharing can also be a stepping stone into standard
employment for those who want it and who are able, through their various assignments, to prove
their capabilities to a number of employers (Antoine and Rorive, 2006).

Employee sharing can contribute to labour market integration. Joint responsibility might reduce
companies’ reluctance to recruit from among disadvantaged groups, for example, when demand is
unstable or the economic climate is challenging. In Belgium, strategic employee sharing is considered
less as an innovative tool to match labour supply and demand and more as an instrument to promote
labour market inclusion of vulnerable groups. However, the obligation to hire disadvantaged workers
can be problematic as these employees are often considered insufficiently qualified or unattractive
in other ways by employers. In practice, these disadvantaged groups require specific guidance and
support that cannot be provided by most employee-sharing arrangements.

Labour market integration effects

The employee sharing pool Andelslag in Finland employed about 1,500 people from
2002 to 2013. About 50% had no occupational education, 14% had the level of
education required for the task they were selected for, and a little more than one-
third had some other form of education. Just under half (49%) were younger than
25 years old, 46% were 25-49 years old, and the remaining 5% were over 50 years old.
Four-fifths had been unemployed for less than a year. The circulation of employees
through companies usually does not last long, and in practice competent employees
soon get hired for a permanent job. Around one-quarter of all those employed have
found a permanent job through Andelslag.

In the strategic employee-sharing group in the French islands fle de Noirmoutier and ile
d'Yeu, a company sometimes repeatedly asks for the same workers, to the point where
the worker is working almost exclusively for one company. If the company develops the
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capacity to hire the worker, they leave the group and join the company on a permanent
employment contract. Other employers do not need to agree to this integration as they
do not directly employ the workers. Since the foundation of the group about 20 years
ago, slightly more than 100 workers have found a position in a member company.

Ad-hoc employee sharing results in job security for the employee and retention of skills and experience
for the employer, even in temporary crisis situations. It helps avoid unemployment and can be a
restructuring tool for the initial employer company. In some cases, it might also upskill the workforce
when placement in another company stimulates learning. However, where large numbers of workers
with similar skills need to be reassigned to other firms in the region, the possibilities could be quite
limited if there is little demand for extra workers. In many cases, there is not much awareness of
employee-sharing mechanisms. Experts in the Czech Republic agree that ad-hoc employee sharing is
rarely used and does not have any particular impact on overall employment and the labour market.
While it is an instrument appreciated by both employers’ and employees’ representatives, many point
out that it is just one of a variety of measures to avoid unemployment in economically difficult times.

Limited HR demand for ad-hoc employee sharing at regional level

Textilcord, a supplier for tyre manufacturers in Luxembourg, opted for ad-hoc employee
sharing when they experienced a sudden 50% drop in production. There was a limited
number of companies for which their workers’ skills and experience would be highly
suitable. In any case, during the economic and financial crisis of 2009-2010, only a
few companies were able to increase their workforce. It was therefore difficult to find
firms that would temporarily provide work to Textilcord’s staff, particularly since the
possibility of ad-hoc employee sharing was not widely known. Textilcord’s management
felt it would be useful to increase awareness of subleasing of employees and to build
a recruiting and subleasing network between companies to speed up the process of
finding receiving companies.
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General characteristics

Definition and regulation

Job sharing refers to employment relationships in which one employer hires several workers, but
normally just two, to jointly fill a single full-time position. It is a form of part-time work, whose
purpose is to ensure that the shared job is permanently staffed. The job sharers are a group formed
by the employer rather than a self-constituted employee group.

In some countries, job sharers have their own individual contracts of employment while sharing
the pay and benefits of a full-time job on a pro rata basis (Eurofound, 2009). In other countries, job
sharing is based on a single contract including two or more workers.

According to Messenger and Ghosheh (2013), job sharing should not be confused with work sharing.
Work sharing corresponds to the short-term reduction in working hours to spread work among
workers, often used as an alternative to job losses.

While in some European countries job sharing is already a common employment form, it has
been recently emerging as a company practice in the Czech Republic (sdileni pracovniho mista)
and Poland (podziat or dzielenie stanowiska pracy) without being specifically regulated. The
practice has been adopted from other countries and is applied using the existing general labour
law provisions. Standard part-time contracts are used, and the implicit job sharing is agreed upon
informally by the employer and the employees. It is aimed at workers who cannot or who do
not want to take up full-time employment (for example, due to care obligations, engagement in
education or training, or limited ability to work). The employer and the employees jointly agree
on the extent of each worker’s contribution, work schedules, substitution mechanisms and so on.
Two practices can be observed:

e two or more part-time positions are created from the start at the request of the employees or the
employer;

e a previous full-time job is transformed into a shared position to be jointly filled by two or more
workers.

In contrast to this, specific legislation differentiates job sharing from other part-time work in Hungary,
Italy, Slovakia, Slovenia and the UK. Most of these laws specify that whenever one of the workers is
not available, the fellow job sharer is obliged to fill in and perform the job as required. Wages, leave
and allowances are proportionally distributed by an employment contract (and collective agreement
if applicable). The distribution of tasks is based on mutual agreement.

Hungarian law specifies that the employment relationship ceases if the number of employees is
reduced to one. The employer has to give the same paid notice as for regular dismissal. Rules
on severance pay also apply. In Slovakia, it is assumed that if one of the job sharers leaves the
company, the other has to be offered a full-time position that covers both job sharers’ posts. If
more than two employees share the job, each is entitled to the proportional share of the equivalent
working time and the tasks and responsibilities set out job description (Labour Code, § 49a, (7)).

In Slovenia, the Employment Relationship Act has no specific provisions on job sharing, but at the
same time does not prohibit it. However, the Labour Market Regulation Act of 2011 specifically
describes job sharing as a new active labour market policy measure that is to be used to reduce
the number of unemployed people, with subsidised unemployed being used to replace employees.
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Hence, it does not address job sharing as a form of employment for workers who already have jobs.
Funds were to be allocated to job sharing only from 2014 onwards.

In Italy, job sharing is defined as part-time work where two workers share the responsibilities and
tasks of one job over a fixed period of time, negotiated with the employer. The contract must set out
the percentage of working time of each worker.

In the UK, job sharing is quite widespread (Branine, 2004; Walton, 1990). It is included in an
organisation’s policy and can be used at the discretion of individual employees if they find a
colleague who also has an interest in sharing a specific job.

In Ireland, specific job-sharing arrangements can be found in collective agreements.

Figure 6 identifies the countries in which job sharing is a new form of employment and the basis on
which it has been implemented.

Figure 6: European countries in which job sharing is new or of increasing importance

Source: Eurofound, based on national contributions

Even in those countries in which job sharing is explicitly regulated, the current project could not
identify any requirements for central authorisation or monitoring of this employment form. Only in
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Slovenia does the newly introduced job sharing measure for the unemployed include monitoring
of the number of such contracts, and this is because they are part of the active labour market
policies.

Mode of operation

While the legislation or collective agreements available in some countries set out provisions
regarding rights and duties of employers and employees in job sharing, they do not contain any
guidelines about the design and implementation of this employment form. It is up to the employer
and employees to arrange this among themselves. This includes, for example, the choice of contract
(permanent or fixed-term), the number of working hours and work organisation (within general legal
or collectively agreed frameworks).

Job sharing is not suitable for all types of jobs or positions. It must be possible to divide tasks, either
by time or skill.

The case study evidence also shows that careful selection of the job sharers is important. Not only
must their skills and competences fit the job in question, but their personalities must be compatible
and allow joint fulfilment of the tasks. It is essential that they understand each other and have a
friendly, cooperative relationship so that the handing over of tasks is done smoothly and efficiently.

Key strategies include considering employing workers whose skills and qualifications complement
each other (Dubourg et al, 2006). In the case studies analysed, there are examples both of job sharers
with complementary skills jointly fulfilling all tasks (for example, in Krakow Regional Labour Office,
Poland) and job sharers with the same skills who do the same tasks but share the working time
(for example, in the Czech local authority of Town District Prague 9 or in the Slovenian University
Medical Centre Ljubljana).

The split in working time can be arranged in many ways, depending on the preferences of the
employees and the nature of the tasks they perform (Hajn, 2003). Besides the typical 50-50 split, a
job can be shared in other proportions, or under various other arrangements (for example, a split
working day or alternate or overlapping working weeks) (STOS, 2007).

While in some cases this employment form is put in place through a very formal process that
requires information and authorisation from several actors, in other cases it is done informally,
based on an agreement between the employer and the workers.

Formalised implementation of job-sharing arrangements

In the Slovenian University Medical Centre Ljubljana, job sharing requires approval
from various departments. When a new job-sharing arrangement is required, the direct
supervisor informs the HR department about the reasons for using job sharing and what
percentage of the job each person will do. The HR department then prepares a contract
for part-time employment or a new annex to an existing contract.

The literature also suggests that initial active support of the relationship is necessary, as is defining
job allocation to ensure an even workload (Dubourg et al, 2006). The case study evidence hints
that practices vary depending on corporate culture, preferences of the line managers and workers’
characteristics. In some cases, the superior hands over the tasks to the job sharers and leaves it up
to them to arrange how to organise and share their work. In other examples, the manager clearly
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assigns tasks to each worker. Similarly, defined working time and duration might be fixed for the job
sharers or open to some flexibility as they need it.

Assigning tasks

Job sharing in Krakow Regional Labour Office, Poland was formalised by assignment of
the scope of duties in writing. Normally, a job description sets out the range of tasks,
duties, responsibilities, permissions and authorisations ascribed to a position, while the
scope of duties document ascribed tasks to a particular person, giving the full name
of the employee concerned, the name of their line manager and the tasks they should
perform. The line manager based the scope of duties on the general job description,
tailoring it to the experience and capabilities of the job sharing employees. In this case,
the employees had to perform one major task together but divided subtasks and were
able to consult each other on progress and completion of work because some of their
hours overlapped.

In contrast, the Slovakian Labour Code (§49a (1)) requires job sharers to divide their
working time and complete tasks on their own. The employer intervenes only if there
is no agreement between the employees. The distinction between job sharing and a
part-time employment contract is the ability of employees to arrange working time
according to their needs.

As reported earlier on, an important characteristic of job sharing is the shared responsibility of the
workers fulfilling certain tasks. This includes the job sharers’ obligation to stand in for each other if,
for example, their colleague is sick or absent for other reasons. While in some systems this obligation
is explicitly stated in the law, in other cases this is an informal agreement or company practice. In
the Czech local authority of Town District Prague 9, job sharers are ‘expected as a sort of implicit
agreement’ to stand in for each other when needed.

Also important for successful and efficient job sharing is an extensive and continuous communication
flow (Dubourg et al, 2006). Again, practices vary. While some include extensive exchange between
job sharers themselves, and between the job sharers and their superior, other models reflect a more
bilateral exchange between the manager and the individual job sharers and less directly between
the workers.

Irrespective of the design of the individual job sharing model, this type of work always includes some
level of self-organisation for task handover. If the role involves autonomous teams or managerial job
sharing, some overlap in working hours is recommended for a smooth workflow.

Handover arrangements

The job sharers in the Czech local authority of Town District Prague 9 work every day,
one from 8.00 to 12.30 and the second from 12.00 to 16:30. Their working hours overlap
for 30 minutes so that tasks, the computer agenda, information on outages of the
intranet system and other contingencies can be handed over.

Spread in Europe

Job sharing is relatively limited in those countries where it has been identified as new or emerging.
In Slovenia, for example, there was no increase between 2000 and 2010; around 30% of organisations
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with 200 or more employees use it, but only for less than 5% of their workforce. Evidence from the
Czech Republic suggests that both employers and employees have shown limited interest in job
sharing (Nekolova, 2010). A survey by recruitment consulting firm LMC showed that only 13%
of companies used job sharing.

Similarly, in Poland, job sharing is one of the least known and least used forms of employment.
In one survey, only 6% of companies said they used it (Deloitte, 2011), while in another survey
about 8% said they used it and a further 5% were considering using it (Sadowska-Snarska, 2006).

Although job-sharing opportunities are relatively widespread in the UK, it remains uncommon.
Recent data show that job sharing has been adopted by around 25% of organisations (Thompson
and Truch, 2013). Wheatley (2013a) confirms the marginal take-up of job sharing in the UK: just
2% of employees actually engage in it. However, there is currently renewed interest from employers
in this employment form as a way to boost the number of senior women on company boards and
in Parliament.

For Ireland, it is estimated that about 9% of employees were job sharing in 2009, up from 6% in
2003 (ESRI, 2010). Using data from the first national survey of employees in Ireland in 2003, Layte
et al (2008) show that 30% of workers reported that job sharing was available in their workplace.

Characteristics of employers and employees

In the Czech Republic, job sharing is most commonly used in jobs that do not require specialist skills
(such as assistants and receptionists) (Nekolova, 2010). In contrast, a Polish survey found that while
job sharing is dominated by manual labour positions, which account for 41% of such positions, 38%
are occupied by specialists and 14% are occupied by managers (Sadowska-Snarska, 2006). In UK,
job sharers are more likely to be in professional and administrative roles such as administrative and
clerical staff, library staff, teachers and health service workers (Wheatley, 2013b; Eurofound, 2009).
The case studies also show a relatively high skill level among job sharers.

In Hungary, job sharing is mainly chosen by young mothers returning to the labour market. Other
groups where it is more common are older workers (aged 45 and older) and students in further or
higher education. Similarly, Wheatley (2013b) finds that in the UK job sharers are mainly women
in the middle part of their working lives who are married and have dependent children. In many of
the case studies, job sharers are mainly women in their 30s or 40s.

LMC’s survey in the Czech Republic showed that 15% of the companies in the public and industrial
sectors, 11% of those in the commerce sector and 10% of those in the service sector use job sharing
at least sometimes. In Poland, job sharing seems to be most common in healthcare (where it is in
place in 20% of organisations), public administration (13%), tourism and education (Sadowska-
Snarska, 2006). The data available for Ireland shows that job sharing is more common in the public
sector: in 2009, about 13% of public sector employees and about 8% of private sector employees
were job sharing (ESRI, 2010).

Data from 2008 for Slovenia show a higher share of large organisations in public services (39%)
used job sharing compared with those in private sector services (23%) or industry and agriculture
(26%). Some recently adopted legislative acts affect employment opportunities in the public sector
and have an indirect influence on job sharing. For example, medical institutions now need to have
direct approval from the ministry of health every time they want to recruit a new employee, and
public sector employment has become less attractive due to reduced salaries and fringe benefits. In
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such circumstances, job sharing is thought likely to become an even more important employment
form for the public sector.

By contrast, the prevalence of job sharing in the UK is higher in the private sector (14% of companies
offered it in 2010) than in the public sector (9%), and this could be attributed to the finding that
it is more likely to be taken up by employees of small businesses rather than larger organisations
(Family Friendly Working Hours Taskforce, 2010). However, other sources suggest that it is in fact
mainly used in the UK’s public sector (for example, health services and education) (Branine, 2004;
Walton, 1990; Wheatley, 2013b).

In Slovakia, while the Labour Code does not differentiate between job sharing in the public and
private sector, the Act on Civil Service precludes it for civil servants.

Drivers and barriers

From the case study evidence, it seems the main reasons for employers to facilitate job sharing are a
wish to offer flexible work patterns to their workforce, ensuring full-time coverage of a job, retention
of skilled labour, improvement of their employer branding and a smooth workflow.

Next to such pull factors, the case studies also revealed some push factors. Where there is a legal
obligation to provide flexible, part-time work for specific groups of workers (such as disabled people
or women returning from maternity leave), job sharing might be a good option to fulfil these and fill
a full-time post. Furthermore, some public sector employers confronted with budget cuts or amended
employment regulations may be able to use job sharing to continue providing all the services required.

Employers’ motivation to offer job sharing

The local authority Town District Prague 9 in the Czech Republic began to consider job
sharing when an employee wanted to return to work part time after maternity leave
to align work with her family responsibilities. The employer’s reasons for offering a job
share were:

e to retain a qualified and experienced employee;

¢ to support flexible work (not yet very prevalent in the Czech public sector);

¢ to reconcile work and family life for the employee and still fulfil obligations to the
public;

e toincrease worker satisfaction, which would be reflected in the quality of their work;

e to promote the authority as a good employer.

Employers’ concerns focus on the compatibility of job sharers, continuity of work, increased administration,
training and other costs such as covering expenses for commuting or meals (Branine, 1998).

Workers mainly opt for job sharing if they need a flexible form of employment (for example, because
of care responsibilities, educational needs, or if disability or illness prevents them from working full-
time). Indeed, in the case studies, job-sharing arrangements tended to be employee-driven rather
than initiated by employers.

Wheatley (2013b) suggests the limitations of job sharing for workers explain its comparative
underuse. The challenge of finding a job sharing ‘partner’, the difficulty assigning and assessing the
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contribution of each of the job sharers, the potential negative career implications typical of more
conventional part-time work, and low job satisfaction are all factors that reduce the attractiveness of
this employment form. However, the most important factor seems to be a general lack of awareness
that this employment form exists and could be used.

In addition, in some Member States, particularly those in which flexible employment forms or part-
time work are not common, workers tend to be reluctant to reduce their working hours, fearing they
might lose their job or have difficulty re-entering full-time work.

National work culture hindering job sharing

Polish interviewees stressed that successful examples of job sharing show employees
that it is possible to return to work part time (for example after maternity leave),
share the job and do it effectively. One job sharer said that job sharing was a good
incentive for women with small children to apply for part-time jobs. Her view was that
women find it difficult to fight for their rights in flexible employment arrangements
because they fear they will lose their job. Sometimes they dare not even ask whether it
is possible to work part-time and share their position with another employee. They may
leave work completely because they cannot reconcile their work with family life. Few
women return to work part time after maternity or parental leave. When they do, they
usually work 75%-80% of a full-time contract, and filling the remaining part of the job
becomes extremely difficult.

Implications for working conditions

Job sharing provides workers with a good level of flexibility, allowing them to work part-time and
flexibly share work with each other. It is said to be a means of improving the status and career
prospects of part-time workers while offering flexibility to employers, resulting in improved work-life
balance (Branine, 2003; Guglielmo, 2008). In Hungary, job sharing is more attractive than standard
part-time jobs as it ensures the same position, allowances and salary categories as a full-time job,
as it generally does in the UK.

Job sharers are generally entitled to the same social protection benefits as any part-time worker.

Hungarian legislation also specifies notice periods and severance payments if the employment
relationship ends that match other types of employment contracts. Similarly, if a job share ends,
Slovakian regulations entitle the worker to be assigned to work equivalent to the full working time
and job description of the original post.

A research report on job sharing at senior level shows other positive aspects, such as making part-
time work possible in roles with high responsibilities and potential career progression, and with the
potential for job satisfaction, with the advantage of being able to ‘switch off’ knowing some else is
doing the job during off-duty periods (Daniels, 2011).

The case study evidence suggests that job sharers have the same access to training as any other core
workers have. In addition, job sharing provides learning and exchange opportunities between the
coworkers involved in the job share.
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Peer learning

The job sharers in the Czech local authority of Town District Prague 9 say they have
learned from each other’s complementary strengths, especially in dealing with clients.
When both are on duty, they not only help each other but also experience first hand
the other’s working style and communication with customers.

However, there are concerns about the loss of benefits associated with full-time employment, conflict
between job sharers and lack of control over the nature and outcomes of work (Branine, 1998, 2003,
2004).

Moreover, if poorly implemented, job sharing can result in increased work intensity, the need to work
overtime and work-related stress (for example, if the ‘fit’ of job sharers is not right). Sometimes it
results in job sharers being given less responsibility (McDonald et al, 2009; Wheatley, 2013b). Stress
related to job sharing can also have a more emotional dimension, for example if one job sharer does
not succeed in 